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Abstract: 

Background: Muscle mass is essential for health promotion and maintenance; however, 

consensus regarding the effectiveness of protein interventions in increasing muscle mass is 

still lacking.  

Objective: To evaluate the dose-response relationship in the effects of protein on lean body 

mass (or fat-free mass). 

Data Sources: PubMed and Ichushi-Web databases were searched. A manual search of the 

references of the literature included in this study and of that included in other meta-analyses 

was conducted.  

Study Selection: Randomized controlled trials evaluating the effect of supplementary protein 

intake on lean body mass were included.   

Data Extraction: Two researchers independently screened the abstracts and five, reviewed the 

full-texts. 

Results: A total of 5411 subjects in 105 articles were included. Dose-response analysis using a 

multivariate-adjusted spline model showed that lean body mass significantly improved with 
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about 5 g/day of supplementary protein intake; this effect further increased with > 50 g/day 

supplementary protein intake. 

Conclusions: Increasing daily protein intake can help sustain and improve muscle mass in 

various populations, irrespective of sex, age, and exercise habits. 

 

Key words: protein, body composition, diet 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Skeletal muscle, which is responsible for movement and activity, is the largest organ in the 

human body, accounting for 40% of the total body weight. In young and middle-aged adults, a 

decrease in muscle mass increases the risk of chronic metabolic diseases such as type 2 

diabetes and obesity.1, 2 Moreover, in the elderly, a progressive decrease in muscle mass 

(sarcopenia) with age is a risk factor for fractures, physical disabilities, and frailty.3 

Accordingly, sustaining and increasing muscle mass is extremely important for the promotion 

and maintenance of health across all populations, including the young and the elderly.4 

Protein, one of the energy-producing nutrients, is a major component of skeletal muscle in 

living organisms, and is involved in the regulation of metabolism.5, 6 Decreased muscle mass 

may be accelerated by a decline in the assimilation response to insufficient protein intake.7 

According to a meta-analysis of nitrogen delivery tests to evaluate the required amount of 

protein, protein requirement in adults was reported to be 0.66 g/kg body weight/day.8 

However, although some randomized controlled trials (RCTs) reported an increase in skeletal 

muscle mass following intake of more than the required amount of protein,9-15 no consistent 

results have been demonstrated.12 

The dose-response relationship between protein intake and muscle mass has been reported in 

a recent meta-analysis of RCTs.14 But since this report mainly demonstrates the magnitude of 

effect in the dose-response curve, the dose-response relationship between increased muscle 

mass and protein intake cannot be estimated from confidence intervals (CI). Consequently, the 

purpose of this systematic review and meta-analysis was to quantitatively evaluate the 

dose-response relationship between differences in various supplementary protein intake and 

an increase in lean body mass or fat-free mass. Protein and amino acid ingestion strongly 

stimulates muscle protein synthesis,16 and digested and absorbed proteins and amino acids 

also act as structural components of muscle hypertrophy.5 Therefore, the hypothesis in this 

study was that ingesting small amounts of protein is effective in increasing muscle mass, and 

that increased protein intake would result in a significant increase in muscle mass. This study 

is the first meta-analysis examining the dose-response relationship between differences in a 

wide range of supplementary protein intake and the increase in muscle mass. Findings of this 

study contain recommendations for appropriate amounts of supplementary protein intake 

which is required for sustaining and improving muscle mass in a diverse population, 
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irrespective of sex, age, and exercise habits. 

 

METHODS 

Protocol 

This study was registered in UMIN-CTR (Registration No. R000044150). 

 

Reporting 

This systematic review and meta-analysis was conducted in accordance with the PRISMA 

(Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines.17 

 

Data sources  

A systematic review of published literature was conducted using the PubMed and 

Ichushi-Web (online database of academic articles in Japan) databases (last accessed on May 

27th, 2019). Results were limited to English and Japanese language RCTs. The combinations 

of search terms and search parameters are shown in Supplementary Table S1. Moreover, a 

manual search of the references of the literature included for this study and of that included in 

other meta-analyses was conducted. 

