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Appendix B
Characteristics of Studies Included in Meta-Analyses
	Author
	Study
	N
	da
	Depleting task 
	
	Task Presentation
	Interimd
	Dependent task
	
	Matched
	Control conde
	Task complexityf
	Labg
	Additional dependent variables

	
	
	
	
	Sphere
	AFF/

COG
	Freqb
	Timec
	
	SIN/

SEP
	DXP/

SXP
	
	Sphere
	AFF/

COG
	Freqb
	BEH/NBJ
	
	Sphere
	AFF/COG
	
	
	
	

	Alberts, Martijn, Greb, Merckelbach, & Vries (2007)
	1
	40
	0.88h

	CP
	COG
	NF
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	FT
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = -.15)


	
	2
	40
	1.62j

	CA
	COG
	NF
	8
	
	SEP
	SXP
	FT
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = -0.42)

Fatiguek (d = -0.43)



	Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven & Tice (1998)
	1
	44
	1.79l
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.49)

Fatiguem (d = 0.61)

Effortn (d = 0.98)

Difficultyo (d = 0.45)

	
	2
	20
	1.90p
	CV
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AB
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	3
	30
	0.76q
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 0.81)

Effortn (d = 1.05)

	
	4
	84
	0.59r
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Fatiguem (d = 0.61)

Efforts (d = 0.50)

	Bray, Ginis, Hicks & Woodgate (2008)
	
	49
	0.56t
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	3.67
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = -0.37)

Fatigueu(d = 0.35)

Effortn (d = 0.36)

	Bruyneel, Dewitte, Franses, & Dekimpe 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2009)

	2
	68
	0.53v

	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectw (d = 0.21)

	
	3
	27
	0.95x
	CE
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectw (d = -0.42)

	
	4
	44
	0.59y
	CE
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectw (d = -0.24)

Positive affectw (d = -0.44)

	Bruyneel, Dewitte, Vohs & Warlop (2006)
	1
	89
	0.55z
	CV
	COG
	NF
	1.02aa
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectw (d = 0.09)

Negative affectw (d = 0.05)

	
	2
	44
	0.64ab

	CV
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3
	42
	0.61ac

	CV
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Burkley (2008)
	1
	72
	0.47ad

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2
	22
	0.91ae

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AB
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3
	78
	0.45af
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SEP
	DXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AT
	NC
	OTH
	Effortn (d = 0.55)



	
	4
	60
	0.59ag
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Effortn (d = 0.37)



	Ciarocco, Sommer & Baumeister (2001)
	1
	37
	0.73ah
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.87)



	
	2
	24
	0.94ai
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 2.52)

Negative affectw (d = 1.40)

	DeWall, Baumeister, Gailliot, & Maner 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2008)

	1
	28
	1.12aj

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	30
	0.96ak

	CA
	COG
	NF
	6
	
	SIN
	DXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	3
	146
	0.37al

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.12)

	DeWall, Baumeister, Stillman & Gailliot (2007)
	1
	33
	0.66am

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Negative affectan (d = -0.25)



	
	2
	53
	0.67ao
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = -0.53)

Negative affectw (d = 0.17)

Difficultyo (d = 0.62)

	
	3
	51
	0.92ap
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.27)

Negative affectw (d = 0.32)

	
	4
	97
	0.52aq

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.15)

	Fennis, Janssen, & Vohs 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2009)

	1
	39
	0.68ar

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	60
	0.59as

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	2a
	46
	1.18at

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	2.5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	3
	37
	0.77au

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Effortn (d = 1.06)

	
	4
	108
	1.16av

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	5
	100
	0.57aw

	CP
	COG
	NF
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	Finkel & Campbell (2001)
	2
	46
	0.38ax
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	7
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Effortay (d = 1.37)

	Finkel, Campbell, Brunell, Dalton, Scarbeck & Chartrand 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2006)

	1
	26
	0.91az
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	3
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Fatigueba (d = 0.04)

	
	2
	54
	0.81bb
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	OTH
	Positive affectbc (d = 0.54)

Fatigueba (d = 0.12)

Self-efficacybd (d = 0.42)

	
	3
	46
	0.79be
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	OTH
	Positive affectbf (d = 0.67)

Fatigueba (d = 0.74)

Self-efficacybd (d = -0.15)

	
	4
	32
	0.66bg
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectbf (d = -0.36)

Fatigueba (d = 0.72)

Self-efficacybd (d = -0.41)

	
	5
	29
	0.90bh

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	30
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Finkel, DeWall, Slotter, Oaten, & Foshee (2009)
	4
	16
	1.41bi

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Fischer, Greitemeyer & Frey 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2007)

	1
	100
	0.65bj

	X
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2
	97
	0.46bk

	X
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3
	56
	0.62bk
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	12.5bl
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectw (d = 0.17)

Negative affectw (d = 0.35)

	
	4
	52
	0.62bm

	X
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	5
	30
	0.77bn

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectw (d = -0.07)

Negative affectw (d = 0.41)

Self-efficacybo (d = 0.88)

	Fischer, Greitemeyer & Frey 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2008)

	1
	49
	0.62bp

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2
	56
	0.65bq

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectbr (d = 0.41)



	
	3
	36
	0.84bs

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectw (d = -0.03)

Negative affectw (d = -0.46)

	
	4
	48
	0.86bt

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Friese, Hofmann & Wanke (2008)
	2
	69
	0.34bu
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	7
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectw (d = 0.15)

Fatiguem (d = 1.20)

Efforts (d = 1.17)

	
	3
	48
	0.31bv
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	9.5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectw (d = 0.35)

Fatiguem (d = 1.67)

Efforts (d = 1.58)

	Gailliot & Baumeister (2007)
	1
	32
	0.37bw

	CI
	AFF
	MST
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	NBJ
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 2.13)

	
	2
	27
	0.99bx

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.31)

	
	3
	21
	0.92by

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	Gailliot et al. 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2007)

	7
	62
	0.73bz

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	8
	73
	0.46ca

	CT
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	(6)
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	Gailliot, Plant, Butz & Baumeister (2007)
	1
	40
	0.89cb
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	2
	98
	0.40cc

