Supplemental Online Material A: 
Supplementary Analyses


















Fig. A.1. Forest plot, studies using time-pressure manipulations.
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Fig. A.2. Forest plot, studies using depletion manipulations.
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Fig. A.3. Forest plot, studies using cognitive-load manipulations.
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Fig. A.4. Forest plot, studies using all induction manipulations.
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Fig. A.5. Forest plot, studies using recall induction manipulations.
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Fig. A.6. Forest plot, studies using emotion-induction manipulations.
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Fig. A.7. Forest plot, studies using ‘other induction’ manipulations.
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Fig. A.8. Forest plot, all studies excluding induction manipulations.
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Fig. A.9. Excluding time-pressure and emotion-induction manipulations.
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Fig. A.10. Forest plot, all studies excluding emotion-induction manipulations.
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Fig. A.11. Funnel plot of all studies featured in Fig. 1.
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Fig. A.12. Forest plot, all pre-registered studies.
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Fig A.13. Forest plot, effect sizes only for compliant subpopulation
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Table A.1. Evidence for selection bias when excluding non-compliers.
	
	
All data
	
	
PGGs only

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	Gender
	0.0112
	-0.0235
	0.0103
	-0.0248
	
	0.0134
	-0.0256
	0.0121
	-0.0284

	
	(0.0111)
	(0.0156)
	(0.0110)
	(0.0158)
	
	(0.0129)
	(0.0181)
	(0.0127)
	(0.0184)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	-0.00886**
	-0.0130***
	
	
	
	-0.00892*
	-0.0208***
	
	

	
	(0.00394)
	(0.00394)
	
	
	
	(0.00471)
	(0.00463)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.00176***
	0.00583***
	-0.00181***
	0.00575***
	
	-0.00231***
	0.00738***
	-0.00235***
	0.00728***

	
	(0.000510)
	(0.000664)
	(0.000505)
	(0.000663)
	
	(0.000605)
	(0.000772)
	(0.000600)
	(0.000776)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	India
	-0.253***
	-0.0446**
	-0.262***
	-0.0588***
	
	-0.247***
	-0.0324
	-0.252***
	-0.0445**

	
	(0.0258)
	(0.0211)
	(0.0252)
	(0.0203)
	
	(0.0315)
	(0.0230)
	(0.0313)
	(0.0225)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other non-US
	-0.152***
	0.0228
	-0.155***
	0.0190
	
	-0.149***
	0.0384
	-0.147***
	0.0431

	
	(0.0352)
	(0.0289)
	(0.0351)
	(0.0289)
	
	(0.0441)
	(0.0320)
	(0.0440)
	(0.0321)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	0.912***
	0.441***
	0.875***
	0.386***
	
	0.919***
	0.439***
	0.881***
	0.350***

	
	(0.0226)
	(0.0240)
	(0.0164)
	(0.0233)
	
	(0.0270)
	(0.0274)
	(0.0193)
	(0.0274)

	N
	6841
	6914
	6841
	6914
	
	5294
	5364
	5294
	5364


Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses (clustered on ip address)
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
(1) Estimated compliance probability, (2) Correlation between demographic variables and cooperation level, (3) Estimated compliance probability, (4) Correlation between demographic variables and cooperation level, (5) Estimated compliance probability, (6) Correlation between demographic variables and cooperation level, (7) Estimated compliance probability, (8) Correlation between demographic variables and cooperation level


Table A.2. Overview of studies included in our updated meta-analysis.
	Study
	Cognitive Manipulation
	Game
	N

	Alós-Ferrer & Garagnani (2018)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	160

	Bird et al. (2018)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	400

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-1
	Time pressure
	PGG
	203

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-2
	Time pressure
	PGG
	221

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-3
	Time pressure
	PGG
	169

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-4
	Time pressure
	PGG
	157

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-5
	Time pressure
	PGG
	144

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-6
	Time pressure
	PGG
	163

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-7
	Time pressure
	PGG
	154

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-8
	Time pressure
	PGG
	166

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-9
	Time pressure
	PGG
	182

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-10
	Time pressure
	PGG
	156