 

Study identification and data extraction 

Two authors (R.T and K.N) independently screened titles and abstracts of all the search results, 

and eligibility was judged based on the eligibility criteria described later. Any disagreement 

regarding eligibility was resolved through deliberations. Articles judged to be potentially 

eligible in the primary screening, and articles for which no such decision could be made, were 

subjected to secondary screening to determine eligibility using the full-text version. Data on 

subjects’ attributes, intervention conditions, and the target outcome, were extracted from the 

articles judged to be eligible during secondary screening. If a trial had more than one 

intervention group, each group was treated as a separate trial. Measurement results in the 

middle of the intervention period were excluded, and only one result before and after the full 

intervention was utilized. When data required for creation of a forest plot could not be 

collected, the article’s corresponding author was contacted. In cases where numerical data 

were not available and responses on the inquiry could not be obtained from the corresponding 

author, but the data were available as graphs, numerical values were obtained using 

WebPlotDigitizer version 4.1 (Ankit Rohatgi, TX, USA).18 Five authors (K.I., K.U., R.T., C.S., 

and K.N.) conducted the secondary screening and data extraction, and two authors (K.I. and 

K.U.) conducted the verification. 

 

Eligibility 

RCTs that studied the effects of supplementary protein intake on lean body mass (or fat-free 
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mass), where it was possible to compare the results between groups, were selected for 

analysis. The population, intervention, comparison, outcome, and setting (PICOS) criteria 

were used to define the research questions (Table 1). The target population was limited to 

subjects who did not have any serious illness. The protein intervention period was set as two 

weeks or more. Supplementary protein intake that was either clearly set in advance prior to 

the intervention (not the dietary survey results), or that could be calculated, was set in units of 

g/day. Trials with inter-group differences in the amounts for interventions with muscle 

hypertrophy promoters (leucine, beta-hydroxy-beta-methylbutyrate, creatine, etc.) or vitamin 

D were excluded. When there was more than one control group, priority was given to the 

control group with equal energy intake and with larger differences in supplementary protein 

intake. Control groups with different conditions other than nutrition (such as exercise) were 

excluded. 

 

Outcomes  

When extracting data on muscle mass, muscle strength, and body fat mass as outcomes, the 

target of analysis in this systematic review and meta-analysis was lean body mass or fat-free 

mass. For those articles where both lean body mass and fat-free mass were mentioned, only 

the results of lean body mass were included. 

 

Quality assessment 

Two authors (K.I. and K.N.) independently conducted the evaluation of the quality of selected 

articles using the Cochrane risk-of-bias tool.19 Any disagreement on judgement was resolved 

through discussions with a third author (R.T.). In order to avoid bias, those articles with 

detailed descriptions which are usually excluded (compared to articles with less detailed 

descriptions), all articles were evaluated, including the ones containing high risk items. 

 

Statistical analysis 

A meta-analysis was conducted on the effect of supplementary protein intake on lean body 

mass (or fat-free mass). Analysis was conducted using mean change and standard deviation 

(SD) of change (SDchange). In cases where SDchange was not reported, it was calculated using 

the equations given below, following the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of 

Interventions.19 In cases where all data for SD before intervention (SDbaseline), SD after 

intervention (SDfinal), and SDchange were available, correlation coefficient (Corr) was calculated 

using the following equation:   

Corr = (SDbaseline
2 + SDfinal

2 - SDchange
2)/(2 × SDbaseline × SDfinal). 

In cases where SDchange was unknown, but SDbaseline and SDfinal were available, SDchange was 

calculated using the following equation: 

SDchange = √(SDbaseline
2 + SDfinal

2 - 2 × Corr × SDbaseline × SDfinal). 
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In cases where all the above data were not available, SDchange was obtained by contacting the 

corresponding author. 

Point estimation of the results was expressed by the magnitude of effect and the 95% CI 

using a forest plot. The analysis was performed using a random-effects model assuming that 

trial errors were included, since the trials were selected using a wide range of conditions and 

were not limited by sex, age, and exercise conditions. Statistical heterogeneity was evaluated 

using the inconsistency index (I2) and χ2 test, but the entire analysis was performed even if the 

heterogeneity was high, based on the assumption that corrections for confounding factors 

would be incorporated later. Publication bias was visually evaluated using a funnel plot 

analysis. 

