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ID Study N Frequency r Heterogeneity 

r 

Network 

Size r 

Knowledge 

Type 

Knowledge 

Domain 

Discussion 

Partner 

Model Country Design 

1 An et al., 2006 1499 0.13   general candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

2 Andersen & 

Hopmann, 2018 

1925 0.08   general issues family or 

friends 

regression Denmark panel 

3 Atkin & Heald, 

1976 

323 0.29   general candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

r US survey 

4 Bae et al., 2010 777 0.24   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

5 Barabas, 2002 2351 0.13   issue-

specific 

issues family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

6 Barnidge, 2018 489  -0.02  general other other regression US survey 

7 Beaudoin, 2004 422 0.15   issue-

specific 

issues general regression US survey 

8 Bennett et al., 2000 

(UK) 

2103 0.11   general figures & 

institutions 

general regression UK survey 

9 Bennett et al., 2000 

(US) 

1842 0.21   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

10 Brundidge & Rice, 

2009 

440  0.12  general other family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

11 Brundidge, 2010a 781  0.12  general other other regression US survey 

12 Brundidge, 2010b 680 0.09   general other other regression US survey 

13 Campbell, 2008 2078 0.1   general other family or 

friends 

regression US survey 



 
 

14 Chan et al., 2016 2672 0.02   general other general regression China, Hong 

Kong, 

Taiwan 

survey 

15 Cho et al., 2009 

(2000 Model) 

1902 0.17   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US panel 

16 Cho et al., 2009 

(2004 Model) 

1484 0.15   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US panel 

17 Chung, 1973 339 0.29   general figures & 

institutions 

other mean 

comparison 

South Korea survey 

18 Collet & Kato, 

2014 

1801   0.12 general figures & 

institutions 

other regression Japan survey 

19 Conover et al., 

2002 (UK) 

375 -0.04   general issues family or 

friends 

regression UK survey 

20 Conover et al., 

2002 (US) 

375 0.005   general issues family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

21 Cui, 2016 1119 0.34   general other family or 

friends 

r China survey 

22 De Vreese & 

Boomgaarden, 

2006 (Denmark) 

1127 0.09   general issues general regression Denmark panel 

23 De Vreese & 

Boomgaarden, 

2006 (Netherlands) 

2122 0.11   general issues general regression Netherlands panel 

24 Delli Carpini & 

Keeter, 1996 (1988 

ANES) 

2040 0.12   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

25 Delli Carpini & 

Keeter, 1996 (1989 

Data) 

610 0.18   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 



 
 

26 Diehl et al., 2016 947  0.34 0.4 general figures & 

institutions 

other r US survey 

27 Ekström & 

Östman, 2013 

1050 0.11   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression Sweden survey 

28 Eveland & Hively, 

2009 

466 0.23 0.14 0.11 issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

general r US panel 

29 Eveland & 

Thomson, 2006 

903 0.12   general other family or 

friends 

regression US panel 

30 Eveland et al., 

1998 

290 0.41   general other family or 

friends 

r US survey 

31 Eveland et al., 

2005 

1109 0.19   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US panel 

32 Eveland, 2004-

Study 1 

1555 0.13   general other family or 

friends 

regression US panel 

33 Eveland, 2004-

Study 2 

97 0.12   general candidate 

positions 

general regression US panel 

34 Feldman & Price, 

2008 

1389 0.15 0.06  issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

35 Feldman et al., 

2007 (Fall 2002) 

1292 0.27   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US panel 

36 Feldman et al., 

2007 (Spring 

2003) 

844 0.2   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US panel 

37 Finkel & Ernst, 

2005 

589 0.19   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression South Africa survey 

38 Finkel & Smith, 

2011 

5003 0.26   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r Kenya panel 

39 Gajora, 2011 104 0.11   general issues family or 

friends 

r US survey 



 
 

40 Gastil, 2006 994 0.21   issue-

specific 

issues family or 

friends 

proportions US survey 

41 Gil de Zúñiga et 

al., 2012 

474 0.12   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r US survey 

42 Gil de Zúñiga et 

al., 2016 

956 -0.1   general other family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

43 Gil de Zúñiga et 

al., 2017 

1017 -0.04  0.12 general other family or 

friends 

regression US panel 

44 Guidetti et al., 

2016 

1508  -0.02  general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r Italy survey 

