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Search Strings in Electronic Database

As mentioned in the main text, our search terms were based on the core concepts of our review: unprompted thought and affective well-being. Below, we provide the search strings for the EMBASE database. Notably, although the search terms are consistent across databases, search syntax and strategies were tailored to each search engine to ensure all search terms and their variations were considered.

Unprompted Thought:
(mind wandering or wandering behavior or wandering mind).sh. or ("off-task thinking" or "stimulus-independent thought*" or "task-unrelated thought" or "task-unrelated thinking" or "wandering thoughts" or "self-generated thought*" or "self generated thought*" or "internal attention" or "mind-wander*" or "mind wander*" or "task unrelated thought*" or "mental time travel" or "daydream*" or "stimulus independent thought*" or "off-task state" or "spontaneous thought*" or "off-task thought*" or "off task thought" or "wandering behavior*").tw.

Affective Well-being:
(emotion or mood or affect).sh. or ("emotional state*" or sad* or "well being" or well-being or wellbeing or happiness or happy or distress* or "neg* affect" or "neg* mood" or "positive affect" or "positive mood" or mood or "psych* distress").tw.


Quality Assessment 

Protocol
After the two-stage screening process, we examined each paper included in this review in terms of quality using items from two commonly used quality assessment tools and guidelines (i.e., Kmet et al., 2004; Whiting et al., 2011). Specifically, nine items pertaining to empirical studies were adapted from the Standard Quality Assessment Criteria for Evaluating Primary Research Papers (Kmet et al., 2004) and three items pertaining to clinical studies were adapted from and the Quality Assessment of Diagnostic Accuracy Studies (Whiting et al., 2011). Assessment areas and items are summarized in Supplementary Table 1. We used the same 3-point rating scheme as those used in the two aforementioned papers. Specifically, each item gets assigned a quality score ranging from 0 to 2 (0 = weak quality/information not reported, 1 = moderate quality/partially reported, and 2 = strong quality/details), based on whether the authors had adequately reported the relevant information. For example, if articles included full descriptive statistics or met experimental or analytical standards, this would be scored as a 2. If they only reported some descriptive statistics, they would receive a score of 1. Failure to report important methods and descriptive statistics or to fulfill experimental or analytical standards would result in a score of 0. For a given paper, scores were only assigned for items that were relevant to that paper. We examined these scores in two ways. First, scores on all relevant items were averaged for each paper to create a global quality score, which provides a sense of how the paper performed overall. In other words, if there were nine relevant items for a paper, the global quality score for a given paper reflects the average of scores across those nine items. Second, in addition to presenting the global quality score for each paper, we also report the average score across all papers for a given criterion. Specifically, for each criterion, we report the rating averaged across all papers to provide an overall sense of how all the papers performed on each criterion. 

Criteria
Although most of the criteria were directly adapted from the aforementioned assessment tools (Kmet et al., 2004 and Whiting et al., 2011), we also tailored several criteria to studies of unprompted thought and well-being. These criteria fall under the Methods/Measurement section under General Study Design (see Supplementary Table 1). In terms of questionnaires, scores were assigned as a function of the reporting of psychometric properties of the questionnaires (e.g. reporting of Cronbach’s alpha and/or other validity or reliability measures). In terms of experience sampling, scores were assigned depending on whether the total number of probes and the frequency of probe interval were reported. Finally, in terms of tasks used, scores were assigned based on the reporting of all relevant components (e.g. participant’s task, stimuli type and timing, response type).

Evaluation and Discussion of Quality Assessment 
The results are shown in Supplementary Figure 1. In terms of the global quality scores, all included articles had moderate to strong global quality scores. In terms of the individual criterion/items, the included papers on average scored moderate to strong. Notably, the clinical studies criteria were only relevant to three studies; therefore, the variability is not particularly meaningful for these criteria. The first two criteria pertained to random assignment (C1) and balanced samples (C2), which all three studies implemented. The third criterion concerns double blinded conditions (C3); as none of the studies included in this review have an experimental design relevant for this criterion, no scores were assigned for this criterion. Given these criteria are only relevant to three out of 76 studies, we did not put emphasis on them in considering the overall scientific quality of these studies.

In addition to presenting overall and criterion-based quality scores, we also examined the relationship between the quality of the research evidence and effect sizes (as indexed by r ̅, averaged across all values within a study). We examined both the global quality score as well as individual criterion scores (as long as over 80% of studies have values assigned for that criterion to ensure a reliable estimate of the relationship). None of the correlations were significant (average global score: r = 0.002, p = .990; inclusion/exclusion criteria described: r = 0.13, p = .310; final sample size reported: r = 0.06, p = .612; validity/reliability of questionnaires: r = 0.15, p = .245; descriptive statistics for unprompted thought measures: r = 0.00, p = .948; descriptive statistics for affective well-being measures: r = 0.08, p = .547). This suggests that the quality of the research evidence is not associated with the size of the reported effects.

Taken together, these results indicate that the quality of the scientific evidence is at least moderate (with evidence from most criterion as well as the overall quality score), and that there is no evidence to suggest that the quality of evidence is related to the effect size. Considering these observations, it appears unlikely that the quality of the scientific evidence in papers included in our reviews could have impacted our interpretations of the findings or the conclusions drawn.   


Supplementary Figure 1. 

Quality Score for Each Criterion and Averaged Across all Criteria 

[image: ]
Note: This summarizes all papers included in this review. Quality scores for each item ranged from 0 to 2 (0 = weak quality/information not reported, 1 = moderate quality/partially reported, and 2 = strong quality/details). All included papers had moderate to strong global quality scores as well as quality scores for all criterion. 
S1: inclusion/exclusion criteria described; S2: number of participants omissions reported and reasoning explained; S3: final sample size reported
M1: validity/reliability of questionnaires; M2: experience sampling details; M3: experimental task details
R1: descriptive stats for unprompted thought measures; R2: descriptive stats for behavioral task for measuring unprompted thought; R3: descriptive stats for affective well-being measures
C1: random assignment to groups; C2: balanced demographics; C3: double-blind group membership (as none of the studies included in this review have an experimental design relevant for this criterion, no scores were assigned)
Avg: global quality score 


Supplementary Figure 2. 

Funnel Plot of Pearson Correlation Coefficients of the Relationship between Unprompted Thought and Affective Well-being 
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Note. This shows all 78 samples across the 64 reports included in the meta-analysis.
Supplementary Table 1. 

List of Criteria Included in our Quality Assessment

	Areas
	Items

	Selection Bias
	

	Sample
	· Inclusion/Exclusion criteria described.
· Number of participant drops/omissions reported, and reasoning explained. 
· Final sample size(s) reported.

	Study Design with Multiple Groups (clinical studies)

	Sample
	· Random assignment to groups.
· Balanced demographics.

	
	· Double-blind group/condition membership.

	General Study Design
	

	Methods/Measurement
	· Validity/reliability of questionnaires. 
· Experience sampling (probes and interval).

	
	· Experimental task (stimuli, timing, response).

	Results
	· Descriptive statistics for unprompted thought measures.
· Descriptive statistics for behavioral task for measuring unprompted thought.
· Descriptive statistics for well-being measures


Note. Each paper was only evaluated on those items that were relevant and/or applicable to the specific methods implemented in the study.
 

Supplementary Table 2. 

Reports included in the Systematic Review but not the Meta-analysis

	Citation

	Andrews-Hanna, J.R., Kaiser, R.H., Turner, A.E., Reineberg, A.E., Godinez, D., Dimidjian, S., Banich, M.T. (2013). A penny for your thoughts: dimensions of self-generated thought content and relationships with individual differences in emotional wellbeing. Frontiers in Psychology, 29(4), 900. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00900.

	Arch, J. J., Wilcox, R. R., Ives, L. T., Sroloff, A., & Andrews-Hanna, J. R. (2021). Off-task thinking among adults with and without social anxiety disorder: an ecological momentary assessment study. Cognition and Emotion, 35(2), 269–281. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1830751

	Beaty, R.E., Seli, P., Schacter, D.L. (2019). Thinking about the past and future in daily life: an experience sampling study of individual differences in mental time travel. Psychological Research, 83(4), 805-816. doi: 10.1007/s00426-018-1075-7. 

	Choi, J., Catapano, R., & Choi, I. (2017). Taking Stock of Happiness and Meaning in Everyday Life. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 8(6), 641–651. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616678455

	Hoffmann, F., Banzhaf, C., Kanske, P., Bermpohl, F., & Singer, T. (2016). Where the depressed mind wanders: Self-generated thought patterns as assessed through experience sampling as a state marker of depression. Journal of Affective Disorders, 198, 127–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.03.005

	Killingsworth, M. A., & Gilbert, D. T. (2010). A Wandering Mind Is an Unhappy Mind. Science, 330(6006), 932–932. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1192439

	Murphy, F., Macpherson, K., Jeyabalasingham, T., Manly, T., & Dunn, B. (2013). Modulating mind-wandering in dysphoria. Frontiers in Psychology, 4(NOV). https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00888

	Nyklíček, I., Tinga, A.M., Spapens, S. (2021). The relation between thinking and mood in daily life: The effects of content and context of thought. Consciousness and Cognition, 95, 103193. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2021.103193.