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	3
	172
	0.38cd

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	RFB
	

	Gailliot, Schmeichel & Baumeister (2006)
	2
	19
	0.99ce

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(4)
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 0.86)

	
	3
	67
	0.49cf

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(4)
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	6
	57
	0.59cg

	CT
	COG
	NF
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(4)
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.26)

	
	7S1
	19
	0.83ch

	CT
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(5)
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	7S2
	19
	0.28ci
	CT
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(5)
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	SIM
	RFB
	

	
	8
	57
	0.62cj

	CT
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(5)
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	9
	55
	0.70ck

	CT
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT(5)
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	Gailliot, Schmeichel, & Maner (2007)
	1
	24
	1.83cl

	CE
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Geeraert & Yzerbyt (2007)
	1b
	46
	0.52cm

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ(20)
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2b
	32
	1.12cn

	CA
	COG
	NF
	8
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Gordijin, Hindricks, Koomen, Dijksterhuis & Knippenberg 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2004)

	2
	42
	0.66co
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ(5)
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	OTH
	

	
	4
	66
	0.73cp

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	Govorun & Payne (2006)
	
	72
	0.46cq
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	15
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Fatiguem (d = 1.10)

Difficultyo (d = 0.35)

	Hofmann, Rauch & Gawronski 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2007)

	
	50
	0.12cr

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	7
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Negative affectcs (d = 0.36)

Difficultyct (d = 1.26)

	Inzlicht & Gutsell (2007)
	
	33
	1.68cu

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Inzlicht, McKay & Aronson (2006)
	2
	42
	0.84cv

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ+(4)
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3
	61
	0.66cw

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ+(4)
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	Janssen, Fennis, Pruyn & Vohs (2008)
	2
	107
	0.94cx

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	4
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Johns, Inzlicht, & Schmader (2008)
	1
	81
	0.69cy

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	OTH
	

	
	3
	39
	0.55cz

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	FT
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	OTH
	

	
	4
	37
	1.00da

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	FT
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	CLX
	OTH
	

	Joireman, Balliet, Sprott, Spangenberg & Schultz 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2008)

	3
	99
	0.18db

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Difficultyo (d = 0.85)

	Kahan, Polivy & Herman (2003)
	
	59
	0.53dc

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	Legault, Green-Demers, & Eadie 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2009)

	2
	68
	0.58dd

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	2
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = 0.24)

Fatigueba (d = 1.31)

	Martijn, Alberts, Merckelbach, Havermans, Huijts & de Vries (2007)
	
	37
	0.70de
	CP
	COG
	NF
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	FT
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = -0.51)

Fatiguedf (d = 0.56)

	Martijn, Tenbult, Merckelbach, Dreezens & de Vries (2002)
	
	33
	0.72dg

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	3
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = 0.59)

Difficultydh (d = 0.76)

	Masicampo & Baumeister (2008)
	
	59
	0.42di

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	(10)
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.11)

	Mead, Baumeister, Gino, Schweitzer, & Ariely (2009)
	1
	84
	0.58dj
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	78
	0.90dk

	CI
	AFF
	MST
	ND
	
	SEP
	DXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	Moller, Deci, & Ryan (2006)
	1
	25
	0.71dl

	CV
	COG
	NF
	1.5ab
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = 0.13)

	Muraven (2008)
	1
	56
	0.85dm

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	41
	0.66dn

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	8
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	RFB
	

	Muraven, Collins & Nienhaus (2002)
	
	58
	0.53do
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AT
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.24)

Negative affectdp (d = 0.21)

Effortn (d = -0.39)

Difficultyo (d = 0.24)

	Muraven, Gagne & Rosman (2008)
	1
	16
	3.02dq
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CA
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.03)



	
	3
	48
	1.14dr
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CA
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.11)

Self-efficacyds (d = 0.13)

	Muraven, Rosman & Gagne (2007)
	3
	30
	0.60dt
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.17)



	Muraven & Shmueli (2006)
	
	160
	0.11du

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	Muraven, Shmueli & Burkley (2006)
	1
	46
	0.59dv
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AT
	NC
	RFB
	Effortn (d = 0.12)



	
	2
	34
	0.47dw
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT
	CA
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.06)

Effortdx (d = 0.68)



	
	4
	38
	0.70dy
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQFT
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.28)

Effortdx (d = -0.35)

	Muraven & Slessareva (2003)
	1
	43
	0.60dz
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AT
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.17)

Effortdx (d = 0.43)

Difficultyo (d = 0.19)

	
	2
	41
	0.62ea
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Effortn (d = 0.14)

Difficultyo (d = 0.18)

	
	3


	24
	0.59eb
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Effortn (d = 0.46)



	Muraven, Tice & Baumeister (1998)
	1
	60
	0.64ec
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	3
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Fatiguem (d = 0.51)

Effortn (d = 0.98)

	
	2
	34
	0.75ed

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.15)

	
	3
	49
	0.57ee
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CE
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	AT
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.18)

Difficultyo (d = 0.54)

	Neshat-Doost, Dagleish & Golden (2008)
	
	32
	0.84ef
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6.5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	OTH
	Positive affecteg (d = -0.13)

Negative affecteh (d = 0.15)

Fatigueei (d = 0.52)

Difficultyo (d = 1.19)

	Oaten, Williams, Jones & Zadro (2008)
	1
	71
	1.08ej

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2
	73
	0.59ek

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Oikawa (2005)
	1
	38
	0.98el

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	DXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Fatigueei (d = 0.91)



	
	2
	40
	1.53em

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	DXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	OTH
	Fatigueei (d = 1.28)



	Ostafin, Marlatt & Greenwald (2008)
	
	85
	0.44en
	X
	C&A
	NF
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecteo (d = -0.49)

Effortn (d = 0.52)

	Park, Glaser & Knowles (2008)
	
	57
	0.56ep
	CP
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	DXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	Effortn (d = 0.06)

Difficultyo (d = 0.11)

	Pocheptsova, Amir, Dhar & Baumeister 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2009)

	1
	284
	0.29eq
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	501
	0.18er
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = -0.54)

Negative affectw (d = -0.04)