45 Hao et al., 2014 397 0.19   issue-

specific 

issues family or 

friends 

r Singapore survey 

46 Hardy, 2005 781  0.15  general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

47 Hardy, 2007 3691

2 

0.26   general candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

48 Hively & Eveland, 

2009 

720 0.21 0.41  general figures & 

institutions 

general regression US survey 

49 Holbert et al., 2002 1494 0.12   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

50 Horowitz, 2001 1480 0.28   general other parents r Poland survey 

51 Hutchens et al., 

2018 

1524  -0.02  general issues other regression US survey 

52 Ichilov, 2007 4642 0.05   general other other r Israel survey 

53 Jackson-Beeck, 

1979 

191 -0.05   general other family or 

friends 

r US survey 

54 Jebril et al., 2013 4751 0.13   general other general regression Multiple panel 

55 Jeffres et al., 2008 505 0.18 0.05  general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r US survey 



 
 

56 Johnson et al., 

1999 

320 0.13   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

general regression US survey 

57 Jung et al., 2011 1159 0.2   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

58 Jung, 2010 2102 0.16   general other family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

59 Kaufhold et al., 

2010 

958 0.12   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

60 Kennamer, 1987 324 0.32   issue-

specific 

issues other regression US survey 

61 Kennamer, 1990 500 0.28   general other general regression US survey 

62 Kenski & Stroud, 

2006 

1093

5 

0.2   issue-

specific 

other family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

63 Kenski, 2006 

(2000 Data) 

924 0.31 0.2  general issues family or 

friends 

r US survey 

64 Kenski, 2006 

(2004 Data) 

1095 0.29   general issues family or 

friends 

r US survey 

65 Kentmen, 2010 752 0.13   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression Turkey survey 

66 Kim & Hyun, 2017 542  0.13  general figures & 

institutions 

other r South Korea survey 

67 Kim, 2009 (2000 

Data) 

1445 0.11   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

68 Kim, 2009 (2004 

Data) 

946 0.12   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

69 Klofstad et al., 

2013 

1225  0.09  general other other t-test US survey 

70 Kwak et al., 2005 392 0.21 0.2 0.23 general other family or 

friends 

regression US survey 



 
 

71 Landreville et al., 

2010 

740 0.11   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

72 Lee, 2009 771 0.15 0.07  general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression Hong Kong survey 

73 Lee, 2012 777 0.14 -0.07 0.12 general issues family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

74 McCraw, 2006 401 0.2   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

75 McDevitt & 

Chaffee, 2000 

457 0.23   issue-

specific 

other parents regression US survey 

76 McDevitt & 

Kiousis, 2004 

271 0.26   general candidate 

positions 

parents regression US panel 

77 McDevitt & 

Kiousis, 2006 

288 0.15   general candidate 

positions 

other regression US panel 

78 McDevitt & 

Kiousis, 2007 

187 0.1   general candidate 

positions 

parents regression US panel 

79 McIntosh et al., 

2007 

3779 0.17   general figures & 

institutions 

parents regression US survey 

80 McIntosh, 2006 3857 0.19   general figures & 

institutions 

parents regression US survey 

81 McLeod et al., 

1999 

389 0.07   general other general regression US survey 

82 Meirick & 

Wackman, 2004 

297 0.17   general candidate 

positions 

other regression US panel 

83 Mondak, 1999a 

(1994 Data) 

1704 0.1   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

84 Mondak, 1999a 

(1996 Data) 

1470 0.1   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 



 
 

85 Mondak, 1999b 2157 0.09   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

86 Moy & Gastil, 

2006 

149 0.26 0.23  general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

87 Moy, 1998 416 0.23 -0.17 0.12 general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

88 Myers, 1994 425 0.34   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r US survey 

89 Nir, 2011 998 0.06   general figures & 

institutions 

other t-test US survey 

90 Nisbet & 

Scheufele, 2004 

1807 0.08   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

91 Norris, 2000 (EU 

Institutions) 

6517

8 

0.19   general figures & 

institutions 

general regression EU survey 

92 Norris, 2000 

(Leaders and 

Parties) 

1281 0.13   general figures & 

institutions 

general regression US survey 

93 Norris, 2000 

(Risks, Euro, and 

EU Rights) 

1624

7 

0.11   issue-

specific 

figures & 

institutions 

general regression EU survey 

94 Ondercin et al., 

2011 

1724

9 

0.13   issue-

specific 

figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

95 Parsons, 2010 1529  0.08  general candidate 

positions 

other regression US survey 

96 Partheymüller & 

Faas, 2015 (2005 

Data) 

2405 0.12   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

general regression Germany panel 

97 Partheymüller & 

Faas, 2015 (2009 

Data) 

3971 0.1   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

general regression Germany panel 



 
 