	Ottaviani, C., Medea, B., Lonigro, A., Tarvainen, M., & Couyoumdjian, A. (2015). Cognitive rigidity is mirrored by autonomic inflexibility in daily life perseverative cognition. Biological Psychology, 107, 24–30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2015.02.011

	Poerio, G. L., Totterdell, P., Emerson, L.-M., & Miles, E. (2015). Love is the triumph of the imagination: Daydreams about significant others are associated with increased happiness, love and connection. Consciousness and Cognition, 33, 135–144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2014.12.011

	Sikka, P., Valli, K., Revonsuo, A., Tuominen, J (2021). The dynamics of affect across the wake-sleep cycle: From waking mind-wandering to night-time dreaming. Consciousness and Cognition, 94, 103189. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2021.103189.

	Vinski, M.T., Watter, S. (2013). Being a grump only makes things worse: a transactional account of acute stress on mind wandering. Frontiers in Psychology, 4, 730. https://doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00730.


*Note: The primary reason for exclusion from meta-analysis is insufficient information to estimate or convert to the effect size metric (r) used in our meta-analysis. 
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Supplementary Table 3. 

Demographic Information and Unprompted Thought and Affective Well-being Measures of Reports in this Review.

	Reference                       
	Location
	Sample Size
	Sample Age 
	Sample Sex / Gender
	Unprompted Thought
	Affective Well-being
	Method-ology

	
	
	
	Mean & SD/range
	
	Measure
	Descriptive Statistics
	Thought Valence and Intentionality
	Measure
	Descriptive Statistics 
	Affective Valence
	

	Abu-Rayya et al., 2019
	Israel
	N = 180 (age/sex info for 166 only)
	M=26.28
SD=8.14
Range=18-58
	114 females
52 males
	MDS
	Range: 0 to 100%
	valence: N
	DASS-21
	MD Group: M = 4.36 ± 1.11
Non-MD Group: M = 3.15 ± 1.06
		N (D, A)
	Q

	Abu-Rayya et al., 2020
	Israel
	N = 194 (survivors of childhood sexual abuse)
N = 95 (controls)
	Range = 18-56
	All females
	MDS
	Survivors of CSA: M = 39.09 ± 22.68
Controls: M = 29.67 ± 20.38
(possible range 0-100%)
	valence: N
	15-item scale measuring psychological distress (depression, anxiety, and psychosomatic symptoms)
	Survivors of CSA: M = 4.26 ± 1.19
Controls: M = 2.83 ± 1.04 (possible range 1-6)
	N (D, A)
	Q

	Andrews-Hanna et al., 2013
	United States
	N = 70
	M = 21.6 Range = 18.35

	38 males
	RRS
RRQ
	RRS Brooding: M = 10.59 ± 3.36
RRS Depression-related: M = 24.59 ± 6.46; RRQ Rumination: M = 40.69 ± 8.18
	valence: N
	BDI-II

MASQ

PANAS
	MASQ Loss of Interest: M = 16.13 ± 4.53; MASQ Low positive affect: M = 36.20 ± 8.96 BDI Total Score: M = 8.85 ± 6.08 (range = 0-29; 0-11 = minimally depressed, 12-18 = mildly depressed, 19-29 = moderately depressed) Trait PANAS Negative: M = 17.92 ± 5.66
	N (D)
	Q

	Arch et al., 2021
	United States
	N = 25 (adults with social anxiety disorder)
N = 28 (controls)
	M = 23.56 
	34 females
19 males
	Right before the text we sent… 
1. what were you thinking about?

2. was your attention mostly directed outwards or inwards?

3. how in control of your thoughts were you?
	SAD Group:
Off-task: M = 41.32% ± 15.80
Off-task internal: M = 27.81% ± 15.62
Off-task external: 13.30% ± 7.96
Controls:
Off-task: 34.18% ± 15.34
Off-task Internal: 19.73% ± 11.39
Off-task external: 14.12% ± 11.40
	
	Right before the text we sent…  
1. how positive were your thoughts?
 
2. how negative were your thoughts? 

3. how did you feel? 

4. how upset or bothered were you by your thoughts?
	Not given
	P, N
	ES

	Beaty et al., 2019
	United States
	N = 79
	M = 20.06
SD = 2.54
	61 females
18 males
	Asked participants if they were thinking about the past, present, or future. 
	Participants reported thinking about the present 68% of their waking hours. Future-oriented thought was reported on 19% of the surveys, and past-oriented thought was reported on 13% of the surveys.
	
	ES: “How positive is this thought?”

DASS-21
	M, SD not given.
(possible range 1-7)
	N (D,A)
	Q, ES

	Borella et al., 2022
	Italy
	N = 210
	Range = 20 – 89
	103 females 107 males
	Participants were asked to consider if their mind had been wandering before the probe. They also classified their thoughts as on-task, SITUTs, task-related interferences, sensory perceptions/sensations or external distractions, or not known.

	SART: Age 20-29 TUTs: M = 0.22 ± 0.26; 30-39 TUTs: M = 0.24 ± 0.27; 40-49 TUTs: M = 0.21 ± 0.28; 50-59 TUTs: M = 0.20 ± 0.31; 60-69 TUTs: M = 0.16 ± 0.10; 70-79 TUTs: M = 0.13 ± 0.07; 80-89 TUTs: M = 0.12 ± 0.05. Age 20-29 SITUTs: M = 0.06 ± 0.12, 30-39 SITUTs: M = 0.08 ± 0.12; 40-49 SITUTs: M = 0.06 ± 0.11; 50-59 SITUTs: 0.04 ± 0.08; 60-69 SITUTs: M = 0.08 ± 0.05; 70-79 SITUTs: M = 0.03 ± 0.01; 80-89 SITUTs: M = 0.04 ± 0.02
	

	WBQ

STAI
	M, SD not given.

WBQ: possible range 37-148

STAI: possible range 20-160
	P, N (A)
	Q

	Branch, 2023
	United States
	N = 143
	M = 25.2 SD = 8.20
Range = 18-57
	48 males, 92 females, 3 other

	IAMI
	M, SD not given. (possible range 0-4)
	
	DASS

I-PANAS-SF
	Depression: M = 0.68 ± 0.70
Anxiety: M = 0.51 ± 0.53
Stress: M = 0.71 ± 0.66
PANAS Pos: M = 3.63 ± 0.58
PANAS Neg: M = 2.63 ± 0.72
	P, N (D, A)
	Q

	Carciofo et al., 2014
	China
	N = 270
	M = 18.90
SD = 0.79
Range = 18-21
	196 females
74 males
	IPI (MW, DF subscales)
	Study 1: 
DF: M = 33.51 ± 9.54 (range = 12-59)
Study 2: 
MW: M = 35.66 ± 6.20 (range 16-52)
Study 3: 
MW: M = 36.16 ± 6.81 (range 15-60)
DF: M = 34.44 ± 8.82 (range = 17-60)
	
	PANAS
	Study 3:
PANAS Positive: range 15-50, M = 31.37 ± 5.87
PANAS Negative: range 10-46, M = 21.67 ± 6.56
	P, N
	Q

	Carciofo et al., 2017
	China
	N = 254 (Study 1)

N = 130 (Study 2)
	Study 1:
M = 18.77 
SD = 0.702
Range = 18-21
Study 2:
M = 22.18
SD = 1.955
Range = 18-28
	Study 1:
197 females
57 males
Study 2:
70 females
60 males
	SART (What were you just thinking about?)