Fatigueu (d = 0.15)

Difficultyo (d = 0.55)

	
	3


	105
	0.36es
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	3.67
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	4
	64
	0.25et
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	3.67
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecteu (d = .36)

	
	5


	162
	0.15ev
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CV
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	Richeson & Shelton (2003)
	
	22
	1.42ew

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	DXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	Richeson & Trawalter (2005)
	1
	60
	0.79ex

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	8
	
	SEP
	DXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2
	32
	0.93ey

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	8
	
	SEP
	DXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3
	34
	0.91ez

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	8
	
	SEP
	DXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	Richeson, Trawalter & Shelton (2005)
	
	30
	0.95fa

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	6
	
	SEP
	DXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	OTH
	

	Schmeichel (2007)
	1S1
	79
	0.45fb
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.34)

Difficultyo (d = 1.22)

	
	1S2
	62
	0.52fc

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	2S1
	61
	0.51fd
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	SIM
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.40)

Difficultyo (d = 3.93)

	
	2S2
	61
	0.08fe

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	3
	30
	0.68ff
	CP
	COG
	NF
	2
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CE
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Negative affectfg (d = -0.15)

Difficultyo (d = 2.70)

	
	4
	65
	0.53fh
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = -0.30)

Difficultyo (d = 0.44)

	Schmeichel, Demaree, Robinson & Pu (2006)
	
	50
	0.85fi
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	2
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ(7)
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	Negative affecteo (d = -0.16)

Difficultyo (d = 0.35)

	Schmeichel & Vohs (2009)
	1
	59
	0.61fj
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecti (d = 0.26)

Effortn (d = 0.62)



	
	2
	72
	0.75fk
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Negative affectw (d = 0.24)

Difficultyo (d = 2.58)



	Schmeichel, Vohs & Baumeister (2003)
	1
	24
	1.61fl
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.06)

Negative affectw (d = 0.32)

Difficultyo (d = 1.53)

	
	2
	37
	0.43fm
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	X
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.31)

Negative affectw (d = 0.23)

Difficultyo (d = 0.64)

	
	3
	36
	0.90fl

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.04)

Negative affectw (d = 0.43)

Difficultyo (d = 1.25)

	Seeley & Gardner (2003)
	1
	73
	0.41fn

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2


	55
	0.47fo
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Segerstrom & Nes (2007)
	
	83
	0.65fp
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectw (d = -0.19)

Negative affectw (d = -0.20)

Fatiguefq (d = 0.14)

Effortfr (d = 0.63)

	Shamosh & Gray (2007)
	
	57
	0.67fs

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = 0.14)

Effortn (d = 0.79)

	Shmueli & Prochaska (2009)
	
	101
	0.19ft
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Difficultyo (d = 0.15)

Effortfu (d = .65)

	Stewart, Wright, Hui & Simmons (2009)
	
	40
	0.47fv
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	8.5
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	SIM
	OTH
	Negative affectfw (d = 0.99)

Fatigueei (d = 1.55)

Difficultyo (d = 3.28)

	Stillman, Tice, Fincham & Lambert (2009)
	1
	40
	0.02fx
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3


	33
	0.04fy
	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Stucke & Baumeister (2006)
	1
	60
	0.82fz

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	NBJ
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	62
	0.60ga

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	NBJ
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	3
	45
	1.20ga

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	NBJ
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Effortgb (d =1.89)

	Tice, Baumeister, Shmueli & Muraven (2007)
	2
	93
	0.61gc

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	FT
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecteu (d = 0.81)



	Trawalter & Richeson (2006)
	
	45
	0.83gd

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	7
	
	SEP
	DXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	Tyler (2008)
	1
	33
	1.07ge

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = 0.35)

Difficultyo (d = -0.31)

	
	2
	30
	0.97gg

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	4
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = 0.49)

Difficultyo (d = -0.20)

	
	3
	30
	1.36gh
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = -0.12)

Fatiguegi (d = 0.41)

Difficultyo (d = 1.36)

	
	4
	60
	0.58gj
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = 0.30)

Fatiguegi (d = -0.06)

Difficultyo (d = 0.76)

	Tyler & Burns (2008)
	1
	60
	1.56gk

	CP
	COG
	NF
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	(1)
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = -0.21)

Difficultyo (d = 1.66)

	
	2
	40
	0.99gl

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	(3)
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	CLX
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = -0.16)

Difficultyo (d = 1.38)

	Tyler & Burns (2009)
	1
	20
	1.36gm

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = -0.39)

Difficultyo (d = 2.94)

	
	2S1
	20
	1.22gn

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	3
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = -0.27)

Difficultyo (d = 2.92)

	
	2S2
	20
	2.60go

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	2S3
	20
	0.44gp

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	20
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	

	
	3
	40
	1.19gq

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affectgf (d = -0.24)

Difficultyo (d = 2.80)

	Vohs, Baumeister & Ciarocco 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2005)

	1
	68
	0.58gr

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	SIM
	RFB
	

	
	2
	58
	0.64gs

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	HGR
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	ID
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	3
	30
	1.59gt

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CE
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.17)

	
	4
	60
	1.06gu

	SP
	C&A
	NF
	4
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 0.70)

	
	5
	34
	0.80gv
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.34)

Negative affectw (d = 0.48)

	
	6
	57
	0.63gw

	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	9
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 2.09)

	
	7
	71
	0.70gx

	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.33)

	
	8
	32
	0.79gy

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	7
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 2.03)

	Vohs, Baumeister, Schmeichel, Twenge, Nelson & Tice 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2008)

	1a
	30
	1.34gz

	CV
	COG
	NF
	3.5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	1b
	30
	1.01gz

	CV
	COG
	NF
	3.5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	25
	0.98ha

	CV
	COG
	NF
	3.5
	
	SEP
	DXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	3
	26
	0.99hb
	CV
	COG
	NF
	8
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.40)

Negative affectw (d = 0.39)

	
	4a
	40
	0.84hc

	CV
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SEP
	DXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	4b
	40
	0.93hd

	CV
	COG
	NF
	12
	
	SEP
	DXP
	CQ
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	
	6
	64
	0.73he