Moreover, a multivariate-adjusted spline model was used to evaluate the dose-response 

relationship between supplementary protein intake and lean body mass. This 

multivariate-adjusted model included age, sex, race (East Asians, Caucasians, others), body 

mass index (BMI), weight change rate, presence or absence of diseases, intervention period, 

type of protein intervention (supplement or modification of meal content), presence or 

absence of resistance exercise, and the presence or absence of conflict of interest (COI). The 

missing values of these covariates (of all the 105 selected trials; sex in eight cases, age in one 

case, weight after intervention in 15 cases, BMI in two cases) were substituted with average 

values (for the weight change rate only, missing values were substituted with 0) of all the 

included trials. Results for these analyses were expressed as the effect size and the 95% CI, 

with the former being calculated relative to the control group. In the results of the analysis, 

when the 95% CI of the magnitude of effect did not straddle 0, it was estimated that p < 0.05. 

When the 95% CI of the magnitude of effect straddled 0, it was estimated that p ≥ 0.05. 

Statistical significance was considered when both sides were less than 5%. All analyses 

were conducted using Review Manager (RevMan) version 5.3 (The Nordic Cochrane Centre, 

The Cochrane Collaboration, CPH, Denmark) and STATA MP, version 15.0 (StataCorp LP, 

College Station, TX, USA). 

 

Results 

Study selection 

The literature search results are shown in Figure 1. In the literature search conducted through 

May 27th, 2019, a total of 1700 potentially relevant articles were identified. Primary 

screening of titles and abstracts identified 295 articles that were either found to be potentially 

eligible, or for which no clear judgement could be made. Secondary screening using the 

full-text versions of the articles identified 149 eligible articles. On narrowing down the search 

according to the target outcome for analysis in this meta-analysis, data on 105 articles, 138 

intervention groups, and 5411 subjects were obtained. 
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Study characteristics 

Supplementary Table S2 summarizes the features of the 105 selected articles. The RCTs 

comprised 68 trials evaluating lean body mass only, 35 trials evaluating fat-free mass only, 

and two trials evaluating both lean body mass and fat-free mass. There were 66 trials where 

protein supplementation (test food) was added to regular meals, and 39 trials where the meal 

content itself was changed. The intervention period comprised a wide range, varying from 2 

weeks to 18 months, with a mean of 19.8 weeks. As for training status, 62 trials were 

performed in the groups without any accompanying resistance exercise, 39 trials were 

performed in the groups with accompanying resistance exercise, and four trials were 

performed in both groups. With respect to energy balance, 41 trials accompanied aggressive 

weight loss, two trials accompanied aggressive weight gain, and 62 trials accompanied neither. 

With regards to sex, 2459 subjects were female, 2422 subjects were male, and 530 subjects 

were unknown. The mean age of the subjects varied widely in each of the trial groups, ranging 

from 19 to 81 years, with an overall mean of 47.2 years. 

 

Risk of bias 

Assessment of risk of bias has been summarized in Supplementary Figure S1. High risk of 

bias was judged for the following: blinding of participants and personnel in 58 trials, 

incomplete outcome data in seven trials, random sequence generation in three trials, and 

allocation concealment in three trials. Publication bias was not noticed in the funnel plot 

(Supplementary Figure S2). 

 

Meta-analysis 

Supplementary Figure S3 shows the forest plot consolidating the results of the trials for 138 

intervention conditions. Protein intake was significantly effective in improving lean body 

mass or fat-free mass (weighted average difference 0.50, 95% CI 0.36-0.65, p < 0.01). For 

statistical heterogeneity, the I2 = 74%, and χ2 tests demonstrated statistical significance (p < 

0.01). 

 

Dose-response curves 

A multivariate-adjusted spline model was used to evaluate the dose-response curves showing 

the relationship between supplementary protein intake and lean body mass (or fat-free mass) 

(Figure 2). In the case of the unadjusted spline model, lean body mass increase was significant 

starting from supplementary protein intake of around 5 g/day, showed no significant change 

between around 5 g/day to 50 g/day, and then showed a greater increase in lean body mass 

with increasing supplementary protein intake of > 50 g/day (Figure 2a). These relationships 

were also observed after corrections for confounding factors, but the magnitude of effect of 

protein intake in the dose-response relationship tended to be lower compared to that for the 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.02.21.20026252doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.02.21.20026252
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


7 

 

unadjusted case (Figure 2b). Factors showing significant associations with the dose-response 

relationship included sex, race, age, weight change rate, presence or absence of disease, 

intervention period, type of protein used in intervention, and presence or absence of COI. 