IPI (DF, MW, Problem-Solving Daydreams subscales)
	IPI DF: M = 35.34 ± 8.950 (range 13-60)
IPI MW: 36.85 ± 6.763 (range 17-60)
IPI Problem-solving daydreams: M = 36.80 ± 6.543 (range 18-58)
	
	PANAS
	PANAS Positive: M = 31.07 ± 5.703 (range 15-50)
PANAS Negative: M = 20.35 ± 7.031 (range 10-48)
	P, N
	Q, ES

	Carciofo & Jiang, 2021
	China
	N = 261
	M = 20.21
SD = 1.95
Range = 18-27
	169 females
92 males
	MWS/MWD
	MWD: M = 16.86 ± 6.06 (range 4-28)
MWS: M = 16.90 ± 5.49 (range 4-28)
	intentionality: I, U
	PANAS

SLSS
	PANAS Pos: M = 31.28 ± 6.32 (range 16-47)
PANAS Neg: M = 23.77 ± 6.91 (range 12-48)
SLSS: M = 21.25 ± 5.15 (range 5-30)
	P, N
	Q

	Carciofo, 2022
	China
	N = 265
	M = 20.78 Range = 18-33

	96 males
	MWD

MWS
	MWS: M = 17.90 ± 5.757 (range 5-28)
MWD: M = 17.05 ± 6.076 (range 4-28)
	intentionality: I, U
	PANAS

SLSS
	PANAS Pos: M = 30.66 ± 6.984 (range 10-50); PANAS Neg: M = 26.50 ± 8.067 (range 10-47)
	P, N
	Q

	Cardenas-Egusquiza & Berntsen, 2022
	Denmark
	N = 236
	M = 41.32
SD = 11.73
Range = 24-73
	121 males
112 females
2 transgender
	MWQ

DDFS

MWS/MWD

IAMI

SIPI
	MWQ: M = 2.20 ± 0.89
(possible range 1-6)
DDFS: M = 29.65 ± 19.59 (possible range 0-48)
MWS: M = 3.37 ± 1.51
MWD: M = 3.81 ± 1.68
(possible range 1-7)
SIPI Guilt-fear of failure daydreaming: M = 30.01 ± 10.33
SIPI Positive & constructive daydreaming: M = 48.72 ± 9.85
SIPI Poor attentional control: M = 40.15 ± 11.91
	valence: P, N; intentionality: I, U
	PANAS
	PANAS Pos: M = 31.35 ± 8.71
PANAS Neg: M = 15.07 ± 6.33
(possible range 10-50)
	N
	Q

	Caron et al., 2022
	Canada
	N = 135
	Range: ≥17
	71 females, 37 no response
	MWS/MWD
	
	intentionality: I, U
	DASS-21
	Depression: M = 0.98
Anxiety: M = 0.73
Stress: M = 1.00
(possible range 0-3)
	N (D, A)
	Q

	Choi et al., 2017
	South Korea
	N = 603
	M = 28.54
SD = 8.87
Range = 18-63
	320 females
283 males
	Are you currently thinking about something irrelevant to the activity that you are currently engaging in?
	Not given

	
	How are you feeling right now? How meaningful do you feel right now?
	Happiness reported while MW: M = 58.04 ± 22.06
Meaning reported while MW: M = 59.55 ± 23.79
	
	ES

	Clapper et al., 2021
	United States
	N = 118 (Study 1, 77 in analysis)

N = 164 (Study 2, 129 in analysis)
	E1: M = 25.8, E2: M = 24
	E1: 22 male, 96 female, E2: 132 female, 32 male
	Just now, where was your attention?
	M = 4.44 ± 1.50
(possible range 1-6)
	
	E1: BDI CESD-R STAI 
PANAS 
E2: 
BDI
CESD-R STICSA Stress Questionnaire
	E1: BDI: M = 12.31 ± 10.87; CESD-R: M = 18.94 ± 14.89; State anxiety: M = 43.75 ± 9.46; Trait anxiety: M = 45.71 ± 8.25; Positive mood: M = 2.67 ± 0.93; Negative mood: M = 1.04 ± 0.25.
E2: BDI: M = 13.22 ± 10.75; CESD-R: M = 17.37 ± 12.9; Cognitive state anxiety: M = 18.56 ± 7.39; Cognitive trait anxiety: M = 20.71 ± 8.13; Somatic state anxiety: M = 15.65 ± 4.59; Somatic trait anxiety: M = 16.82 ± 5.62; Positive mood T2: M = 2.37 ± 0.96; Negative mood T2: M = 1.24 ± 0.4; Stress T2: M = 12.61 ± 6.04
	N (D, A)
	Q, ES

	Crosswell et al., 2020
	United States
	N = 183
	M = 43
	183 females
	How often in the last 30 minutes, instead of thinking about what you were doing at that moment were you thinking about something that was (a) pleasant, (b) unpleasant, and (c) neutral?
	Pleasant MW: M = 1.8 ± 0.8
Unpleasant MW: M = 1.9 ± 0.8
Neutral MW: M = 1.4 ± 0.8

	valence: P, N
	Only during evening probe: 
Mood: Participants rated how much they felt a range of emotions that evening. 
Stress: participants wrote about the event that caused them the most stress that day (assigned a severity score by coders).

PSS
	PSS:
Chronic stress group at baseline: M = 21.9, SD ± 4.7
Low stress group at baseline: M = 15.7 ± 4.4

	N
	Q, ES

	Cuper, 2012
	United States
	N = 75
	M = 29.93
SD = 10.82
Range = 18-55
	49 females
26 males
	SART (Were participants’ thoughts on task, mind wandering with awareness, or mind wandering without awareness? Rate the degree to which participants found themselves planning, worrying, reminiscing, ruminating, and fantasizing)
	Not given
	valence: N
	CES-D

PANAS
	PANAS:
Positive_T1 (Before SART-1): M = 26.19 ± 8.24 (range 13-50)
Pos T2 (After SART-1): M = 21.07 ± 9.16 (range 10-50)
Pos T3 (After SART-2): M = 20.00 ± 9.03 (range 10-50)
Negative T1 (Before SART-1): M = 13.67 ± 4.83 (range 10-31)
Neg T2 (After SART-1): M= 12.35 ± 3.52 (range 10-29)
Neg T3 (After SART-2): M = 12.40 ±  3.61 (range 10-30)
	P, N (D)
	Q, R

	Deng et al., 2014
	China
	N = 23
	M = 21.9
SD = 1.6
	11 females,
12 males
	SART (Did you focus on the task just now?) 

MAAS
	SART: Tune out rate: M = 2.83 ± 2.12; Zone out rate: M = 0.74 ± 0.96 
MAAS: M = 4.58 ± 0.59 (possible range 1-6)
	
	BDI
	M = 6.22 ± 5.14 (possible range 0-84)
	N (D)
	Q, ES

	Dujic et al., 2020
	Croatia 
	N = 80
	M = 21.24
SD = 3.71
Range = 19-40
	65 females
15 males
	MDS, Croatian version
	M = 20.41 ± 15.48 (possible range 0-100%)
	
	CORE-OM, Croatian version
	Subjective wellbeing: M = 2.09 ± 0.33
Problems: M = 1.01 ± 0.65
Daily functioning: M = 2.10 ± 0.26
Risky behaviors: M = 0.11 ± 0.27
(Possible range 0-4)
	P, N
	Q

	Epel et al., 2013
	United States
	N = 239
	M = 57
SD = 4.4
Range = 49-66
	239 females
	How often in the past week have you had moments when you felt totally focused on or engaged in what you are doing at the moment? How often in the past week have you had any moments when you felt you didn’t want to be where you are, or doing what you are doing, at the moment?
	Lack of presence: M = 2.40 ± 1.09
Presence in the moment: M = 4.13 ± 0.73
MW tendency: M = -1.73 ± 1.49 (range:    -4.0 - 2.0)

	
	PHQ-9

PSS

SWLS
	PSS:
M = 12.11 ± 5.121
(possible range 0-40)
	P, N (D)
	Q

	Franklin et al., 2013
	Canada
	N = 105
	M = 23.1
SD = 7.4 years
	71 females
34 males
	Were you off-task (If yes, rated thoughts on interest, usefulness, novelty)
	Participants responded to 68.1% of the probes, and mind-wandering was reported for 26.2% of these probes.
	
	How positive is your mood at the moment?
How negative is your mood at the moment?
	Mood rating for on-task reports: M = 3.42 ± 0.62 (possible range 1-5)
Mood rating for off-task reports: M = 3.27 ± 0.63
(possible range 1-5)
	P, N
	ES

	Giambra & Traynor, 1978
	United States
	N = 91 (undergraduates)
N = 21 (inmates)

	Undergraduates: Range = 17-24
Inmates: Range = 18-30
	Undergraduates: 37 females
54 males
Inmates: 21 males
	IPI
	Not given
	valence: N
	BDI

SDS

DACL
	Not given
	N (D)
	Q

	Giambra et al., 1994
	United States
	N = 10 (patients with major depressive disorder)
	Range = 22-48
	7 females
3 males
	Vigilance Paradigm (Reported whether spontaneous task-unrelated images and thoughts or deliberate task-unrelated images and thoughts occurred)

ATQ
	Not given
	intentionality: I, U 
	BDI

PMS
	Not given
	P, N (D, A)
	Q, ES

	Gold & Minor, 1983
	United States
	N = 74
	Not reported
	35 females
39 males
	DRS
	Out of 624 daydreams, 16% met the criteria of school, study, exams and vocational daydreams.
	valence: P, N
	STAS
	Not given
	N (A)
	Q

	Gold et al., 1986
	United States
	N = 90
	Not reported
	55 females
15 males
20 did not report gender
	Daydream Log Sheet
	Not given
	valence: P
	Mental Health Index (Subscales: anxiety, depression, loss of behavioral/ emotional control, general positive affect, emotional ties)
	Not given
	P, N (D,A)
	Q, ES