98 Prough, 2008 843 0.23   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r US survey 

99 Quintelier et al., 

2012 

2486 0.09 0.08  general other family or 

friends 

regression Belgium panel 

100 Reedy & Gastil, 

2015 

278  0.15  general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

101 Reedy et al., 2016 53  0.11  general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

proportions US survey 

102 Reichert & Print, 

2017 

3513 0.18   general other family or 

friends 

regression Australia survey 

103 Richardson, 2003 2808 0.11   general other family or 

friends 

r US survey 

104 Rojas, 2008 715 -0.05 -0.04 0.09 general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression Colombia panel 

105 Scheufele & 

Nisbet, 2002 

468 -0.03   issue-

specific 

issues other regression US survey 

106 Scheufele et al., 

2003 

1807   0.15 general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

107 Scheufele et al., 

2004 

787 0.09 0.09  general other other regression US survey 

108 Scheufele et al., 

2006 

781 -0.01 0.21  general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

109 Scheufele, 1999 226 0.12   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

r US panel 

110 Scheufele, 2000 414 0.16   general issues family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

111 Scheufele, 2002 2517 0.19   general issues general regression US survey 

112 Smith, 2016 1774

9 

0.24   general candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression Brazil panel 



 
 

113 Son, 2003 1555  -0.14 0.25 general other other r US panel 

114 Song & Eveland, 

2015 

432 0.13 -0.02  issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

other r US survey 

115 Sotirovic & 

McLeod, 2001 

739  0.31  general issues other r US survey 

116 Taylor & Clerkin, 

2011 

234 0.18   general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

117 Testa et al., 2014 

(CCAP) 

705  0.01  general figures & 

institutions 

other r US survey 

118 Testa et al., 2014 

(MTurk) 

399  0.11  general figures & 

institutions 

other r US survey 

119 Testa et al., 2014 

(Students) 

696  0.16  general figures & 

institutions 

other r US survey 

120 Thomson, 2007 

(Study 1) 

1288 0.15 0.1 0.18 general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey 

121 Thomson, 2007 

(Study 3) 

196 0.2 0.25 0.11 general figures & 

institutions 

other regression US survey 

122 Thorson, 2014 6330 0.16   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

general regression US survey 

123 Toka, 2007 299 0.15   general other family or 

friends 

regression Hungary panel 

124 Torney-Purta et al., 

2007 

2811 0.19   general other parents regression US survey 

125 Trepte & Schmitt, 

2017 

6912

5 

0.31   general other family or 

friends 

regression Germany survey 

126 Valenzuela, 2011 

(2004 Data) 

323 0.19   general candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US panel 

127 Valenzuela, 2011 

(2008-2009 Data) 

2267 0.12   general candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US panel 



 
 

128 Waldman, 2000 5029 0.24 0.16  general candidate 

positions 

other regression US survey  

129 Weinschenk, 2017 

(Democratic) 

446 0.13   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US panel  

130 Weinschenk, 2017 

(Republican) 

431 0.12   issue-

specific 

candidate 

positions 

family or 

friends 

regression US panel  

131 Wen et al., 

2013.pdf 

397 0.11   general issues family or 

friends 

regression Singapore survey  

132 Wojcieszak et al., 

2010 

709  -0.13  general figures & 

institutions 

other r US survey  

133 Young, 2007 2421

9 

0.11   general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

regression US survey  

134 Zhang, 2000 379  0.16 0.25 general figures & 

institutions 

family or 

friends 

r US survey  

Note. r = Pearson’s correlation coefficient. 

 

 

 



 
 

 

Online Appendix C: Details on Trim-and-Fill Analyses 

A trim-and-fill procedure in a meta-analysis is based on a funnel plot, which is a widely-

used visual tool for detecting publication bias (Duval & Tweedie, 2000). The funnel plot graphs 

effect sizes (on the x-axis) as a function of a study’s accuracy, which is approximated by its 

standard error (on the y-axis). An asymmetric funnel plot may indicate publication bias because 

normally, sampling error should be randomly dispersed around the mean effect size. We 

estimated a recommended fixed-effects trim-and-fill model for each meta-analysis using the L0 

estimator, and tested its robustness using a random-effects model. The estimated mean effect 

sizes are presented in Table 3 of the main document, and the fixed-effects funnel plots are shown 

in Figure C1 below. As the filled circles in the figure indicate, in the discussion frequency and 

discussion network size distributions, large-N studies tend to report smaller effects, while in the 

discussion heterogeneity distribution, large-N studies tend to report larger effects. The latter 

result may indicate publication bias in the heterogeneity-knowledge literature, given that a small 

effect is less likely to be significant in a small sample. 

 

 



 
 



 
 

 
 

 

 

Figure C1. Funnel plots for the effects of discussion frequency, heterogeneity, and network size 

on political knowledge (fixed-effects model). Note. Filled circles represent observed studies, 

while open circles represent imputed studies from a trim-and-fill procedure. 