Moreover, the multivariate-adjusted spline model performed only on trials with ≤ 50 g/day of 

protein, revealed that lean body mass was further increased when the intervention was 

combined with resistance exercises (Supplementary Table S3). Notably, the magnitude of 

effect on lean body mass increase was higher in subjects without COI. 

 

DISCUSSION  

Primary findings 

The purpose of this study was to elucidate the dose-response relationship using a 

meta-analysis of RCTs investigating the effect of protein supplementation on lean body mass 

(or fat-free mass). The primary findings of the present study are described below. First, 

according to a multivariate-adjusted spline model, lean body mass significantly increased by 

about 1.2 kg, corresponding to as little as around 5 g of protein supplementation per day over 

a period of several months (average of 4 to 5 months). Secondly, no change in lean body mass 

increase was observed for protein supplementation within the range of around 5 g/day through 

50 g/day. Thirdly, for protein supplementation of > 50 g/day or more, for each increase of 

10 g/day, lean body mass increased by about 50 g. This study is the first meta-analysis 

examining the dose-response relationship between the differences in a wide range of amounts 

of protein supplementation and the increase in lean body mass, using multivariate-adjusted 

spline analysis. This study generated new findings on the dose-response relationship 

concerning muscle mass increase due to protein intake in a diverse population, irrespective of 

sex, age, and exercise habits. 

 

Effects with low doses 

The results demonstrated that the intake of additional amounts of protein of as little as around 

5 g/day, resulted in an unadjusted average increase in lean body mass of about 500 g, and on 

adjusting for confounding factors, an average increase in lean body mass of about 1200 g was 

seen. Water accounts for about 76% of muscle,20 and considering that 80% of the dry weight 

is made up of protein, the amount of muscle protein assimilated during the intervention period 

is estimated to be approximately 240 g (multivariate-adjusted model results). Since in those 

studies with protein interventions of < 10 g/day energy balance was not negative in all 

subjects, if 5 g/day of supplementary protein was digested and absorbed at an absorption rate 

of 81%,21 it takes approximately 59 days (eight weeks), assuming that all absorbed amino 

acids are used in increasing lean body mass. Eight weeks is close to the average intervention 

period (10 weeks) for trials with < 10 g/day of supplementary protein intake, and considering 

that the actual absorption rate varies according to age and amount of protein intake,22 findings 
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suggest that at around 5 g/day of supplementary protein intake, a major amount of absorbed 

amino acids were utilized in lean body mass increase. One physiological mechanism of 

efficient lean body mass increase by such a small amount of supplementary protein intake 

may be that, when proteins are digested and absorbed, and when blood amino acids 

(especially leucine concentrations) increase, the mTOR signaling pathway of muscle cells is 

activated and muscle protein synthesis is promoted.23, 24 It has been reported that an additional 

intake of 5 g of protein, which corresponds to 2.5 g of essential amino acids, stimulates rapid 

protein assimilation.7 Accordingly, the results of this study suggest that even in certain 

populations such as the elderly, people with dysphagia, patients, and people with financial 

constraints; the addition of one egg (protein amount: 6-8 g) or one cup (200 ml) of milk 

(protein amount: 6.8 g) per day to regular meals may be promising for increasing muscle 

mass. 

 

Effects with high doses 

The results demonstrate that a plateau for an increase in lean body mass was reached for 

supplemental protein intake at a range of around 5 g/day to 50 g/day. One likely reason behind 

this is that protein assimilation at one point becomes saturated in the younger population at > 

20 g of protein intake, and in the elderly population at > 40 g of protein intake.7 Moreover, in 

this study, when supplemental protein intake exceeded around 50 g/day, for each 10 g/day 

increase, lean body mass increased linearly by about 110 g in the unadjusted model, and by 

about 50 g in the confounders adjusted model. On the other hand, a recent meta-analysis 

suggested that the increase in muscle mass levels off at a total protein intake of 1.6 g/kg/day14. 

