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Abstract Aim: To evaluate the relationship between L-carnitine and lipid levels in obese patients. Methods: Ac-
cording to the requirements of system evaluation randomized controlled trials of L-carnitine for weight loss were collected.
The quality of the included studies was evaluated and meta-analysis was performed. Results: Reduction in the TG
( WMD =0.883 95% CI= -0.230-1.980 Z=1.560 P =0.120) TC(WMD = -0.060 95% CI = —0. 150 - 0. 020
Z=1.520 P=0.130) and HDL( WMD =0.040 95% CI = -0.270 -0.360 Z =0.270 P =0.790) between the inter—
vention and control groups had no statistical difference; LDL reduction( WMD =1.080 95% CI = -0.560 -2.730 Z =
1.290 P =0.020) between the 2 groups had statistical difference. Conclusion: L-carnitine could improve the LDL level of

obese patients thus regulating the fat metabolism in obese patients.
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _Mean _ SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random. 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
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Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup  Mean _ SD Total Mean

SD_Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Gwak JH 2007 0.2 026 30 0.2 022 30 331%
BHR, 1997 1015 0.47 10 -0.15 073 8  59%
FEZg 2004 -0.05 016 8 -01 016 8 30.4%
BE 2007 0.04 036 8 0.01 042 8 305%
Total (95% ClI) 56 54 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.05; Chi*=27.41, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); = 89%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.29 (P =0.02)
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