	Golding & Singer, 1983
	United States
	N = 73
	Not reported
	40 females
33 males
	SIPI
	M, SD not given. (Possible range 1-225)
	
	DEQ
	M, SD not given. (Possible range 1-462)
	P
	Q

	Guesdon et al., 2020
	Hungary
	N = 23 (dysphoria)
N = 83 (healthy controls)
	Range = 18-50
	Dysphoric: 18 females, 5 males
Healthy controls: 57 females, 26 men
	DDFS

RRS
	Not given.
	valence: N
	BDI
	Participants were assigned to the dysphoric group when their BDI score was >16 and to the non-dysphoric group when it was <7
	N (D)
	Q

	He et al., 2019
	China
	N = 368
	M = 19.38
SD = 1.35
Range = 16-26
	265 females
103 males
	DDFS

MWFS
	DDFS: M = 17.55 ± 8.58 (possible range 0-48)
MWFS: M = 54.88 ± 16.49 (possible range 21-105)
	
	PANAS

BDI

BAI

UHIS

OHI

CES-D
	PANAS: PA: M = 28.95 ± 5.83 (possible range 10-50)
PANAS: NA: M = 19.82 ± 5.58 (possible range 10-50)
BDI: M = 8.14 ± 6.28 (possible range 0-21)
BAI: M = 5.41 ± 5.10 (possible range 21-84)
UHIS: M = 78.34 ± 11.43 (possible range 28-140)
OHI: M = 118.07 ± 15.07 (possible range 29-174)
CES-D: M = 14.94 ± 8.25 (possible range 0-60)
	P, N (D,A)
	Q

	He et al., 2021
	China
	N = 268
	M = 22.33
SD = 3.24
Range = 17-35
	186 females
82 males
	MWQ
	M = 16.37 ± 4.34 (range 5-26)
	
	PANAS
	Positive: M = 32.22 ± 5.80 (range 15-50)
Negative: M = 20.06 ± 5.17 (range 10-34)

	P, N
	Q

	Hobbiss et al., 2019
	United Kingdom
	N = 459 (Study 1)

N = 82 (Study 2)
	Study 1:
M = 31.7
SD = 15.53
Range = 31-79
Study 2:
M = 16.8
SD = 4.41
Range = 12-29
	Study 1:
271 females
188 males
Study 2:
43 females
39 males
	How long have you been here (in mins)? Over this time, how often and how long (in minutes) did you divert your attention from your main focus by attending to [distraction source]? 
	Study 1 MW Propensity: M = 18.45% ± 17.33
Study 2 MW Propensity: M = 19.75% ± 17.55

	
	Rated happiness level (from (extremely unhappy to extremely happy).
	Study 1: M = 74.97 ± 20.31
Study 2: M = 74.3 ± 19.99
(possible range 0-100)

	
	P

	Hoffmann et al., 2016
	Germany
	N = 25 (patients with depress-ion)
N = 26 (healthy controls)
	Patients with depression: 
M = 41.1
SD = 12.6
Healthy controls:
M = 41.9
SD = 13.6
	Patients with depress-ion:
17 females
8 males
Healthy controls:
16 females
10 males
	Participants asked to rate how much their current thoughts were off-task, among 6 other thought features.
	M, SD not given. (possible range 1-9)
	
	Participants rated their current mood (how positive and how negative they felt)
	Not given
	P, N
	P

	Ji et al., 2019
	Australia
	N = 42
	M = 21.55
SD = 6.08
	25 females
17 males
	SART
(participants self-reported TUT and answered 4 additional questions about TUT experience.)
	M = 18.17 ± 11.20;  
763 self-reported instances of TUT
	
	Participants rated their emotional valence during self-reported TUT
	
	
	ES

	Ji et al., 2021
	United Kingdom
	N = 44
	M = 24.61
SD = 5.36
	28 females
16 males
	SART (participants self-reported TUT and answered 3 additional questions about TUT experience.)
	906 self-reported instances of TUT total.
	
	Participants rated how optimistic, sad, anxious, and happy they felt.
	Not given
	P, N
	P

	Johannes et al., 2018
	The Netherlands
	N = 371
	M = 21.47
SD = 5.65
	260 females
111 males
	DDFS
	M = 3.08 ± 0.75 (possible range 1-5)
	
	SWLS
SPANE
	SWLS: M = 4.87 ± 1.17 (possible range 1-4)
SPANE: M = 6.94 ± 6.99 (possible range 1-5)
	P, N
	Q

	Killingsworth & Gilbert, 2010
	United States
	N = 2250
	M = 34
	927 females
1323 males
	Participants were asked “are you thinking about something other than what you’re currently doing?
	MW occurred in 46.9% of the sample

	
	Participants were asked “how are you feeling right now?” From very bad to very good. 
	Mean happiness reported for all activities = 65%

	P
	Q

	Krimsky 2019
	United States
	N = 69
	M = 18.99
SD = 1.21
	43 females
26 males
	SART (participants were asked “where was your attention focused just before the probe?”)
	M, SD not given. (possible range 1-6)
	
	PANAS
CES-D
	PANAS: M, SD not given. (possible range 10-50)
CES-D: M, SD not given. (possible range 0-60)
	P, N (D), 
	Q, ES

	Kruger et al., 2020
	Canada
	N = 111
	M = 59.25
SD = 12.89
Range = 23-92
	56 female
55 male
	MAAS

Slot machine simulator (participants were asked whether their thoughts were on-game, spontaneously mind-wandering, or deliberately mind-wandering)
	Spontaneous MW during slots play: M = 1.04 ± 1.43 Spontaneous MW during vigilance task: M = 1.25 ± 1.49 Deliberate MW during slots play: M = 0.91 ± 1.56 
Deliberate MW during vigilance task: M = 1.01 ± 1.58

	intentionality: I, U
	DASS-21
	The majority of the sample (n = 586) scored within the normal range of depression (scores of 0–9), 15 participants had mild depression (scores of 10–13), 7 with moderate depression (scores of 14–20), 2 with severe depression (scores of 21–27), and 1 with extremely severe depression (score of 28+)
	P, N (D)
	Q, ES, P

	Kruger et al., 2021
	Canada
	N = 110
	M = 59.93
SD = 13.46
Range = 22-82
	56 females
53 males
1 non-binary 
	MAASj

ES:
Participants were asked whether their thoughts were on-game, spontaneously mind wandering, or deliberately mind wandering.     
	Spontaneous MW:
During the multiline game: M = 1.15 ± 1.53
During the single-line game: M = 1.45 ± 1.72
	intentionality: I, U 
	DASS-21
	M, SD not given. (possible range 0-3)
	N (D), 
	Q, ES

	Kuehner et al., 2017
	United States
	    N = 43
	M = 21.74
SD = 3.14
Range = 19 - 32
	26 women
17 men
	ARSQ 2.0: 10 subscales (Discontinuity of Mind, Theory of Mind, Self, Planning, Sleepiness, Comfort, Somatic Awareness, Health Concern, Visual Thought, and
Verbal Thought)

	Discontinuity of mind: M = 2.11 ± 0.75 (range 0.17 - 3.50)
Planning: M = 2.45 ± 0.87 (range 0.83 - 4)
Sleepiness: M = 1.14 ± 0.64 (range 0 - 2.50)
Comfort: M = 2.95 ± 0.69 (range 0 - 4.00)
Health Concern: M = 0.52 ± 0.63 (range 0 - 2.50)

	
	ES: Participants were asked to rate on 12 positive and negative affect items (based on PANAS) 
	Positive affect: M = 28.19 ± 6.19 (range (1-42) Negative affect: M = 14.42 ± 5.56 (range 6-42)

	P, N
	ES, P

	Linz et al., 2021
	Germany
	N = 93
	M = 25.4
SD = 3.9

	47 women
46 men
	Current thought measured by 6 separate content items: positive and negative (valence), future-directed and past-directed (temporal), and self-focused and positive and negative (valence), future-directed and past-directed (temporal), and self-focused and
	Off-task thought: M = 5.47 ± 2.99 (range 1-10)
Daily experience samples:
Negative: M = 2.5 ± 2.17 (range 1-10)
Positive: M = 5.29 ± 2.53 (range 1-10)
Self: M = 4.54 ± 2.58 (range 1-10)
Other: M = 4.45 ± 2.87 (range 1-10)
Future: M = 5.16 ± 2.81 (range 1-10)
Past: M = 2.72 ± 2.48 (range 1-10)

	
	Affect Grid (2 dimensions)

	Valence: 6.32 ± 1.74 (range 1-9)
Arousal: 4.78 ± 2.14 (range 1-9)
	P, N
	ES

	Lupien et al., 2022
	Canada
	N = 113 (57 Zen, 66 Stressed)
	Zen: M = 32.5
SD = 1.2
Stressed: M = 31.8
SD = 1.1
	Zen: 33 females Stressed: 36 females
	MWQ
	Zen: M = 15.60 ± 0.64; Stressed: M = 17.89 ± 0.67
	
	"Are you very stressed out?" 
"Are you zen?"