	CV
	COG
	NF
	4.5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	ANG
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	CLX
	RFB
	

	Vohs & Faber (2007)
	1
	35
	0.96hf

	CA
	COG
	VAT
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	SP
	C&A
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 1.99)

	
	2
	70
	1.27hg

	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 0.88)

	
	3
	40
	1.38hh

	CE
	AFF
	NF
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Difficultyo (d = 0.66)

	Vohs & Heatherton (2000)
	1
	18
	1.40hi

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	
	2
	28
	0.77hj
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	10
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecthk (d = 0.45)

Negative affecthl (d = 0.55)

	
	3
	36
	0.76hm
	CE
	AFF
	VAR
	11
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	FTT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affecthk (d = 0.35)

Negative affecthl (d = 0.36)

	Vohs & Schmeichel (2003)
	3
	48
	1.07hn
	CE
	AFF
	NF
	4.38
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.06)

Negative affectw (d = -0.37)

Difficultyo (d = 0.62)

	
	4
	47
	0.76ho
	CT
	COG
	WBP
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	Positive affectw (d = 0.50)

Negative affectw (d = 0.13)

Difficultyo (d = 0.78)

	Wallace & Baumeister (2002)
	
	23
	1.13hp

	CI
	AFF
	MST
	6
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	RFB
	

	Wan & Sternthal 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2008)

	1
	25
	1.25hq

	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecthr (d = -0.35)

Negative affecths (d = 0.57)

Effortn (d =0.98)

	
	2
	27
	1.27hq
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecthr (d = 0.34)

Negative affecths (d = 0.53)

Effortn (d = 0.50)

	
	3
	50
	0.77ht
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecthr (d = -1.03)

Negative affecths (d = 0.45)

Effortn (d = 1.43)

	
	4
	42
	1.11hu
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	CQ
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecthr (d = 0.39)

Negative affecths (d = 0.43)

Effortn (d = 1.18)

	Webb & Sheeran (2003)
	1
	31
	0.95hv

	CI
	AFF
	MST
	10
	
	SEP
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = 0.23)

Effortn (d = 1.79)

Fatiguem (d = 0.48)

Difficultyo (d = 1.98)

	
	2
	28
	1.73hw

	CP
	COG
	NF
	ND
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecti (d = -0.55)

Fatiguem (d = 0.78)

Difficultyo (d = 1.81)

	Wheeler, Brinol & Hermann (2007)
	
	68
	0.90hx
	CI
	AFF
	COL
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	NBJ
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Effortn (d = 0.44)

Fatiguem (d = 0.44)

Difficultyo (d = 0.03)

	Wright et al. 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2007)

	1S1
	48
	0.30hy
	CP
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecteu (d = 0.46)

Difficultyo (d = 0.58)

	
	1S2
	46
	0.13hz
	CP
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	SIM
	OTH
	

	
	2S1
	49
	0.34hy
	CP
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	NF
	BEH
	
	UMD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Positive affecteu (d = -0.08)

Difficultyo (d = 1.09)

	
	2S2
	47
	-0.57hz
	CP
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	NF
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	SIM
	OTH
	

	Wright, Martin & Bland (2003)
	S1
	36
	0.21ia
	CP
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	SIM
	OTH
	Fatiguem (d = -0.16)

Difficultyo (d = 1.66)

	
	S2


	37
	0.21ib
	CP
	COG
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	MTD
	MTD
	EV
	SIM
	OTH
	

	Wright , Stewart & Barnett 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2008)

	S1
	53
	-0.11ic

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CI
	AFF
	MST
	BEH
	
	MTD
	UMD
	EV
	NC
	OTH
	Difficultyo (d = 0.35)