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-11
	Time pressure
	PGG
	188

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-12
	Time pressure
	PGG
	156

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-13
	Time pressure
	PGG
	202

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-14
	Time pressure
	PGG
	157

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-15
	Time pressure
	PGG
	216

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-16
	Time pressure
	PGG
	198

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-17
	Time pressure
	PGG
	177

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-18
	Time pressure
	PGG
	164

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-19
	Time pressure
	PGG
	143

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-20
	Time pressure
	PGG
	147

	Bouwmeester et al. (2017), S-21
	Time pressure
	PGG
	133

	Camerer et al. (2018)
	Induction
	PGG
	2,100

	Capraro & Cococcioni (2015)
	Time pressure
	PD
	450

	Capraro & Cococcioni (2016), S-1
	Ego depletion
	PD
	291

	Capraro & Cococcioni (2016), S-2
	Ego depletion
	PD
	403

	Capraro & Cococcioni (2016), S-3
	Ego depletion
	PD
	459

	Capraro (2016)
	Time pressure
	PD
	207

	Cone & Rand (2014)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	751

	De Dreu et al. (2015)
	Ego depletion
	PD
	104

	De Haan & van Veldhuizen (2015), pilot
	Ego depletion
	PD
	50

	De Haan & van Veldhuizen (2015), S-1
	Ego depletion
	PD
	103

	De Haan & van Veldhuizen (2015), S-2
	Ego depletion
	PD
	121

	Døssing et al. (2017)
	Cognitive load
	PGG
	166

	Everett et al. (2017) 
	Time pressure
	PD
	1,140

	Gärtner et al. (2018)
	Induction
	PGG
	1,308

	Isler et al. (2018)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	935

	Levine et al. (2018), S-1
	Induction
	PD
	301

	Levine et al. (2018), S-2
	Induction
	PD
	290

	Levine et al. (2018), S-4
	Induction
	PD
	405

	Levine et al. (2018), S-5
	Induction
	PD
	692

	Liu & Hao (2011)
	Induction & cognitive load
	PD
	120

	Lohse (2016)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	220

	Lotz (2015)
	Induction
	PGG
	246

	Ma et al. (2015)
	Induction
	PGG
	151

	Madland (2017), pilot
	Induction
	PD
	92

	Madland (2017)
	Induction
	PD
	406

	Montealegre & Jimenez-Leal (2015), S-1
	Time pressure
	PGG
	295

	Montealegre & Jimenez-Leal (2015), S-2
	Time pressure
	PGG
	104

	Protzko et al. (2016)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	144

	Rand & Kraft-Todd (2014), S-1
	Time pressure
	PGG
	479

	Rand (2018)
	Induction
	PD
	812

	Rand (2018)
	Induction
	PD
	721

	Rand et al. (2012), S-6
	Time pressure
	PGG
	680

	Rand et al. (2012), S-7
	Time pressure
	PGG
	211

	Rand et al. (2012), S-8
	Induction
	PGG
	864

	Rand et al. (2012), S-9
	Induction
	PGG
	696

	Rand et al. (2014), S-C
	Time pressure
	PD
	316

	Rand et al. (2014), S-E
	Time pressure
	PGG
	801

	Rand et al. (2014), S-F
	Time pressure
	PGG
	48

	Rand et al. (2014), S-J
	Time pressure
	PD
	666

	Rand et al. (2014), S-L
	Time pressure
	PGG
	150

	Rand et al. (2014), S-N
	Time pressure
	PGG
	603

	Rand et al. (2014), S-O
	Time pressure
	PGG
	163

	Rand et al. (2014), S-Supp
	Time pressure
	PGG
	279

	Rand et al. (2015), S-1
	Time pressure
	PD
	210

	Rand et al. (2015), S-2
	Time pressure
	PGG
	1,152

	Strømland et al. (2016)
	Time pressure
	PGG
	281

	Tinghög et al. (2013), S-1
	Time pressure
	PD
	167

	Tinghög et al. (2013), S-2
	Time pressure
	PGG
	199

	Tinghög et al. (2013), S-3
	Time pressure
	PGG
	566

	Tinghög et al. (2013), S-4
	Time pressure
	PGG
	320

	Tinghög et al. (2013), S-5
	Time pressure
	PGG
	1,149

	Tinghög (2018)
	Induction
	PD
	542

	Urbig et al. (2015)
	Induction
	PGG
	276

	Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014), S-1
	Time pressure
	PGG
	148

	Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014), S-2a
	Time pressure
	PGG
	117

	Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014), S-2b
	Time pressure
	PGG
	91

	Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014), S-2c
	Time pressure
	PGG
	119

	Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014), S-3
	Time pressure
	PGG
	105

	Wang et al. (2015)
	Induction
	PGG
	174


Table A.3. Robustness checks on the result displayed in Fig. A.10 (excluding emotion induction studies)
	Inclusion criterion
	Estimate
	95% CI

	Including TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, excluding trust game
	0.92
	-0.14, 1.98

	Excluding TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, excluding trust game
	1.24
	-0.84, 3.32

	*Including TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, including trust game
	1.05
	-0.01, 2.11

	Excluding TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, including trust game
	1.61
	-0.50, 3.71

	*Including TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, conditional on maximum contribution by first mover, including trust game
	1.08
	-0.04, 2.20

	Excluding TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, conditional on maximum contribution by first mover, excluding trust game
	1.50
	-0.85, 3.84

	Including TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, conditional on maximum contribution by first mover, excluding trust game
	0.97
	-0.15, 2.10

	Excluding TP, including sequential games and Duffy & Smith (2014) last round, conditional on maximum contribution by first mover, including trust game
	1.82
	-0.53, 4.18


Note: TP = Time pressure. Specifications reported in main body of paper marked in bold. Specifications marked with an asterisk use all data from Rand (2016)

Table A.4.  Meta-regression of effect size on study compliance rate
	
	(1)
	(2)

	
	Effect size
	

	Compliance rate
	4.800
	-0.939

	
	(3.928)
	(4.369)

	
	
	

	Constant
	-2.058
	1.478

	
	(3.309)
	(3.466)

	Observations
	81
	56


Standard errors in parentheses. (1) Meta regression of the compliance rate on the effect size for the entire sample, compliance rate from 0 to 1, effect size from 0 to 100, (2) Meta regression of the compliance rate on the effect size for studies using time pressure, compliance rate from 0 to 1, effect size from 0 to 100.
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001



Table A.5. Compliance rate by manipulation type
	Manipulation
	Average compliance rate measured
	Number of studies

	Time constraint
	76.46 %
	56

	Ego depletion
	98.76 %
	7

	Cognitive load
	100 %
	2

	Induction
	91.5 %
	16

	Recall
	
	80.58 %
	7

	Emotion induction
	
	100 %
	5

	Other
	
	100 %
	4



1

46

Supplemental Online Material B:
Power Analysis for the Random Effects Meta-Analysis

The summary effect produced by the meta-analysis is denoted by . Under the random effects model, the standard error of the summary effect may be expressed as:

 ,

where M is the total sample size,  is the within-study variance,  is the (assumed common) between-study variance, and K is the number of studies (Borenstein, Higgins, Hedges, & Rothstein, 2011).
As our dependent variable is bounded between 0 and 100, the within-study variance has an upper bound of 2,500.[footnoteRef:1] Thus, we may compute power based on a worst-case scenario with an upper bound on the within-study variance and for different possible levels of the between-study variance. [1:  From Popoviciu’s inequality, , where a and b are the lower and upper bounds of the dependent variable. In our case, a = 0 and b = 100, and .] 

Adopting the conventional level of power (80%), the minimum detectable effect size is given by:

	
	 ,

	(B.1)


where 2.8 is the z-score required to reach the 80th percentile of the standard normal distribution. Using Equation (B.1), we calculated the minimum detectable effect size,  under different assumptions about the between-study variance—keeping the within-study variance fixed at the upper bound of 2,500 and setting sample size equal to that of our own study.