	Yes/No response
	P, N
	Q, ES

	Magan, 1986
	United States
	N = 122
	 Range = 24 - 44
	 122 males 
	IPI
	Positive-vivid daydreaming style: M = 77.52 ± 12.62 (range 51-116) Guilty-dysphoric dreaming style: M = 38.69 ± 10.68 (range 24-77) Anxious-distractible daydreaming style: M = 71.06 ± 14.19 (range 39-104)
	valence: P, N
	GWBI
	M = 73.58 ± 12.62 (range 29-110)

	P
	Q

	Maillet et al., 2018
	United States
	N = 31 (Young Adults; YA) 


N = 20 (Older Adults; OA)
	M = 21.53
SD = 3.65
Range = 18 – 34

M = 70.70 
SD = 3.21
Range = 66 - 77
	19 females
12 males


10 females 
10 males
	1. “At the time of the beep, my mind had wandered to something other than what I was doing.”

2. “My thoughts were mostly about...” and ended with a content-related term (e.g.,
pleasant, racing, dreamlike, novel, interesting, etc.). 
	Young adults: MW propensity = 41% ± 22%
Older adults: MW propensity = 28% ± 16%

	
	1. “I was feeling . . .” and
ended with a mood-related term.

	Values given as M (SD)
I was feeling HAPPY: YA: 4.65 (.99) OA: 5.09 (.66) 
I was feeling SAD: YA: 1.67 (.60) OA: 1.44 (.31) 
 


	P, N
	ES

	Mar et al., 2012
	Canada
	N = 421
	M = 50.2
SD = 13.0
Range = 18 - 85
	253 women
168 men
	Items selected from the CEQ
	Averaged items to create a composite daydreaming measure: M = 2.29 ± 0.73.
	
	SWLS
	Not given. (possible range 1-7)
	P
	Q

	Marchetti et al., 2014
	Belgium
	N = 116
	M = 21.51
SD = 3.04
Range = 20 - 46
	116 females
	DDFS

SRIS

RRS

MAAS
	DDFS: M = 36.19 ± 8.49 (range 18-58) SRIS-SR: M = 51.39 ± 9.91(range 23-68)
SRIS-IN: M = 31.66 ± 5.9 (range 15-44) RRS: M = 39.41 ± 10.92 (range 22-79)
MAAS: M = 4.17 ± 0.59 (range 2.53-5.47)
	valence: N 
	BDI-II
	M = 8.56 ± 6.46
(possible range 0-63)
	N (D)
	Q

	Martinon et al., 2019
	United Kingdom
	N = 154 (English speakers)
N = 154 (French speakers)
	English: M = 31.21 SD = 16.15
French: M = 32.32 SD = 15.96
	English: 132 females, French: 130 females
	DDFS

RRQ
	English DDFS: M = 3.46 ± 0.74; 
French DDFS: M = 3.53 ± 0.83; 
English RRQ-Rumination: M = 3.73 ± 0.85; French RRQ-Rumination: M = 3.36 ± 0.87; English RRQ-Reflection: M = 3.27 ± 0.72; French RRQ-Reflection: M = 3.65 ± 0.78
(possible range 1-5)
	valence: N
	BDI-II

PANAS
	BDI: English: M = 15.76 ± 12.43; French: M = 16.04  ± 9.78
(possible range 0-63)
PANAS Pos English: M = 2.57 ± 0.74
PANAS Pos French: M = 2.90 ± 0.73
PANAS Neg English: M = 1.79 ± 0.79
PANAS Neg French: M = 1.91 ± 0.83
(possible range 1-5)
	P, N (D)
	Q

	Meyer et al., 2011
	United Kingdom
	N = 321
(healthy controls, assessed for current/ past depression & risk for mania)
	Not Reported
	243 females
78 males
	DS
	M = 3.25 ± 1.91, range 0-6

	
	HPS

CES-D

Revised-DSQ
	HPS: M = 15.89 ± 8.63 (range 0-39)
CES-D: M = 13.44 ± 10.37 (range 0-42)
Revised-DSQ: 83 cases (33.3%) were likely to have a history of depression.
	N (D)
	Q

 

	Mills et al., 2021
	United States
	N = 79; 
	M = 19.3 SD = 1.26
	62 females
	1. Are you thinking about something other than what you are currently doing?
2. Are your thoughts wandering around freely?
	Off-task thought T0: M = 0.594 ± 0.238
Off-task thought T1: M = 0.606 ± 0.228
Freely moving thought T0: M = 2.90 ± 0.976 (range 1-6)
Freely moving thought T1: M = 2.92 ± 0.924 (range 1-6)
	
	How are you feeling right now in terms of valence (negative to positive)?
	Valence T0: M = 5.63 ± 1.09 (range 1-6)
Valence T1: M = 5.52 ± 1.02 (range 1-6)
	
	ES

	Mis & Kowalczyk, 2020
	Poland
	N = 53
	M = 33.7
SD = 10.25
Range = 18-54
	25 women
28 men
	RTQ

TUTQ
	RTQ:
MW all: M = 45.98 ± 11.31 (possible range 5-110)
MW future: M = 17.62 ± 5.61 (possible range 5-35)
MW other: M = 28.36 ± 9.09 (possible range 5-80)
TUTQ: 
Positive preoccupation: M = 36.66 ± 7.67
Negative preoccupation: M = 31.91 ± 8.14
Unconcerned mentation: M = 33.23 ± 9.64
(possible range 0-60)
	valence: P, N
	UMACL (Polish Version)
	Hedonic tone (HT) pre: M = 25.79 ± 5.12 
HT post: M = 33.51 ± 5.11 
HT change: M = 7.72 ± 6.31
(possible range 10-40)
Energetic arousal (EA) pre: M = 25.28 ± 4.91  
EA post: M = 32.55 ± 3.28 
EA change: M = 7.26 ± 6.80 
(possible range 10-40)
Tense arousal (TA) pre: M = 19.94 ± 4.43 
TA post: M = 12.02 ± 3.12 
TA change: M = 7.92 ± 5.78 
(possible range 9-36)
	P
	Q, P

	Murphy et al., 2013
	United Kingdom
	N = 43
(healthy & subclinical sample)


	M = 38.44
SD = 15.47
	31 women
12 men
	DSSQ (Thinking content scale) 

AAS

ARCES

ES:
Positive and Negative Mind-Wandering Rating Scales 
“I thought about something positive” and “I thought about something negative.”
	TUT on SART: M = 1.52 ± 0.47
TUT on HPT: M = 1.57  0.59
Positive MW on SART: M = 1.93 ± 0.94
Positive MW on HPT: M = 2.00 ± 1.00
Negative MW on SART: 2.35 ± 1.15
Negative MW on HPT: M = 1.98 ± 0.94

	
	BDI-II

Short RSQ


	BDI-II All participants: M = 9.84 ± 9.36
BDI-II Low BDI: M = 0.20 ± 0.42
BDI-II High BDI: M = 24.75 ± 4.30
(possible range: 0-13 = minimal depression, 14-19 = mild depression, 20-28 = moderate depression, 29-63 = severe depression)
	N (D)
	Q, ES

	Musetti et al., 2021
	Italy
	N = 6277
	M = 33.62 SD = 13.46
Range = 18-82
	1685 males
4592 females
	MDS
	Out of 6,277 participants, 1,082 (17.2%) reported clinical levels of MD (MDS mean score > 50) and identified as self-reported MDers
	valence: N
	DASS-21
	M, SD not given. (possible range 0-42)
	N (D, A)
	Q

	Musetti et al., 2023
	Italy
	N = 814
	M = 32.15
SD = 13.10
Range = 18-74
	635 females
	MDS
	T1: M = 31.16 ± 18.55; T2: M = 28.89 ± 18.83
(possible range 0-100)
	
	DASS-21
	Stress T1: M = 16.65 ± 9.78
Stress T2: M = 17.39 ± 10.23
Anxiety T1: M = 6.98 ± 7.13
Anxiety T2: M = 7.44 ± 7.58
Depression T1: M = 11.95 ± 9.66
Depression T2: M = 12.85 ± 10.69
	N (D, A)
	Q

	Nyklicek et al., 2021
	The Netherlands
	N = 75
	M = 20.1
SD = 2.1
Range = 18-31
	41 females
	1. “Just before the signal, were you thinking about something?”
2. “What were you thinking about?”, with predetermined options.