	
	S2
	53
	0.65id

	CI
	AFF
	NF
	5
	
	SIN
	SXP
	NI
	CP
	COG
	MAT
	BEH
	
	UMD
	MTD
	EV
	SIM
	OTH
	

	Zyphur, Warren, Landis & Thoresen (2007)
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Note. S = sample; CA = controlling attention; CE = controlling emotions; CI = controlling impulses; CP = cognitive processing; CT = controlling thoughts; CV = choice and volition; SP = social processing; X = studies using a combination of two spheres of task and excluded from the specific sphere of task moderator analysis 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Fischer et al., 2007, Studies 1, 2, and 4; Ostafin et al., 2008)
; COG = cognitive self-control tasks; AFF = affective self-control tasks; C&A = cognitive and affective self-control tasks; NF = task not frequently used as a depleting task; VAR = video-watching affect regulation task; COL = crossing-out-letters task; MST = modified Stroop task; WBP = Wegner et al.’s (1987) white bear paradigm; VAT = video-watching attention control task; ND = no task duration reported; SIN = tasks presented as single experiment; SEP = tasks presented as separate experiments; SXP = tasks administered by a same experimenter; DXP= tasks administered by different experimenters; FT = completed filler task; CQ = completed questionnaires; CQFT = completed questionnaires and filler task; NI = no interim period reported; HGR = handgrip task; ANG = solvable anagrams task; FTT = food taste task; MAT = math or mental arithmetic task; BEH = studies employing a behavioral dependent measure of a self-control; NBJ = studies employing a nonbehavioral or self-reported judgment dependent measure of self-control; UMD = depleting and dependent tasks unmatched on sphere; MTD = depleting and dependent tasks matched on sphere; EV = control condition is easier/less demanding version of depleting task; AB = task absent – control participants sit passively and do not engage in any task; AT = control participants engage in alternative task in control condition; ID = individual difference variable defines control condition; NC = study not classified as complex or simple; CLX = complex cognitive processing task; SIM = simple cognitive processing task; OTH = data from other laboratories; RFB = data from Roy F. Baumeister and collaborators’ laboratories.
aOverall ego-depletion effect from two-task paradigm. Effect sizes for studies using an individual difference characteristic or manipulation to evoke the ego-depletion effect were calculated from the depleted and non-depleted groups within the relevant individual difference category that evoked the depletion effect. Effect sizes for studies employing factorial designs to examine the effect of other independent variables on ego-depletion were calculated for the depletion vs. no depletion comparison in the absence of the moderator. bMost frequently used (k > 10) depleting/dependent tasks. cDuration of depleting task. dInterim period between depleting and dependent task in two-task paradigm. Few studies stated a precise time so studies are coded according to the task (if any) participants completed in the interim period. Numbers in parentheses refer to time (in minutes) of the interim period if given. Numbers preceded by a ‘+’ sign indicate an interim period of the duration shown in minutes in addition to completing questionnaires/filler task. eType of control condition. fUsed cognitive processing task (e.g., memory span) that was ‘complex’ (as opposed to ‘simple’) to evoke depletion. gSource laboratory. hDifferences in handgrip task performance in the hard (depletion) vs. easy (no depletion) labyrinths task groups in the neutral prime condition. iBrief Mood Introspection Scale (BMIS) valence score. jDifferences in weight-holding task for the distraction (depletion) vs. no distraction (no depletion) attention control task in the neutral prime condition. kSix-item ‘energy and tiredness’ scale. lDifferences in persistence on unsolvable figure-tracing task for the radishes (depletion) vs. chocolate (no depletion) food taste task groups. m‘Tiredness’ item from BMIS. nSingle-item measure of effort. oSingle-item measure of perceived difficulty. pEffect size is average effect of high choice counterattitudinal (depletion) and high-choice proattitudinal (depletion) essay task conditions vs. no choice (no depletion) essay task conditions on persistence on unsolvable figure-tracing task. qDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups. rDifferences in time spent watching a boring movie for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups. sSingle-item measure of concentration on task. tDifferences in handgrip performance for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups. uSingle-item measure of tiredness/exhaustion. vDifferences in lottery expenditures for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups for the positive affect condition only. wPositive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS). xDifferences in lottery expenditures for negative affect regulation (depletion) vs. helped affect regulation (no depletion) groups. yDifferences in lottery expenditures for negative affect regulation (depletion) vs. no affect regulation (no depletion) groups. zDifferences in tendency of participants to choose affectively-appealing product in simulated shop for choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) groups. aaMedian value of task duration in choice and no choice conditions. abDifferences in amount of affectively-appealing product purchased in simulated shop for choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) groups. acDifferences in amount of candy purchased for choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) groups in the ‘very attractive candy’ condition. adDifferences in persistence on unsolvable anagrams for personally-relevant (depletion) vs. not relevant (no depletion) persuasive message groups. aeDifferences in attitudes toward persuasive argument for task present (depletion) vs. task absent (no depletion) handgrip task groups. afDifferences in attitudes toward persuasive argument for thought suppression using ‘white bear’ paradigm (depletion) vs. math problems (no depletion) groups. agDifferences in positive and negative thoughts computed for thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups in the ‘strong arguments’ (high persuasion) condition. ahDifferences in persistence on unsolvable anagrams for ostracizing task (depletion) vs. no ostracizing task (no depletion) groups independent of task feedback condition. aiDifferences in handgrip task persistence for ostracizing task (depletion) vs. no ostracizing task (no depletion) groups. ajDifferences in helping behaviour for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups. akDifferences in helping behaviour for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups in the placebo condition. alDifferences in willingness to help for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups in the ‘stranger’ condition. amDifferences in aggressive behaviour (quantity of ‘hot sauce’ given) for resist donut (depletion) vs. resist radish (no depletion) food taste task groups. anThree-item anger feelings index comprising items of ‘cruelty’, ‘threatening’, and ‘anger’. aoDifferences in aggressive behaviour (application of ‘white noise’ punishment) for attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups in the ‘high provocation’ condition. apDifferences in negative evaluation of job candidate for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups in the ‘high provocation’ condition. aqDifferences in aggressive intentions for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups independent of trait self-control scores. arDifferences in number of counter arguments made to counterattitudinal message for the ‘foot-in-the-door’ initial request (depletion) vs. no initial request (no depletion) groups. asDifferences in performance on analytical problems for the ‘foot-in-the-door’ questions on cognitively-demanding topic (depletion) vs. no initial request (no depletion) groups. atDifferences in performance on unsolvable figure-tracing task for the impression management (depletion) vs. no impression management (no depletion) open-ended question groups. auDifferences in Stroop task performance for the ‘foot-in-the-door’ questions on cognitively-demanding topic (depletion) vs. cognitively-undemanding topic (no depletion) groups. avDifferences in willingness to volunteer for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups for the high reciprocity condition. awDifferences in willingness to volunteer for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) unsolvable figure-tracing task groups. axEffect size is average of effect of emotion suppression (depletion) vs. emotion expression (no depletion) video-watching task conditions on self-reported accommodation components. ayFive-item measure of effort. azDifferences in preference for easy or difficult anagrams for the high-maintenance (depletion) vs. low-maintenance (no depletion) interaction conditions of the maze task. baMulti-item subjective-depletion measure using items referring to ‘drained’ and ‘tired’. bbDifferences in number of Graduate Record Exam (GRE) problems solved for the high-maintenance (depletion) vs. low-maintenance (no depletion) interaction conditions