 

  



 
 

Online Appendix D: Cumulative Meta-Analysis



 
 



 
 

 

Figure D1. Forest plots of cumulative meta-analyses of the effects of discussion frequency, 

heterogeneity, and network size on political knowledge. Note. Studies within each plot are 

ordered by precision, from the most precise (top) to the least precise (bottom). 

  



 
 

Online Appendix E: Influence Diagnostics 

 

Figures E1, E2, and E3 detail the results of our application of Viechtbauer and Cheung’s 

(2010) influence diagnostics battery for each of the three meta-analyses discussed in the results 

section. The two outliers we detect are study number 38 in the discussion frequency meta-

analysis (Gil de Zúñiga, Valenzuela, & Weeks, 2016) and study number 2 in the discussion 

network size meta-analysis (Diehl, Weeks, & Gil de Zúñiga, 2016). After removing these 

observations from the dataset, the meta-analytic results are r = 0.16 for the discussion frequency 

meta-analysis (95% CI [0.14, 0.17], z = 18, p < 0.0001, k = 112) and r = 0.16 for discussion 

network size (95% CI [0.12, 0.19], z = 9.02, p < 0.0001, k = 12). Both estimates are practically 

identical to the ones we present in the article. 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 

Figure E1. Influence diagnostics for discussion frequency meta-analysis. 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 

Figure E2. Influence diagnostics for discussion heterogeneity meta-analysis.  

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 

Figure E3. Influence diagnostics for discussion network size meta-analysis. 

  



 
 

Online Appendix F: Relative Weights and Incremental Validity Analyses 

1. Relative Weights Analysis 

To assess the relative contribution of each aspect of political discussion (frequency, 

heterogeneity, and network size) to political knowledge, we followed the recommendations of 

Tonidandel and LeBreton (2011) and conducted a relative weights analysis. This method is 

advantageous because it allows us to parse explained variance in political knowledge into the 

unique contributions of each dimension of discussion, while controlling for the influence of the 

two other dimensions. This method is more appropriate than simply comparing the magnitude of 

average effect sizes, because our three predictor variables are likely to be intercorrelated. 

To enable a relative weights analysis, we first needed to quantify the strength of the 

intercorrelations between the three aspects of political discussion. We did so by searching all 134 

primary studies in our dataset for quantitative data on these relationships. We were able to locate 

13 studies reporting the correlation between frequency and heterogeneity, 10 studies reporting 

the correlation between frequency and network size, and eight studies reporting the correlation 

between heterogeneity and network size. We then meta-analyzed each group of studies, which 

resulted in the correlation matrix presented in Table F1. This matrix was then inserted to the 

software developed by Tonidandel and LeBreton (2015),1 which was used to produce the relative 

weights analysis presented in Table F2. The table shows that when multicollinearity is taken into 

account, discussion frequency, discussion heterogeneity, and discussion network size explain 

38%, 10%, and 52% of the variance in political knowledge, respectively. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 http://relativeimportance.davidson.edu/multipleregression.html 

http://relativeimportance.davidson.edu/multipleregression.html


 
 

Table F1. Meta-analytic correlation matrix used for relative weights and incremental validity 

analyses. 

 

Political 

knowledge 

Discussion 

frequency 

Discussion 

heterogeneity 

Discussion 

network size 

Political knowledge 1    

Discussion frequency 0.1545 1   

Discussion heterogeneity 0.0986 0.2615 1  

Discussion network size 0.1762 0.2756 0.3279 1 

 

Table F2. The relative importance of political discussion aspects in explaining political 

knowledge.  

 Raw relative weight Relative weight as a % of R2 

Discussion frequency 0.016 38.06% 

Discussion heterogeneity 0.004 9.73% 

Discussion network size 0.023 52.21% 

 Model R2 = 0.044  

Note. Relative weights are calculated by dividing the raw relative weight by the model R2. 
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2. Incremental Validity Analysis 

To assess whether discussion heterogeneity and discussion network size explain 

additional variance over and above discussion frequency, we relied on the procedures and R code 

provided by Yu, Downes, Carter, and O’Boyle (2016) and conducted an incremental validity 

analysis. Our input for these models was (a) the same correlation matrix shown in Table F1 and 

(b) a corresponding matrix of the standard deviation of each mean correlation (i.e., the τ statistic 

of each meta-analytically derived correlation). Following Viswesvaran and Ones’ (1995) 

recommendation, we used the harmonic mean of the sample sizes (M = 583) for this analysis. 