	
	
	“How are you feeling right now?”
	M, SD not given. (possible range 0-100)
	
	ES

	Ottaviani et al., 2015
	Italy
	N = 42
	Women:
M = 26.5
SD = 9.5

Men: 
M = 26.9
SD = 5.9 

*age info only available by gender
	23 women
19 men
	Electronic diary: Participants were asked to report their ongoing cognitive processes at the time of the signal. 

Negative Inferential Style subscale of the SRRS
	Frequency: 
305 episodes of MW (out of 821 total)

	valence: N
	PSWQ

ES (electronic diary): Participants rated their current levels of feeling sad, happy, tired, anxious and angry. 
	Electronic diary: 
Sad: M = 1.3 ± 0.5 (range 1-3)
Happy: M = 2.6 ± 0.7 (range 1.3-4.7)
Tired: M = 1.9 ± 0.6 (range 1-3.6)
Anxious: M = 1.5 ± 0.5 (range 1-3)
Angry: M = 1.2 ± 0.3 (range 1-2.5)
	P, N
	Q, ES

	Perreria et al., 2020
	Canada
	N = 97
	M = 35
SD = 11
	40 females, 57 males
	MWQ

“On any given day, approximately what percentage of your day do you spend thinking about something other than what you are doing?”
	MWQ: M, SD not given. (possible range 1-6)

TIme spent MW per day was 19% ± 16% (range 0–85%) 
	
	Adult TQ
	M, SD not given. (possible range 1-7)
	N 
	Q

	Poerio et al., 2013
	United Kingdom
	N = 24
	M = 24.17
SD = 2.9
	11 females
13 males
	1. “Are you thinking about anything other than what you are doing?”
 
2. “Was what you were thinking about happy/sad or calm/anxious?”
 
3. “Was what you were thinking about related to the past or the future?”

4. “How relevant was what you were thinking about to the current concerns in your life?”
	1. MW rate of 36.14% (range 7.14 - 91.18%)
Characteristics of MW:
2a. Happy-sad: M = 2.58 ± 0.58
2b. Calm-anxious: M = 2.86 ± 0.54
3. Time orientation: M = 3.40 ± 0.24
4. Relevance to current concerns: M = 3.20 ± 0.88
(possible range 1-5)
	
	1. How did you feel 15 min ago? (asked after MW probe).
 
2. How do you feel right now? (asked after MW probe).
	Mood before MW:
Happy-sad: M = 2.51 ± 0.50
Calm-anxious: M = 2.59 ± 0.60
Mood after MW:
Happy-sad: M = 2.40 ± 0.47
Calm-anxious: M = 2.50 ± 0.66
Mood before not MW:
Happy-sad: M = 2.42 ± 0.42
Calm-anxious: M = 2.37 ± 0.46
Mood after not MW:
Happy-sad: M = 2.34 ± 0.39
Calm-anxious: M = 2.42 ± 0.50
(possible range 1-5)
	
	ES

	Poerio et al., 2015
	United Kingdom
	N = 101
	M = 22.32
SD = 5.17
	81 women
20 men
	ES: participants were asked about their most recent social or non-social daydreams
	M, SD not given (possible range 1-7)
	
	PANAS- X
 
ES: 
1. How loving did you feel before/after your daydream? 

2. How did you feel before/after your daydream?
 
3. The emotional content of this daydream was... 

	PANAS-X: 
Participants median-split into high & low mood group based on the negative subscale scores (median = 21.7)
High mood group: M = 26.74 ± 4.07
Low mood group: M = 15.91 ± 3.45
	P, N
	Q, ES

	Rostami et al., 2022
	Iran
	N = 24
(major depressive disorder) 
N = 30
(bipolar disorder) N = 30
(healthy controls)
	Range = 18-59
	
	RRS
	M, SD not given
	valence: N
	BDI-II
	M, SD not given
	N
	Q

	Ruby et al., 2013
	Germany
	N = 85
	M = 25.5
Range = 21-31
	35 females
50 males
	1. “Were you thinking about the task or about something else?”

2. “How much were you thinking about the past?”

3. “How much were you thinking about yourself?”

4. “How much were you thinking about the future?”
	M, SD not given. (possible range 1-9)
	
	1. How positive was your mood?
 
2. How negative was your mood?

	M, SD not given. (possible range 1-9)
	P, N
	ES

	Saoji et al., 2018
	India
	N = 116
	M = 21 ± 2.4
	40 males
	MWQ
	M = 2.52 ± 0.98
	
	STAI-SF
	M = 33.51 ± 6.51
	N (A)
	Q

	Seli et al., 2019
	Canada
	N = 2454 (sample 1)



N = 2019
(sample 2)
	M = 20.20
SD = 3.82
Range = 15 – 58

M = 20.54
SD = 3.21
Range = 19.5 - 47
	1821 females
754 men 
6 others

1567 females
526 males
14 others
	MW-S & MW-D Scales
	Sample 1: MW-D: M = 4.50 ± 1.44 (range 1-7) MW-S: M = 4.28 ± 1.43 (range = 1-7) Sample 2: MW-D: M = 4.55 ± 1.42 (range = 1-7) MW-S: M = 4.22 ± 1.42 (range = 1-7)
	intentionality: I, U
	DASS-21
	Sample 1: Depression: M = 1.73 ± 0.69 (range 1-4) Anxiety: M = 1.65 ± 0.62 (range 1-4) Stress: M = 1.88 ± 0.65 (range 1-4) 
Sample 2: Depression: M = 1.80 ± 0.74 (range 1-4) Anxiety: M = 1.68 ± 0.64 (range 1-4) Stress: M = 1.94 ± 0.66 (range 1-4)
	P, N (D, A)
	Q

	Sikka et al., 2021
	Finland
	N = 32
	Range = 20-46
	13 males
19 females
	Participants recorded their mental contents during a 10-minute period.
	Data collection I: MW M = 13 ± 2.673
Data collection II: MW M = 7.82 ± 0.393
	
	Participants rated their positive and negative affect during the preceding MW episode
	M, SD not given. (possible range 0-4)
	P, N
	ES

	Singer & Rowe, 1962
	United States
	N = 86
	Not reported
	Equal # of females and males
	DQ
	M, SD not given. (possible range 1-6)
	
	IPAT

Anxiety Scale and Achievement Scale
	M, SD not given. (IPAT possible range 1-120)
	P, N (A), transient
	Q, P

	Smallwood et al., 2004
	United Kingdom& Canada
	N = 98
	M = 20.0
SD = 4.5
Range = 17 - 46
	86 females 
12 males
	DSSQ
	Not given.
	
	CES-D
	M = 35.3 ± 9.4
	N (D), transient
	Q, P

	Soffer-Dudek & Somer, 2018
	Israel
	N = 77
	M = 29.82
SD = 10.18
Range = 18 - 60
	63 females 
14 males
	MDS (adapted to a daily measure of maladaptive daydreaming)
	MD intensity: M = 4.80 ± 2.25 (range 1.07-10.01)
MD quantity: M = 4.03 ± 3.21 (range 0.07-14.90)

	valence: N
	BCT

Shortened version of the STAI

Shortened version of the SPIN

Adapted version of the PANAS
	BCT: M = 3.89 ± 1.36 (range 1.00-6.83)
STAI: M = 2.23  ± 0.53 (range 1.10-3.94)
M-SPIN: M = 1.76 ± 0.90 (range 1.00-4.69)
PANAS-Neg.: M = 1.71 ± 0.54 (range 1.01-3.59)
PANAS-Pos.: M = 2.20 ± 0.71 (range 1.01 - 4.44)
	P, N (D, A)
	Q

	Spronken et al., 2016
	The Netherlands 
	N = 162
	M = 39.6
SD = 14.1
Range = 18 - 72
	100 women
61 men

	1. “Were you thinking about something else than what you are currently doing?”

2. “Were you thinking about the past, the future, or neither?”

3. “How far back/forward were you thinking into the past/future?”
	MW reported on 26.9% of all measure-ments (1459 MW samples across 158 participants).
	
	1. “Was your thought neutral, negative, or positive?” 