of the data-entry task excluding ‘no coordination’ group. bcTwo-item measure of mood. bdTwo-item measure of self-efficacy. beDifferences in number of GRE problems solved for the high-maintenance (depletion) vs. low-maintenance (no depletion) interaction conditions of the maze task. bfSeven-item measure of mood. bgDifferences in handgrip performance for the high-maintenance (depletion) vs. low-maintenance (no depletion) conditions of the co-operative problem-solving task. bhDifferences in ‘Operation’ game performance for the high-maintenance, misalignment (depletion) vs. low-maintenance, mimicry (no depletion) conditions of the behavioral mimicry task. biDifferences in index of aggression (time assigned to partner for uncomfortable yoga poses) for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups. bjEffect size is average of effect of attention control/emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task conditions on reported self-presentational components. bkEffect size is average of effect of impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task conditions on reported probabilities of positive and negative events. blA range was specified so the median value for task duration is used. bmEffect size is average of effect of attention control/emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task conditions on reported positive self-attributes. bnDifferences in overall reported positive future illusions for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups. boGeneralized Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES). bpDifferences in confirmatory information processing for attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups. bqDifferences in confirmatory information processing for thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups excluding ‘ego threat’ group. brFour-item measure of negative emotions. bsDifferences in confirmatory information processing for impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups excluding ‘ego threat’ and ‘cognitive load’ groups. btDifferences in confirmatory information processing for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups. buDifferences in amount of tempting food eaten (potato chips) for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups independent of implicit attitudes. bvDifferences in amount of tempting drink consumed (beer) for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups independent of restraint standards. bwDifferences in number of sexual words in word search task for impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) modified Stroop task groups. bxDifferences in likelihood of performing sexual infidelity for impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups for males. byDifferences on extent of sexual behaviour for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups for sexually experienced couples. bzDifferences in errors on the Stroop task for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups in the placebo condition. caDifferences in unsolved word fragments for the death (depletion) vs. dental pain (no depletion) writing task groups in the placebo condition. cbDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the low external motivation to respond without prejudice (depletion) vs. high external motivation to respond without prejudice (no depletion) participants after describing a homosexual target while avoiding stereotypes and for the non-exercise condition. ccDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the low internal and external motivation to respond without prejudice (depletion) vs. high internal and external motivation to respond without prejudice (no depletion) participants after describing a homosexual/fat target while avoiding stereotypes and for the non-exercise condition. cdDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the low motivation to respond without prejudice (depletion) vs. high motivation to respond without prejudice (no depletion) participants after describing a homosexual target while avoiding stereotypes and independent of recent exercise in self-control. ceDifferences in number of death thoughts reported in word-search task for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups. cfDifferences in number of death thoughts reported in ambiguous drawing task for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups. cgDifferences in Stroop task performance for the suppress thoughts of death (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) writing task groups. chDifferences in analytical problems solved for the suppress thoughts of death (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) writing task groups. ciDifferences in rote memory problems solved for the suppress thoughts of death (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) writing task groups. cjDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the death (depletion) vs. dental pain (no depletion) writing task groups. ckDifferences in word fragments solved for the death (depletion) vs. dental pain (no depletion) writing task groups. clDifferences in death words reported in personal story for the exaggerate emotion (depletion) vs. no exaggeration (no depletion) reading task groups. cmDifferences in persistence on unsolvable figure-tracing task for the no chocolates (depletion) vs. no radishes (no depletion) food taste task groups. cnDifferences in persistence on weight-holding task for the distraction (depletion) vs. no distraction (no depletion) attention control task groups. coDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the suppress stereotypes (depletion) vs. do not suppress stereotype (no depletion) task in low motivation to respond without prejudice participants. cpDifferences in the degree to which participant descriptions of a target were stereotypical for the suppress stereotypes (depletion) vs. do not suppress stereotype (no depletion) task in low motivation to respond without prejudice participants. cqDifferences in cognitive control for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups. crDifferences in candy consumption in food taste task for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups. csNegative mood scale derived from Gollwitzer [Gollwitzer, M. (2005). Ist gerächt gleich gerecht? Eine Analyse von Racheaktionen und rachebezogenen Reahtionen unter gerechtigkeitpsychologischen Aspekten [Is vengeance a justice-related reaction?]. Berlin: WVB]. ctSingle-item measure of ease of suppression. cuDifferences in Stroop task (incongruent trials) performance for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups. cvDifferences in response times on the Stroop task for the stereotype threat (depletion) vs. no threat (no depletion) conditions in the black participant group. cwDifferences in handgrip performance for the stereotype threat (depletion) vs. no threat (no depletion) condition in the group of participants told to expect a math test. cxDifferences in compliance (money donated) for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups for participants informed the target charity was highly authoritative. cyDifferences in performance on reading span task for the stereotype threat (depletion) vs. no stereotype threat (no depletion) task groups for participants in the ‘informed’ anxiety condition. czEffect size is average effect of stereotype threat (depletion) vs. no stereotype threat (no depletion) conditions on working memory and math test performance. daDifferences in working memory test performance for the stereotype threat (Latino) (depletion) vs. no threat (Caucasian) (no depletion) groups in the threat-only condition. dbDifferences on temporal discounting measure for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups independent of Consideration of Future Consequences. dcDifferences in cookie consumption for the conflict (depletion) vs. no conflict (no depletion) visual perception task groups for restrained eaters. ddDifferences in implicit prejudice scores for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task in the low self-determined motivation to regulate prejudice participants. deDifferences in handgrip performance for the difficult (depletion) vs. easy (no depletion) labyrinths task groups for participants in the neutral prime condition. dfEight-item measure of fatigue. dgDifferences in handgrip performance for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task omitting the expectancy challenge condition. dhTwo-item measure of difficulty in suppressing emotions. diDifferences in choice of apartment (attraction effect) for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups in the placebo condition. djDifferences in self-allocated amount of money (quarters) for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) essay-writing task excluding words containing specified letters for participants in the self-scored (cheating possible) condition. dkDifferences in number of questions scored ‘correct’ for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups for participants choosing the pre-marked sheet. dlDifferences in persistence on unsolvable puzzles for the controlled choice (depletion) vs. no choice (no depletion) speech preparation task. dmDifferences on test of stereotyping for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task in the high