Table B.1. Minimum detectable effect size (µ) at 80% power under varying assumptions about the unknown between-study variance.
	M
	K
	
	MDE (µ)

	29.000
	82
	5
	1.07

	29.000
	82
	10
	1.28

	29.000
	82
	20
	1.61

	29.000
	82
	30
	1.88

	29.000
	82
	40
	2.12

	29.000
	82
	50
	2.34



As Table B.1 shows, even with extreme assumptions about systematic heterogeneity, we have 80% power to detect a summary effect at least as large as 2.34 percentage points. If we set  to 10, the MDE is only 1.07 (1 percentage point). Using our own estimate of between-study variance (i.e., 27), the MDE is 1.80 percentage points.
Keeping in mind that this should be interpreted as an ‘intention-to-treat’ effect, these ITT effects would translate into quite small actual treatment effects. For instance, suppose the overall compliance rate is 50%. Under some further assumptions, the causal effect of the emotion-induction manipulations on the compliant subgroup corresponds to the ITT effect (µ) divided by the compliance rate (Angrist, Imbens, & Rubin, 1994). In the worst-case scenario depicted above, this causal effect would be no larger than 4.68 percentage points, which is still quite small.
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%

D ES (95% Cl) Weight
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-18 —— -9.36 (-19.88, 1.15) 1.15
Lohse (2016) —— -8.90 (-18.72, 0.92) 1.30
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-2b — -7.81(-24.34,8.71) 0.50
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-15 —o—:— -7.56 (-17.65, 2.53) 1.24
Tinghég et al. (2013) S-4 —_— -7.40 (-14.91, 0.11) 2.05
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-10 ——r -6.07 (-17.40, 5.25) 1.01
Capraro & Cococcioni (2016) S-1 ——— -5.82 (-15.88, 4.24) 1.25
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-14 ——f— -5.61(-17.73, 6.51) 0.89
Rand & Kraft-Todd (2014) S-1 —— -5.38 (-12.86, 2.10) 2.07
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-11 ——— -5.10 (-15.28, 5.09) 1.22
Capraro (2016) —_— -4.78 (-18.67, 9.11) 0.69
Alés-Ferrer & Garagnani (2018) —0—:— -4.53 (-15.57, 6.52) 1.06
Capraro & Cococcioni (2016) S-2 —_— -4.52 (-12.40, 3.35) 1.90
De Haan & Van Veldhuizen (2015) Pilot — -4.00 (-20.91, 12.91) 0.48
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-3 ——r— -3.85 (-14.49, 6.79) 1.13
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-3 ——— -3.68 (-18.38, 11.02) 0.62
Rand et al. (2014) S-Supp ——ti— -3.01 (-13.35, 7.34) 1.19
Liu & Hao (2011) —_—— -2.96 (-11.13, 5.21) 1.79
Tinghég et al. (2013) S-2 —_— -2.80 (-12.78, 7.18) 1.27
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-5 —0—:— -2.59 (-13.21, 8.03) 1.13
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-9 ——— -2.47 (-14.01, 9.08) 0.98
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-4 —_—— -2.13 (-13.66, 9.40) 0.98
Rand et al. (2014) S-J e -2.03 (-8.07, 4.02) 2.88