2. “How happy do you feel at the moment?”
	M = 73.26
(possible range 1-100)

	
	ES

	Stawarczyk  et al., 2012
	Switzerland & Belgium
	N = 100 (study 1a)




N = 64
(study 1b)



N = 100
(study 2)
	M = 31.59
SD = 11.52
Range = 18 – 58 

M = 22.50 
SD = 2.07
Range = 19 – 26

M = 22.73
SD = 3.23
Range = 18 – 30 
	58 women
42 men



10 women
54 men


77 women
23 men
	Study 1a: 
DFS




Study 1b: FST



Study 2: MAAS
	Study 1a: DDFS: M = 39.41 ± 9.76 (range 18–58) 
FST freq.: M = 19.42 ± 6.27 (range 6–36) 
FST clarity: M = 18.40 ± 5.47 (range 5-30)
Study 1b: DSFS: M = 43.47 ± 7.75, (range 25–60) 
Study 2: DDFS: M = 37.69 ± 9.20 (range 17–58) 
MAAS: M = 63.90 ± 10.29 (range 37–88)
	
	Study 1a: PANAS

Study 1b: CES-D, BAI


Study 2: PHQ-)
	PANAS Pos: M = 33.06 ± 5.38 (range 15–44) 
PANAS Neg: M = 22.64 ± 5.59 (range 11–40) 
CES-D: M = 15.09 ± 8.79 (range 2–43) 
BAI: M =  8.58 ± 5.86 (range 0–29)
PHQ-4: M = 2.57 ± 2.64 (range 0–11)
	P, N (D, A)
	Q

	Sugiura & Sugiura, 2020
	Japan
	N = 800
	Range = 20 – 59 (i.e. 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, and 50-59)
	400 women
400 men
	CEQ

FFMQ
	Not given.
	
	SWLS

PWB
	M, SD not given. (SWLS possible range 1-7) (PWB possible range 1-6)
	P
	Q

	Thiemann et al., 2022
	Canada
	N = 143
	M = 19.84
SD = 1.94
Range = 17-32
	114 female, 24 male, 1 no answer, 3 non-binary, 4 unspecified
	1. How on-task or off-task were your thoughts? 
2. To what extent were your thoughts freely moving or not within
the past minute or so?
	Participants engaged in TUT on average 31.03% (SD = 20.15%) of the time, and in freely moving thought on average 30.59% (SD = 19.60%) of the time
	
	How positive or negative do you feel?
	M = 4.43 ±1.30
(possible range 1-7)
	
	ES

	Tudino et al., 2020
	United States
	N = 170 (study 1)


N = 102 (study 2)
	Not reported


M = 36.0
SD = 12.3
	119 women
51 men

37 women
65 men
	IPI
	Study 1: M = 2.73 ± 0.78
Study 2: M = 2.61 ± 0.87
(possible range 1-5)
	
	PANAS


SWLS
	Study 1: PANAS = 1.44 ± 1.08. SWLS = 5.04 ± 1.10
Study 2: PANAS = 1.24 ± 1.15. SWLS = 4.01 ± 1.63
(PANAS possible range 1-5) (SWLS possible range 1-7)
	P, N
	Q

	Vannikov-Lugassi & Soffer-Dudek,  2018
	Israel
	N = 99
	M = 23.96
SD = 1.97
	78 women 21 men
	Questions asked about temporality of thoughts. 

1. Past e.g., “How much today did you ruminate or dwell on things that happened to you?”
 
2. Present e.g., “Were you completely focused on the things that you were doing at the moment?” 
 
3. Future e.g., “Did you play back in your mind how you will act in a future situation?”
	Thinking about past: M = 1.77 ± 0.56
Thinking about present: M = 3.57 ± 0.45
Thinking about future: M = 2.26 ± 0.74
(possible range 1-5)
	valence: N
	WSI-SF

QIDS-SR
 
BAI

	QIDS-SR: M = 4.98 ± 3.37 (possible range 0-3)
BAI: M = 6.49 ± 6.00 (possible range 0-3)
WSI-SF: M = 1.82 ± 0.69 (possible range 0-6)

	N (D, A)
	Q, ES

	Vinksi & Scott, 2013
	Canada
	Study 1:
N = 51 (experimental)

N = 73 (control)


Study 2:
N = 23 (experimental)

N = 24 (control)
	Not reported

Undergraduate students. 
	Study 1: 
26 females
25 males

43 females
30 males

Study 2: 
23 females 


15 females 
9 males 
	“Where was your attention focused immediately prior to this question?”
	Not given.
	
	PANAS-X
	Participants were grouped into either the high mood group (M = 26.74 ± 4.07) or low mood group (M = 15.91 ± 3.45) using a median-split technique on the PANAS-X negative subscale scores (median = 21.7).
	P, N
	Q, ES

	Walker & Trick, 2018
	Canada
	N = 40 
	M = 18.7
SD = 1.2
Range = 17 - 22
	31 females
9 males
	“Are you thinking about driving?”
	MW occurred between 26%-33% of the time during each drive.
	
	DSSQ

	Not given.
	N
	Q, ES

	Welz et al., 2018
	Germany
	N = 43
	M = 21.74
SD = 3.14
	26 women
17 men
	MAAS

ES: 
“At the time of the beep, were you thinking about something other than what you were currently doing?”
	ES MW: M = 3.16 ± 1.90 (range 1-7)

MAAS: 
M = 62.07 ± 10.33 (range 39-84)



	
	CES-D

RSQ-10D

ES:
Participants rated their current mood on 12 items balanced in valence (i.e. positive and negative) and arousal (i.e. the degree of activation). The items were based on the PANASd and previous experience-sampling studies. 
	ES: 
Positive affect: M = 28.19 ± 6.19 (range 6-42)
Negative affect: M = 14.42 ± 5.56 (range 6-42)

CES-D: M = 9.60 ± 6.08 (range 1-30)

	P, N (D)
	Q, ES

	Yip et al., 2023
	Canada
	N = 612
	Range: ≥18
	
	RRS

RRQ

DFS

ARCES
	RRS: possible range 1-4
RRQ: possible range 1-5
ARCES: possible range 1-5
	valence: N
	PSWQ

CES-D

STAI
	PSWQ: possible range 1-5
CES-D: possible range 0-3 STAI: possible range 1-4
	P, N (D, A)
	Q

	Zietlen et al., 2022
	United States
	N = 159
	M = 22.5
	112 females
	1. “At the time of the beep, my mind had wandered to something other than what I was doing”
	Frequency of MW: 38%

	
	“I was feeling ...” preceded a series of 15 descriptions of one’s emotional state (e.g., sad, energetic, inspired)
	Happy: M = 4.45 ± 1.00 (range 1.58 – 6.24)
Sad: M = 1.77 ± 0.67 (range 1.00-4.62)
Anxious: M = 2.33 ± 0.92 (range 1.00-5.03)
Frustrated: M = 2.24 ± 0.78 (range 1.07-4.62
	P, N
	ES



Note: Some studies may have implemented several methodological approaches separately for measures of mind wandering unprompted thought and well-being (e.g., questionnaires and experience sampling), but only examined the relationship between these two measures based on one methodological approach (e.g. experience sampling).
Thought Valence:
N: negative; P: positive
Thought Intentionality:
I: intentional; U: unintentional
Affective Valence:
A: anxiety; D: depression; N: negative measures; P: positive measures; studies with valence reported on a single scale (e.g., response options ranging from 1=negative to 7=positive) are not assigned a label because it was not possible to categorize this measure as positive nor negative affective state
Methodology: 
ES: experience sampling; P: post-task questions; Q: Questionnaire
Measures:
AAS: Acting with Awareness Scale; ARCES: Attention-Related Cognitive Errors Scale; ARSQ: Amsterdam resting-state questionnaire; ATQ: Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire; BAI: Beck Anxiety Inventory; BCT: Beck’s Cognitive Triad; BDI: Beck Depression Inventory; BPS: Boredom Proneness Scale – Short Form; CEQ: Curious Experiences Questionnaire; CES-D: Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale; CORE-OM: Clinical Outcomes in Routine Evaluation of Outcome Measure; DACL: Depression Adjective Check Lists; DASS-21: Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale; DDFS/DFS: Daydreaming Frequency Scale; DEQ: Depressive Experiences Questionnaire; DQ: Daydream Questionnaire; DRS: Daydreaming Rating Scale; DS: Daydreaming Scale; DSQ: Depression Screening Questionnaire; DSSQ: Dundee Stress State Questionnaire; FFMQ: Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire; FST: Future Self Thoughts Questionnaire; GWBI: General Well-Being Index; HPS: Hypomanic Personality Scale; IPAT: Intensive Care Psychological Association; IPI: Imaginal Processes Inventory; MAAS: Mindful Awareness Attention Scale; MDS: Maladaptive Dreaming Scale; Mini- SPIN: Shortened version of the Social Phobia Inventory; MWFS: Mind Wandering Frequency Scale; MWQ: Mind Wandering Questionnaire; MWS/MWD: Spontaneous and Deliberate Mind Wandering Scales 
OHI: Oxford Happiness Inventory; PANAS: Positive and Negative Affect Schedule; PANAS-X: Positive Affect and Negative Affect Scale Extended; PHQ: Patient Health Questionnaire; PMS: Profile of Mood States; PSS: Perceived Stress Scale; PSWQ: Penn State Worry Questionnaire; PWB: Psychological Well-Being Scale; QIDS-SR: Quick Inventory of Depressive Symptomatology-Self-Report; RRS: Ruminative Response Scale; RSQ: Response Styles Questionnaire; RTQ: Runner’s Thoughts Questionnaire; SART: Sustained Attention to Response Task; SDS: Self-Rating Depression Scale; SIPI: Short Imaginal Processes Inventory; SPANE: Scale of Positive and Negative Experiences; SLSS: Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale; SRIS: Self-Reflection and Insight Scale; SRRS: Stress-Reactive Rumination Scale;  STAI: Shortened version of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory; STAS: Sarason Test Anxiety Scale; SWLS: Satisfaction with Life Scale; TUTQ = Task Unrelated Thought Questionnaire; UHIS: Urban Happiness Index Scale; UMACL: UWIST Mood Adjective Checklist; WSI-SF: Weekly Stress Inventory-Short Form 


Supplementary Table 4. 