motivation to control prejudiced reaction participants. dnDifferences on test of stereotyping for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task in the high motivation to control prejudiced reaction participants. doDifferences amount of tempting (liked) drink consumed (beer) for the thought suppression using ‘white bear’ paradigm (depletion) vs. simple arithmetic (no depletion) task independent of trait temptation to drink. dpSix-item measure of irritation. dqDifferences in errors on computerized vigilance task for the no cookies (depletion) vs. no radishes (no depletion) food taste task groups in the ‘non-contingent reward’ condition. drDifferences in errors on computerized vigilance task for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) typing paragraph without ‘e’s task groups in the ‘no pressure’ condition. dsTwo-item measure of ‘planned effort’ and confidence in ‘doing well’. dtDifferences in stop signal task performance for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups in the ‘non-contingent reward’ condition. duDifferences in handgrip performance for the sniff alcohol (depletion) vs. sniff water (no depletion) video-watching task groups independent of trait temptation to drink. dvDifferences in cold pressor task performance for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm in the ‘anticipate no self-control’ condition. dwDifferences in hits on concentration task for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) typing paragraph without ‘e’s task in the ‘anticipate no self-control’ condition. dxSingle-item measure of ‘fighting against urge…’ dyDifferences in incongruent Stroop response times for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) typing paragraph without ‘e’s task in the ‘anticipate hard future task’ condition. dzDifferences in persistence on unsolvable figure-tracing task for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm in the ‘not important’ condition. eaDifferences in persistence on the frustrating game for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) speech control task in the ‘low pay’ condition. ebDifferences in amount of aversive-tasting drink consumed for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task in the ‘low pay’, ‘sour beverage’ condition. ecDifferences in handgrip performance for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups. edDifferences in persistence on unsolvable anagrams for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups. eeDifferences in emotional expressivity while watching emotive video for the thought suppression using ‘white bear’ paradigm (depletion) vs. math problems (no depletion) groups. efDifferences in autobiographical memory task performance for the color (congruent) Stroop (depletion) vs. control (incongruent) Stroop (no depletion) conditions. egAverage effect of ego-depletion on single-item measures of ‘calmness’ and ‘happiness’. ehAverage effect of ego-depletion on single-item measures of ‘anger’ and ‘sadness’. eiSingle-item measure of fatigue. ejDifferences in amount of tempting food (cookies) eaten for the ostracism (depletion) vs. inclusion (no depletion) computerized game groups. ekDifferences in amount of aversive-tasting drink consumed for the ostracism (depletion) vs. inclusion (no depletion) computerized game groups. elDifferences in number of stereotypes used for the stereotype suppression (depletion) vs. non suppression (no depletion) writing task groups for conscious suppression participants. emDifferences in number of anagrams solved for the stereotype suppression (depletion) vs. non suppression (no depletion) writing task groups for conscious suppression participants. enDifferences in amount of tempting drink (beer) consumed for the emotion and thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) conditions of the video-watching and thought-listing suppression tasks. eoSelf-Assessment Manikin (SAM). epDifferences on ‘Shooter bias’ measure of unintended racial discriminatory behavior for the difficult (depletion) vs. easy (no depletion) anagrams task in the low implicit motivation to control prejudice participants. eqDifferences in reference-dependent choice for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups across both reference point groups. erDifferences in compromise effect for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task groups across both choice sets. esDifferences in attraction effect for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups across both choice sets. etDifferences in attraction effect for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups across both choice sets. euSingle-item measure of ‘happiness’. evDifferences in attraction effect for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) essay-writing task excluding words containing specified letters groups across both choice sets. ewDifferences in response times on the Stroop task for the black (depletion) vs. white (no depletion) confederate interaction task. exDifferences in response times on the Stroop task for the interracial (depletion) vs. same-race (no depletion) confederate interaction task groups overall independent of performance and prejudice concern feedback conditions. eyDifferences in response times on the Stroop task for the inter-racial (depletion) vs. same-race (no depletion) confederate interaction task groups for the ‘no script’ condition. ezDifferences in response times on the Stroop task for the inter-racial (depletion) vs. same-race (no depletion) confederate interaction task groups for the ‘no anxiety attribution’ (control) condition. faDifferences in response times on the Stroop task for the interracial (depletion) vs. same-race (no depletion) confederate interaction task groups for participants high in implicit in-group favouritism. fbDifferences in memory span test performance for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups for participants allocated to the operation span test. fcDifferences in memory span test performance for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task for participants allocated to the sentence span test. fdDifferences in digit span test performance for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) essay-writing task excluding words containing specified letters for participants completing the reverse (difficult) span test. feDifferences in digit span test performance for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) essay-writing task excluding words containing specified letters for participants completing the forward (easy) span test. ffEffect size is average effect of short term memory (2-word) and short term memory (6-word) (depletion) vs. working memory (no depletion) test performance on emotion expression in video-watching task. fgFive-item negative affect scale. fhEffect size is average effect of the exaggerate (depletion) vs. express (no depletion) video-watching task on operation span tests for sets recalled, longest set, words in correct sets, and total recall measures. fiEffect size is average effect of the exaggerate (depletion) vs. normal viewing (no depletion) video-watching task on verbal and figural fluency tests. fjDifferences in time spent on cold pressor task for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) essay-writing task excluding words containing specified letters for participants in the no-affirmation condition. fkDifferences in persistence on math puzzle for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups for participants in the no-affirmation condition. flDifferences in number of correct problems from the GRE test for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups. fmEffect size is average effect of the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task conditions on number of correct problems, number of attempts at problems, and proportion of problems correct in the General Mental Abilities Test. fnDifferences in hand grip performance for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups for ‘US citizenship’ participants. foDifferences in hand grip performance for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups independent of self-monitoring scores. fpDifferences in persistence on first unsolvable anagram for the eat carrots (depletion) vs. eat cookies and candy (no depletion) food taste task groups in the high self-consciousness participants. fqFatigued affect from PANAS – Expanded form (PANAS-X). frSix-item measure of effort. fsDifferences in modified Stroop task performance for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task for all participants independent of fluid intelligence test scores. ftDifferences in number of cigarettes smoked for resist cookies (depletion) vs. resist vegetables (no depletion) food taste task groups. fuSingle-item measure of temptation. fvDifferences in persistence on mental arithmetic task for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) letter-cancelling task for the low expectancy condition. fwSingle-item measure of nervousness. fxDifferences in persistence on word production task for the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm for the neutral-primed participants. fyDifferences in amount of food eaten in food taste task for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups for the no-prime control participants. fzDifferences