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-8 u -2.02 (-14.32, 10.28) 0.87
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-20 —— -1.41 (-13.92, 11.09) 0.84
Tinghég et al. (2013) S-3 —_— -1.40 (-7.64, 4.84) 275
Montealegre & Jimenez-Leal (2015) S-1 —— -1.36 (-8.99, 6.27) 2.00
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-2a _O-JI_ -1.28 (-16.32, 13.76) 0.60
Tinghég et al. (2013) S-5 —_— -1.03 (-6.57, 4.51) 3.27
Rand et al. (2014) S-N —_— -0.99 (-8.16, 6.17) 222
Capraro & Cococcioni (2015) —_— -0.73 (-6.80, 5.33) 2.87
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-2 —_— -0.37 (-10.02, 9.28) 1.34
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-16 —_—— -0.25 (-10.69, 10.19) 1.17
Stremland et al. (2016) —_— -0.22 (-8.24,7.81) 1.84
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-19 —_— 0.13 (-11.86, 12.12) 0.91
Protzko et al. (2016) 0.63 (-13.68, 14.94) 0.65
De Haan & Van Veldhuizen (2015) S-2 0.66 (-12.26, 13.57) 0.79
Rand et al. (2014) S-O 0.77 (-13.15, 14.70) 0.69
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-6 —— 1.24 (-8.39, 10.87) 1.35
Rand et al. (2014) S-L —— 1.43 (-10.86, 13.71) 0.87
Rand et al. (2015) S-2 —— 1.55 (-2.96, 6.06) 4.28
Rand et al. (2014) S-E —— 1.56 (-3.82, 6.94) 3.41
Tinghbg et al. (2013) S-1 —_— 1.80 (-8.89, 12.49) 112
Capraro & Cococcioni (2016) S-3 — 1.88 (-5.98, 9.74) 1.91
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-21 —+0— 2.22 (-10.25, 14.69) 0.85
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-13 —_— 2.53(-7.10, 12.15) 1.35
De Haan & Van Veldhuizen (2015) S-1 —— 2.68 (-11.59, 16.94) 0.66
Cone & Rand (2014) —t—— 3.36 (-2.35, 9.07) 3.13
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-1 ——— 3.48 (-6.96, 13.92) 117
Isler et al. (2018) S-1 P—— 3.92(-0.43, 8.27) 4.48
Bird et al. (2018) ——— 4.34 (-1.46, 10.14) 3.06
Rand et al. (2012) S-6 —— 4,55 (-0.88, 9.97) 3.37
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-12 : 4.92 (-6.68, 16.52) 0.97
Dassing et al. (2017) ——— 5.46 (-2.50, 13.42) 1.87
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-1 T 5.49 (-1.07, 12.05) 2.55
Montealegre & Jimenez-Leal (2015) S-2 ——— 6.34 (-5.50, 18.18) 0.93
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-2¢ ——— 6.71 (-8.11, 21.52) 0.61
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-17 —f—— 7.51(-3.01, 18.02) 1.15
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-7 —_——— 7.87 (-3.52, 19.26) 1.00
Rand et al. (2012) S-7 e 8.58 (-1.83, 18.99) 1.18
Everett et al. (2017) : —_— 9.47 (3.38, 15.55) 285
Rand et al. (2014) S-C T 9.83 (-1.10, 20.77) 1.08
Rand et al. (2014) S-F —— 11.33 (0.51, 22.15) 1.10
Rand et al. (2015) S-1 | ———— 12.54 (1.57, 23.52) 1.07
De Dreu et al. (2015) | ———— 13.80 (2.69, 24.90) 1.05
Overall (I-squared = 14.8%, p = 0.161) o3 0.77 (-0.43, 1.96) 100.00
|
n
L L L L
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De Dreu et al. (2015)