The likely factors for differences in results between the present study and the previous study 

are the variations in statistical methods (multivariate adjusted spline vs biphasic regression) 

and exposure factors (add-on protein intake vs total intake). Moreover, the previous 

meta-analysis utilized only protein intervention studies with resistance training. In the present 

study, by describing the magnitude of effect including the CI for each amount of 

supplementary protein intake using the multivariate adjusted spline model, we were able to 

elucidate the relationship between intervention amount and magnitude of effect while 

minimizing the impact of systematic errors. The main finding of this study, that 

supplementary protein intake exceeding 50 g/day induces even larger increases in muscle 

mass, suggests that this may be effective for patients and athletes who required an increase in 

muscle mass accompanied by muscle hypertrophy. 

 

 

Strengths and limitations 

This study has the following strengths. First, we included a large number of selected studies 

(trials) and subjects. To the best of our knowledge, the numbers in the present study are 2-3 
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times higher than those in previous meta-analyses9-15. Second, dose-reactivity was described 

using a multivariate adjusted spline model. Surprisingly, although numerous meta-analyses 

have been published to date, only a few analyzed dose-response relationships, despite major 

interests and concerns regarding the amount of protein intervention and its effect size.  

This study has some limitations. First, included studies were limited to those published in 

English and Japanese languages only. Notably, risk of bias was minimized by measures such 

as the inclusion of race as a confounding factor. Secondly, for articles in which the magnitude 

of effect on lean body mass was not mentioned in either the text or tables, the corresponding 

authors were contacted, but the response rate was low (seven out of 36 cases only). However, 

of the 29 articles where no response was obtained from the authors, 18 articles contained 

related graphs, and WebPlotDigitizer was used to extract data from these graphs. Thirdly, bias 

related to blinding was high. Double-blinded trials are difficult to perform in dietary protein 

interventions, since it is necessary to provide meals with different content. However, as most 

studies on protein intervention are not double-blinded, excluding them could result in large 

deviations from the current status of protein intervention studies. Consequently, studies that 

were not double-blinded were also included in this meta-analysis. 

 

Perspectives 

 A future large-scale RCT is necessary to examine the dose-response relationship of multiple 

protein intervention amounts under the same conditions. This way, it will be possible to more 

accurately elucidate the relationship between protein intervention amount and muscle mass 

increase. In fact, only four articles out of the 105 articles included in the present meta-analysis 

examined the dose-response relationship under the same conditions. Moreover, intervention 

studies including subjects with severely insufficient protein intake (such as frailty and 

sarcopenia) are warranted. In developed and developing countries, sarcopenia and frailty in 

the elderly and kwashiorkor in young children, respectively, comprise some global health 

issues which need to be resolved. Therefore, more well-designed and multi-faceted studies are 

necessary to further clarify the relationship between protein intake and muscle mass. 

 

Conclusion 

This study is the first meta-analysis examining the dose-response relationship between the 

differences in a wide range of supplemental protein intake and the increase in lean body mass 

(or fat-free mass). Increasing protein intake only by around 5 g/day significantly increases 

muscle mass. When protein intake is increased by > 50 g/day, lean body mass increases 

linearly with additional protein intake. The findings of this study implicate that in diverse 

populations, ranging from patients to elderly people and athletes, appropriate protein intake is 

crucial in sustaining and improving muscle mass, irrespective of sex, age, and exercise habits, 
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Table legends 

Table 1 PICOS criteria for inclusion of studies 

 

Figure legends.  

Figure 1 Flow diagram of the literature search process.  

 

Figure 2 Dose-response relationship between supplementary protein intake and muscle 

mass increase. Multivariate adjusted spline curves illustrating the associations of 

supplementary protein intake and change in lean body mass or fat-free mass without 

adjustments (a) or adjusted for age, sex, race (East Asians, Caucasians, others), BMI, weight 

change rate, presence or absence of diseases, intervention period, type of protein intervention 

(supplement or modification of meal content), presence or absence of resistance exercise, and 

the presence or absence of COI (b). The solid line and dashed line represent the mean 

differences and 95% confidence intervals.  

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; COI, conflict of interest. 
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Table 1 PICOS criteria for inclusion of studies 

 

Parameter  Description 

Population  Adult participants (not critically ill)  

Intervention  Supplementary protein intake, supplemented for ≥ 2 weeks  

Comparator  Placebo or no intervention  

Outcomes  Lean body mass or fat-free mass 

Study design  Randomized controlled trial 
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