in evaluation of experimenter for the no cookies (depletion) vs. help yourself (no depletion) groups. gaDifferences in evaluation of experimenter for the control expressions and movements (depletion) vs. watch only (no depletion) video-watching task groups. gbTwo-item measure of effort and tiresomeness. gcDifferences in persistence on frustrating game for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups. gdEffect size is average effect of promotion (depletion) vs. prevention and control (no depletion) instructions in interracial interaction task on Stroop task response time. geDifferences in persistence on unsolvable anagrams in the relational (depletion) vs. non-self (no depletion) self-monitoring task groups. gfFour-item mood scale based on BMIS items. ggDifferences in handgrip performance in the relational (depletion) vs. non-self (no depletion) self-monitoring task groups. ghDifferences in relational-value identification task performance in the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups for complex interaction cues only. giFour-item fatigue scale based on BMIS items. gjDifferences in relational-value cue identification task performance in the thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm. gkEffect size is effect of difficult (depletion) vs. easy (no depletion) arithmetic calculations task on handgrip performance for the 1-minute inter-task interval group. glEffect size is effect of thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white-bear’ paradigm on persistence on math problem task for the control (no relaxation) group. gmEffect size is effect of complex (depletion) vs. simple (no depletion) embedded-figures task on persistence on anagrams task for the control (did not expect future self-control) group. gnEffect size is effect of impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task on handgrip performance for the 3-min task duration group. goEffect size is effect of impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task on handgrip performance for the 10-min task duration group. gpEffect size is effect of impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task on handgrip performance for the 20-min task duration group. gqEffect size is average of effect of thought suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm conditions on handgrip performance in the ‘not finished’ condition only. grEffect size is average of effect of modest self-presentation (depletion) vs. self-enhancing presentation (no depletion) on persistence on math problems for participants in the ‘strangers’ condition and effect of self-enhancing presentation (depletion) vs. modest self-presentation (no depletion) on persistence on math problems for participants in the ‘friends’ condition. gsEffect size is average of effect of competent (depletion) vs. interpersonal (no depletion) self-presentation on handgrip performance for female participants and effect of interpersonal (depletion) vs. competent (no depletion) self-presentation on handgrip performance for male participants. gtDifferences in facial expressiveness for the ‘be competent and likeable’ (depletion) vs. ‘be yourself’ (no depletion) self-presentation task for the sceptical audience condition. guDifferences in persistence on embedded-figures task for the token (depletion) vs. non token (no depletion) self-presentation task independent of topic condition. gvDifferences on self-reports of underregulated verbosity for the suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups. gwEffect size is average effect of suppress/exaggerate (depletion) vs. no regulation (no depletion) emotion regulation task conditions on disclosure preference for ambivalent and avoidant attachment style participants. gxEffect size is average of effect of incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task manipulations on disclosure preference for ambivalent attachment style and avoidant attachment style participants. gyEffect size is effect of attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task conditions on self-reported narcissistic tendencies. gzDifferences in amount of aversive-tasting drink consumed for the choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) consumer product rating task groups. haDifferences in time spent on cold pressor task for the choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) consumer product rating task groups. hbDifferences in time spent on math problems rather than other tasks for the choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) general university course choice task groups. hcDifferences in persistence on unsolvable figure-tracing task for the choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) psychology course choices task groups. hdDifferences in persistence on solvable anagram task for the choice (depletion) vs. no-choice (no depletion) psychology course choices task groups. heEffect size is average effect of choice (depletion) vs. nonchoice deliberate and nonchoice implement (no depletion) product choice conditions on persistence on solvable anagrams. hfDifferences in willingness to pay for the attention control (depletion) vs. no attention control (no depletion) video-watching task groups. hgDifferences in amount of money spent on purchases for the suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups. hhDifferences in amount of money spent on purchases for the emotionally-expressive (depletion) vs. emotionally-neutral (no depletion) reading task groups. hiDifferences in amount of tempting food (ice-cream) eaten for the high temptation (depletion) vs. low temptation (no depletion) food availability/proximity groups for chronic dieters in the ‘help yourself’ condition. hjDifferences in time spent on embedded-figures task for the high temptation (depletion) vs. low temptation (no depletion) food availability/proximity groups. hkTen-item positive affect scale based on Heatherton and Vohs [Heatherton, T. F., & Vohs, K. D. (2000). Interpersonal evaluations following threats to self: Role of self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 725-736]. hlFour-item dysphoria scale based on Heatherton and Vohs (2000). hmDifferences in amount of tempting food (ice-cream) eaten for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups. hnDifferences in behavioural continuance (reading aloud task) for the emotionally-expressive (depletion) vs. emotionally-neutral (no depletion) reading task groups. hoDifferences in breath-holding task performance for the suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) ‘white bear’ paradigm groups. hpDifferences in persistence on unsolvable figure-tracing task for the incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task for the no feedback condition. hqDifferences in persistence on unsolvable math puzzle for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task for the no clock condition. hrEight-item positive mood scale from BMIS. hsEight-item negative mood scale from BMIS. htDifferences in persistence on unsolvable math puzzle for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task for the overall sample independent of self-monitoring scores. huDifferences in persistence on unsolvable math puzzle for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups for the no clock condition and independent of self-monitoring scores. hvEffect size is effect of incongruent (depletion) vs. congruent (no depletion) Stroop task manipulations on persistence on unsolvable tracing puzzle in the no implementation intention condition. hwEffect size is average effect of difficult (depletion) vs. easy (no depletion) arithmetic calculations task manipulations on Stroop task completion time and error rate in the no implementation intention condition. hxDifferences in favourability index from the thought listing task for the impulse suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) crossing-out-letters task groups for the weak arguments condition. hyDifferences in number of attempts in letter-circling task for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) paced counting task groups for the low relevance condition. hzDifferences in performance on the mental arithmetic task for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) paced counting task groups for the high relevance condition. iaDifferences in performance on mental arithmetic task (low standard) for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) paced letter-circling task groups. ibDifferences in performance on mental arithmetic task (high standard) for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) paced letter-circling task groups. icDifferences in performance on modified Stroop task for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) paced letter-circling task. idDifferences in performance on mental arithmetic task for the high fatigue (depletion) vs. low fatigue (no depletion) paced letter-circling task groups. ieEffect size is average effect of high maintenance ‘negative’ (depletion) vs. low maintenance ‘positive’ (no depletion) interaction task groups on persistence on unsolvable puzzle and amount of food eaten in food taste task. ifDifferences in performance on Naval combat simulator complex decision-making task for the emotion suppression (depletion) vs. no suppression (no depletion) video-watching task groups.