Overall (I-squared = 34.5%, p = 0.066)

ES (95% Cl)

-5.94 (-14.46, 2.59)
-5.82 (-15.88, 4.24)
-4.57 (-14.09, 4.95)
-4.52 (-12.40, 3.35)
-4.00 (-20.91, 12.91)
-2.96 (-11.13, 5.21)
-2.92 (-12.48, 6.65)
212 (-7.94, 3.69)
0.66 (-12.26, 13.57)
1.85 (-1.75, 5.46)
1.88 (-5.98, 9.74)
2.68 (-11.59, 16.94)
3.73 (-16.08, 23.55)
3.88 (-7.17, 14.92
5.46 (-2.50, 13.42
6.15 (-2.25, 14.56
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13.80 (2.69, 24.90)
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et

ES (95% Cl)

-9.36 (-19.88, 1.15)
-8.90 (-18.72, 0.92)
7.81(-24.34,8.71)
756 (-17.65, 2.53)
740 (-14.91,0.11)
-6.07 (-17.40, 5.25)
-5.94 (-14.46, 2.59)
-5.82 (-15.88, 4.24)
5.61(-17.73,6.51)
-5.38 (-12.86, 2.10)
-5.10 (-15.28, 5.09)
4.78 (-18.67,9.11)
457 (-14.09, 4.95)
453 (-15.57, 6.52)
452 (-12.40, 3.35)
-4.00 (-2091, 12.91)
-3.85 (-14.49, 6.79)
-3.68 (-18.38, 11.02)
-3.01(-13.35,7.34)
2.96 (-11.13,5.21)
2.92 (-12.48, 6.65)
2.80 (-12.78, 7.18)
259 (-13.21, 8.03)
2.47 (-14.01, 9.08)
2.13 (-13.66, 9.40)
2.12(-7.94, 3.69)
-2.03 (-8.07, 4.02)
2.02 (-14.32, 10.28)
-1.41(-13.92, 11.09)
-1.40 (-7.64, 4.84)
-1.36 (-8.99, 6.27)
-1.28(-16.32, 13.76)
-1.03 (-6.57, 4.51)
-0.99 (-8.16, 6.17)
0.73 (-6.80, 5.33)
0.37 (-10.02, 9.28)
-0.25 (-10.69, 10.19)
0.22(-8.24, 7.81)
0.13 (-11.86, 12.12)
063 (-13.68, 14.94)
066 (-12.26, 13.57)
0.77 (-13.15, 14.70)
1.24 (8.39, 10.87)
1.43(-10.86, 13.71)
1.55 (-2.96, 6.06)
1.56 (-3.82, 6.94)
1.80 (-8.89, 12.49)
1.85 (-1.75, 5.46)
1.88(-5.98, 9.74)
2.22(-10.25, 14.69)
2.53(-7.10, 12.15)
268 (-11.59, 16.94)
3.36 (-2.35,9.07)
3.48 (-6.96, 13.92)
3.73(-16.08, 23.55)
3.88 (-7.17, 14.92)
3.92(:0.43,8.27)
4.34 (-1.46, 10.14)
455 (:0.88, 9.97)
4.92(-6.68, 16.52)
5.46 (-2.50, 13.42)
5.49 (-1.07, 12.05)
6.15 (-2.25, 14.56)
6.34 (5.50, 18.18)
6.36 (-1.40, 14.13)
6.71(-8.11, 21.52)
7.48 (2.34,12.61)
751 (:3.01, 18.02)
7.87(-3.52, 19.26)
858 (-1.83, 18.99)
9.47 (3.38, 15.55)
9,83 (-1.10, 20.77)
10.07 (-0.29, 20.42)
11.33 (051, 22.15)
12,54 (1.57, 23.52)
13.80 (2.69, 24.90)
1.01(-0.10,2.12)

%
Weight

0.97
1.09
043
1.04
1.68
0.85
1.38
1.04
0.75
1.69
1.02
0.59
1.15
0.89
1.56
0.41
0.95
0.53
1.00
1.47
1.14
1.06
0.95
0.82
0.82
243
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0.73
0.71
221
1.64
0.51
2.59
1.81
230
1.12
0.98
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0.77
0.56
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1.13
0.73
3.30
2.69
0.94
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1.57
0.72
113
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0.89
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244
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0.81
1.54
2.06
1.41
0.79
1.60
0.52
2.85
0.97
0.84
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0.90
0.88
100.00
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-9.36 (-19.88, 1.15)
-7.56 (-17.65, 2.53)
-6.07 (-17.40, 5.25)
-5.61(-17.73, 6.51)
-5.10 (-15.28, 5.09)
-3.85 (-14.49, 6.79)
-2.59 (-13.21, 8.03)
-2.47 (-14.01, 9.08)
-2.13 (-13.66, 9.40)
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-1.41(-13.92, 11.09)

-0.37 (-10.02, 9.28)

-0.25 (-10.69, 10.19)
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5.49 (-1.07, 12.05)
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%
Weight
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3.04
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%