Our tests of incremental validity are divided in two. First, in Table F3, we explore 

whether discussion heterogeneity explains incremental variance in political knowledge over and 

above discussion frequency. Second, in Table F4, we do the same for discussion network size. In 

both tables, Model 1 is a regression using only discussion frequency as a predictor of political 

knowledge, while Model 2 inserts the additional dimension of political discussion as a covariate. 

The incremental validity of the inserted construct is represented by the change in explained 

variance between the “empty” and “full” models (i.e., ΔR2). The results of these two analyses are 

in line with those of the relative weights analysis presented above. While discussion network size 

almost doubles the proportion of variance explained in political knowledge (from 0.026 to 

0.045), discussion heterogeneity explains very little variance in political knowledge over and 

above discussion frequency. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Table F3. The incremental validity of discussion heterogeneity. 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 β SE β SE 

Discussion frequency 0.154 0.042 0.138 0.043 

Discussion heterogeneity   0.062 0.043 

 R2 = 0.026  R2 = 0.029  

   ΔR2 = 0.003  

Note. R2 = explained variance. ΔR2 = increase in R2. 

 

 

 

Table F4. The incremental validity of discussion network size. 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 β SE β SE 

Discussion frequency 0.154 0.042 0.115 0.043 

Discussion network size    0.145 0.043 

 R2 = 0.026  R2 = 0.045  

   ΔR2 =  0.019  

Note. R2 = explained variance. ΔR2 = increase in R2. 
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Online Appendix G: Sensitivity Analyses at the Subgroup Level 

  FE trim-and-fill RE trim-and-fill Selection models   

Predictor �̅� ik t&fFE �̅� ik t&fRE �̅� smom �̅� smos �̅� smtm �̅� smts �̅� osr �̅� or  �̅� 

Design            

Cross-section .16 30 .22 0 .16 .15 .14 .15 .15 .16, .16 .16 

Panel .14 13 .2 5 .16 .13 .13 .14 .13 .14, .15  

Type of Knowledge            

General .16 35 .23 1 .16 .15 .14 .15 .15 .16, .16  

Issue-specific .14 1 .14 0 .14 .14 .14 .14 .14 .14, .15  

Knowledge Domain            

Figures and institutions .16 0 .16 0 .16 .15 .15 .15 .15 .16, .16  

Candidate/party positions  .16 13 .22 2 .17 .16 .16 .16 .16 .16, .17  

Issues .14 2 .16 0 .14 .13 .11 .14 .13 .13, .16  

Other .16 12 .26 4 .18 .13 .11 .14 .14 .14, .16  

Discussion Partner            

General .14 7 .18 1 .15 .13 .13 .13 .13 .13, .15  

Family or friends .16 27 .23 11 .18 .14 .13 .15 .15 .15, .16 .16 

Parents .21 0 .21 0 .21 .2 .2 .2 .2 .19, .22 .19 

Other .15 2 .13 0 .15 .14 .13 .14 .13 .14, .16  

Sample composition            

Adult .15 37 .22 0 .15 .14 .13 .14 .14 .15, .15 .15 

Youth .18 6 .14 0 .18 .17 .16 .17 .17 .17, .19  



 
 

Country            

US .16 14 .18 0 .16 .15 .14 .15 .15 .16, .16 .16 

Non-US .14 12 .23 5 .17 .13 .12 .14 .13 .13, .15  

Type of effect size            

Correlation coefficient .21 2 .19 0 .21 .2 .2 .2 .2 .21, .23  

Regression coefficient .14 43 .22 0 .14 .13 .13 .14 .13 .14, .15 .14 

Context            

Election .17 18 .2 5 .18 .16 .16 .17 .16 .17, .17  

Non-election .13 22 .23 0 .13 .12 .1 .13 .12 .13, .14  

Note. �̅� = original meta-analytic estimate presented in Table 2 of the article; FE trim-and-fill = fixed-effects trim-and-fill; RE trim-and-

fill = random-effects trim-and-fill; ik = number of imputed effect sizes from trim-and-fill procedure; t&fFE �̅� = fixed-effects trim-and-

fill-adjusted mean correlation; t&fRE �̅� = random-effects trim-and-fill–adjusted mean correlation; smom �̅� = one-tailed moderate selection 

model-adjusted mean correlation; smos �̅� = one-tailed severe selection model-adjusted mean correlation; smtm �̅� = two-tailed moderate 

selection model-adjusted mean correlation; smts �̅� = two-tailed severe selection model-adjusted mean correlation; osr �̅� = minimum and 

maximum mean correlations from one sample removed analysis; or  �̅� = mean correlation after outlier removal (in case outliers have 

been identified in the subgroup of studies). 

 


