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Chen (2011) A DCT 2.266 0.500 0.250 1.286 3.245 4.534 0.000
Chen (2011) B DCT 5.377 1.040 1.082 3.338 7.415 5.169 0.000
Derakhshan A MDCT 2.031 0.463 0.214 1.123 2.938 4.386 0.000
Derakhshan B MDCT 1.360 0.367 0.135 0.640 2.079 3.705 0.000
Derakhshan C MDCT 2.297 0.505 0.255 1.308 3.287 4.552 0.000
Felix-Brasde A Combined 0.160 0.363 0.132 -0.551 0.872 0.442 0.659
Fordyce A WT 0.292 0.182 0.033 -0.065 0.649 1.601 0.109
Fordyce B WT 1.463 0.280 0.078 0.915 2.012 5.228 0.000
Fukuya & A Combined 2447 0.486 0.236 1.495 3.399 5.037 0.000
Fukuya& B Combined 1.810 0.390 0.152 1.045 2575 4.638 0.000
Ghobadi & A Combined 2.500 0.439 0.193 1.639 3.361 5.690 0.000
Ghobadi & B Combined 0.598 0.242 0.059 0.123 1.073 2.467 0.014
Gu (2011) A WDCT 1.379 0.370 0.137 0.655 2.104 3.732 0.000
Gu (2011) B WDCT 3.790 0.757 0.573 2.307 5.273 5.008 0.000
Jemigan A Combined 0.605 0.312 0.097 -0.007 1.216 1.937 0.053
Jemigan B Combined 0.098 0.290 0.084 -0.469 0.666 0.340 0.734
Li (2012) A Combined 0.395 0.167 0.028 0.067 0.723 2.358 0.018
Li(2012b) A Combined 0.615 0.428 0.183 -0.223 1.453 1.438 0.150
Li(2012b) B Combined 0.720 0.438 0.192 -0.138 1.579 1.644 0.100
Li(2012b) C Combined 0.371 0.393 0.154 -0.399 1.141 0.944 0.345
Nguyenet A Combined 1.195 0.458 0.210 0.297 2.093 2.609 0.009
Nguyenet B Combined 1.794 0.445 0.198 0.923 2.666 4.035 0.000
Nguyenet C Combined -0.098 0.265 0.070 -0.618 0.422 -0.369 0.712
Nguyenet A Combined 2.545 0.474 0.224 1.617 3.473 5.373 0.000
Nguyenet B Combined 1.092 0.349 0.122 0.409 1.776 3.132 0.002
Siminetal A DCT 0.752 0.245 0.060 0.273 1.232 3.075 0.002
Siminetal B DCT 1.710 0.339 0.115 1.046 2375 5.045 0.000
Takimoto A Combined 2.650 0.512 0.262 1.646 3.654 5.172 0.000
Takimoto A Combined 2.938 0.535 0.286 1.890 3.986 5.497 0.000
Tanaka & A PJT 0.405 0.200 0.040 0.013 0.796 2.027 0.043
Tateyama A Combined 0.680 0.276 0.076 0.140 1.221 2.466 0.014
Tateyama B Combined 0.736 0.285 0.081 0.177 1.294 2.581 0.010
Tateyama A Video 0.708 0.304 0.093 0.112 1.305 2.328 0.020
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Model Gﬁggeby Study name mftﬂ%grstt’tljgy Comparison| Outcome Statistics for each study
S:geiﬁsm Stzr;%?rd ’ Variance ‘ Lower limit | Upper limit Z-\alue ‘ p-Value
0.00 Alcon-Soler A Avs. 1 KRM 7.920 0.768 0.589 6.415 9.425 10.316 0.000
0.00 BardoviHarli A Avs. 1 Combined 0.884 0.375 0.141 0.149 1.620 2.356 0.018
0.00 Eslami & A Avs. 1 Combined 2.388 0.365 0.133 1.673 3.102 6.550 0.000
0.00 Eslami &Liu A Avs. 1 Combined 0.525 0.247 0.061 0.042 1.008 2.130 0.033
0.00 Hemandez A Avs. 1 SOPI 1.188 0.282 0.079 0.636 1.740 4.216 0.000
0.00 Hemandez B Bvs. 1 SOPI 0.597 0.277 0.077 0.055 1.140 2.159 0.031
0.00 Narita A Avs. 1 Combined 1.973 0.397 0.157 1.196 2.751 4.973 0.000
0.00 Nguyenet A Avs. 1 Combined 2.772 0.396 0.157 -3.548 -1.995 -6.994 0.000
0.00 Nguyenet B Bvs. 1 Combined -0.852 0.347 0.120 -1.532 -0.172 -2.456 0.014
0.00 Tajeddinet A Avs. 1 Combined 1.117 0.314 0.099 0.501 1.732 3.556 0.000
0.00 Tajeddinet B Buvs. 1 Combined 0.916 0.308 0.095 0.312 1.520 2972 0.003
0.00 Takimoto A Avs. 1 Combined 1.674 0.432 0.187 0.827 2.521 3.872 0.000
0.00 Takimoto B Bvs. 1 Combined 1.147 0.428 0.183 0.308 1.985 2.680 0.007
0.00 Tan & A Avs. 1 Composite 2.240 0.329 0.108 1.595 2.886 6.802 0.000
Fixed 0.00 0.946 0.091 0.008 0.768 1.125 10.375 0.000
Random 0.00 1.271 0.401 0.161 0.486 2.056 3.172 0.002
1.00 Eslami&Liu B Bvs. 1 Combined 1.203 0.244 0.060 0.724 1.682 4.921 0.000
1.00 Fumiss A Avs. 1 Combined -0.032 0.352 0.124 0.723 0.658 -0.092 0.927
1.00 Li(2013) A Avs. 1 Combined 0.890 0.385 0.148 0.137 1.644 2.315 0.021
1.00 Li(2013) B Buvs. 1 Combined 0.434 0.361 0.130 -0.274 1.141 1.201 0.230
Fixed 1.00 0.745 0.160 0.025 0.432 1.058 4.665 0.000
Random 1.00 0.652

0.291 0.084

006

0.082

1221 2243 0.025

*Note: 0 = Face-to-Face, 1= Computer-Mediated




