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Figure A.2a. Ages varied significantly in between studies. This meta-analysis 
was run following the methodology in main manuscript.
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Figure A.2b. Fairly balanced proportion of females and males was seen across studies. 
This random-effects meta-analysis of single-group proportions of females was run in R 
(meta package), using logit transformation of the data, inverse variance method and 
restricted maximum-likelihood estimator for t2.