ES (95% CI) Weight
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) $-18 T 7.35(36.33, 21.63)  0.39
Lohse (2016) —_— -18.30 (-29.96, -6.64)  1.31
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-2b ———— 466 (-21.38, 12.06)  0.88
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-15 13.27 (-14.21, 40.75) 042
Tinghdg et al. (2013) S-4 —— I -7.40 (-14.91, 0.11) 1.80
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) $-10 n 375(2879,36.29)  0.32
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-14 5.73(-37.85,26.39)  0.32
Rand & Kraft-Todd (2014) S-1 ——— | -4.35 (-12.09, 3.40) 177
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-11 0.34 (-30.83, 31.51) 0.34.
Capraro (2016) 960 (-29.24,10.03)  0.71
Alés-Ferrer & Garagnani (2018) — -5.32 (-17.33, 6.69) 128
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-3 10.79 (-28.12, 49.70) 0.23
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-3 —) -1.54 (-18.61,15.53)  0.86
Rand et al. (2014) S-Supp — 70(42.85,9.45)  1.37
Tinghog et al. (2013) S-2 —_—— 80(4278,7.48)  1.50
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) -5 975(2024,39.74) 036
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-9 -250(-33.20,28.20)  0.35
Bouwmeester et al, (2017) S4 13.12(47.01,43.25) 036
Rand etal. (2014) S-J — -0.85 (-7.28, 5.57) 193
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-8 1.46 (-30.50, 33.42) 0.33
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-20 5.63 (-28.93, 40.19) 0.29
Tinghdg et al. (2013) S-3 — -1.40 (-7.64, 4.84) 1.96
Montealegre & Jimenez-Leal (2015) S-1 2356 (11.54,3562)  1.27
Verkoejjen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-2a —_— 01(46.82,16.80)  0.88
Tinghog et al. (2013) §-5 — -1.03(-6.57, 4.51) 2,04
Rand etal. (2014) S-N — 1.82
Capraro & Cococcioni (2015) —— 94 (1167, 5. 165
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) $-2 T 2296(675,5267) 037
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-16 9.89 (-18.69, 38.47) 0.40
Stremland et al. (2016) ——— -0.22(-8.24,7.81) 173
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-19 16.01 (-14.86, 46.88) 0.35
Protzko et al. (2016) —_—— 131(-1067,1329) 128
Rand et al. (2014) §-0 — e m— 147 (1251,15.46) 109
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-6 17.07 (-13.62, 47.76) 0.35
Rand etal. (2014) S-L ———— 2.48(-9.93, 14.89) 1.24
Rand etal. (2015) S-2 —— 5.56 (0.29, 10.84) 207
Rand et al. (2014) S-E —_—— 7.01(0.62, 13.39) 1.94
Tinghog et al. (2013) S-1 —_—— 1.80 (-8.89, 12.49) 142
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-21 13.24 (-20.73, 47.21) 0.29
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-13 14.06 (-13.06, 41.18) 043
Cone & Rand (2014) ——— 8.83(2.07, 15.59) 189
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-1 — 2.83(-7.60, 13.27) 144
Isler et al. (2018) -1 r 4.76 (0.22, 9.29) 2.16
Bird et al. (2018) —— 16.86 (9.69,24.04) 184
Rand et al. (2012) §-6 ——— 11.78(5.12,1843) 191
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-12 T 17.75 (-15.32, 50.82) 0.31
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-1 15.60 (-7.16, 38.36) 0.57
Montealegre & Jimenez-Leal (2015) S-2 I D 22.23(3.39, 41.07) 0.75
Verkoeijen & Bouwmeester (2014) S-2¢ R 6.10(-1062,2283) 0.8
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-17 + 18.09(-33.94,70.12)  0.13
Bouwmeester et al. (2017) S-7 T 29.78 (0.13, 59.43) 0.37
Rand etal. (2012) S-7 ——— 15.36 (2.52, 28.20) 1.19
Everett et al. (2017) Y 9.47 (3.38, 15.55) 1.98
Rand et al. (2014) $-C | ——————— 19.28(6.01,3256) 115
Rand et al. (2014) S-F e — 11.33 (0.51, 22.15) 1.40
Rand et al. (2015) S-1 z— 13.09 (1.42, 24.76) 131
Dessing et al. (2017) — 5.46 (-2.50, 13.42) 174
Capraro & Cococcioni (2016) S-1 —_— 5.82(15.88,424) 149
Capraro & Cococcioni (2016) S-2 —_—— 452(41240,335) 175
De Haan & Van Veldhuizen (2015) Pilot D G R -4.00(-20.91,1291) 087
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