Correlations between Unprompted Thought and Affective Well-being in Reports Included in the Meta-analysis.

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Abu-Rayya
	2019
	1
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.48
	180
	[-0.67, -0.38]

	Abu-Rayya
	2019
	1
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.55
	180
	[0.47, 0.77]

	Abu-Rayya
	2020
	2
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.428
	99
	[0.26, 0.66]

	Borella
	2022
	3
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.18
	210
	[-0.32, -0.05]

	Borella
	2022
	3
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.05
	210
	[-0.09, 0.19]

	Borella
	2022
	3
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.09
	210
	[-0.05, 0.23]

	Borella
	2022
	3
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.04
	210
	[-0.18, 0.10]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.177
	143
	[0.01, 0.34]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.285
	143
	[0.13, 0.46]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.279
	143
	[0.12, 0.45]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.093
	143
	[-0.07, 0.26]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.307
	143
	[0.15, 0.48]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.073
	143
	[-0.09, 0.24]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.177
	143
	[0.01, 0.34]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.282
	143
	[0.12, 0.46]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.147
	143
	[-0.02, 0.31]

	Branch
	2023
	4
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.229
	143
	[0.07, 0.40]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.19
	373
	[0.09, 0.29]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.29
	373
	[0.20, 0.40]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.29
	373
	[0.20, 0.40]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	0
	373
	[-0.10, 0.10]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.23
	373
	[0.13, 0.34]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.16
	373
	[0.06, 0.26]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.25
	373
	[0.15, 0.36]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	NA
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.26
	373
	[0.16, 0.37]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.03
	373
	[-0.07, 0.13]

	Branch
	2023
	5
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.23
	373
	[0.13, 0.34]



	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Carciofo
	2014
	6
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.326
	270
	[-0.46, -0.22]

	Carciofo
	2014
	6
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.412
	270
	[0.32, 0.56]

	Carciofo
	2014
	6
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.377
	270
	[-0.52, -0.28]

	Carciofo
	2014
	6
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.333
	270
	[0.23, 0.47]

	Carciofo
	2017
	7
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.264
	368
	[-0.37, -0.17]

	Carciofo
	2017
	7
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.409
	368
	[0.33, 0.54]

	Carciofo
	2017
	7
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.282
	368
	[-0.39, -0.19]

	Carciofo
	2017
	7
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.309
	368
	[0.22, 0.42]

	Carciofo
	2017
	8
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.2
	232
	[0.07, 0.33]

	Carciofo
	2017
	8
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.073
	232
	[-0.06, 0.20]

	Carciofo
	2017
	9
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.202
	124
	[0.03, 0.38]

	Carciofo
	2017
	9
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.18
	124
	[-0.36, 0.00]

	Carciofo
	2021
	10
	S
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.17
	261
	[-0.29, -0.05]

	Carciofo
	2021
	10
	S
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.26
	261
	[-0.39, -0.14]

	Carciofo
	2021
	10
	S
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.24
	261
	[0.12, 0.37]

	Carciofo
	2021
	10
	S
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.29
	261
	[0.18, 0.42]

	Carciofo
	2021
	10
	S
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.12
	261
	[-0.24, 0.00]

	Carciofo
	2021
	10
	S
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.16
	261
	[-0.28, -0.04]

	Carciofo
	2022
	11
	S
	Q
	A
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.093
	265
	[-0.21, 0.03]

	Carciofo
	2022
	11
	S
	Q
	A
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.143
	265
	[0.02, 0.27]

	Carciofo
	2022
	11
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.16
	265
	[-0.28, -0.04]

	Carciofo
	2022
	11
	S
	Q
	A
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.224
	265
	[-0.35, -0.11]

	Carciofo
	2022
	11
	S
	Q
	A
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.294
	265
	[0.18, 0.42]

	Carciofo
	2022
	11
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.236
	265
	[-0.36, -0.12]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	G
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.48
	236
	[0.39, 0.65]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	G
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.4
	236
	[0.30, 0.55]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.14
	236
	[0.01, 0.27]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.4
	236
	[0.30, 0.55]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.39
	236
	[0.28, 0.54]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.49
	236
	[0.41, 0.66]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.49
	236
	[0.41, 0.66]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	-0.02
	236
	[-0.15, 0.11]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	G
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.41
	236
	[-0.56, -0.31]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	G
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.18
	236
	[-0.31, -0.05]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	0.03
	236
	[-0.10, 0.16]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.11
	236
	[-0.24, 0.02]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.01
	236
	[-0.12, 0.14]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.41
	236
	[-0.56, -0.31]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.07
	236
	[-0.20, 0.06]

	Cardenas Egusquiza
	2022
	12
	S
	Q
	A
	ST
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.26
	236
	[0.14, 0.39]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.22
	153
	[0.06, 0.38]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.25
	153
	[0.10, 0.42]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.26
	153
	[0.11, 0.43]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.1
	153
	[-0.06, 0.26]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.1
	153
	[-0.06, 0.26]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.1
	153
	[-0.06, 0.26]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.05
	153
	[-0.11, 0.21]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.02
	153
	[-0.14, 0.18]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.08
	153
	[-0.08, 0.24]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.11
	153
	[-0.05, 0.27]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.03
	153
	[-0.19, 0.13]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0
	153
	[-0.16, 0.16]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.27
	153
	[0.12, 0.44]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.33
	153
	[0.18, 0.50]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.31
	153
	[0.16, 0.48]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.26
	153
	[0.11, 0.43]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.24
	153
	[0.08, 0.40]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.2
	153
	[0.04, 0.36]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.07
	153
	[-0.23, 0.09]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.07
	153
	[-0.23, 0.09]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.02
	153
	[-0.14, 0.18]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.09
	153
	[-0.07, 0.25]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.03
	153
	[-0.19, 0.13]

	Caron
	2022
	13
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.07
	153
	[-0.09, 0.23]

	Clapper
	2021
	14
	G
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.08
	118
	[-0.10, 0.26]

	Clapper
	2021
	14
	G
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.04
	118
	[-0.22, 0.14]

	Clapper
	2021
	14
	G
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.15
	118
	[-0.33, 0.03]

	Clapper
	2021
	14
	G
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.04
	118
	[-0.22, 0.14]

	Clapper
	2021
	14
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	118
	[-0.11, 0.25]

	Clapper
	2021
	14
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	
	
	-0.08
	118
	[-0.26, 0.10]

	Crosswell
	2020
	15
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.149
	183
	[0.00, 0.30]

	Crosswell
	2020
	15
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	-0.042
	183
	[-0.19, 0.10]

	Crosswell
	2020
	15
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.17
	183
	[-0.32, -0.03]

	Crosswell
	2020
	15
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.192
	183
	[0.05, 0.34]

	Crosswell
	2020
	15
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.57
	183
	[0.50, 0.79]

	Crosswell
	2020
	15
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.23
	183
	[0.09, 0.38]

	Cuper
	2012
	16
	S
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.28
	75
	[0.06, 0.52]

	Cuper
	2012
	16
	S
	Q,PT
	A
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.24
	75
	[0.01, 0.48]

	Cuper
	2012
	16
	S
	Q,PT
	A
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.37
	75
	[0.16, 0.62]

	Deng
	2014
	17
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.278
	23
	[-0.15, 0.72]

	Deng
	2014
	17
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.425
	23
	[0.02, 0.89]

	Dujic
	2020
	18
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.06
	80
	[-0.28, 0.16]

	Dujic
	2020
	18
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.09
	80
	[-0.31, 0.13]

	Dujic
	2020
	18
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.52
	80
	[0.35, 0.80]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Dujic
	2020
	18
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.38
	80
	[0.18, 0.62]

	Epel
	2013
	19
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.53
	239
	[0.46, 0.72]

	Epel
	2013
	19
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.45
	239
	[0.36, 0.61]

	Epel
	2013
	19
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.44
	239
	[-0.60, -0.34]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.03
	105
	[-0.22, 0.16]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.17
	105
	[-0.02, 0.37]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.28
	105
	[0.09, 0.48]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.05
	105
	[-0.24, 0.14]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.14
	105
	[-0.05, 0.33]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.01
	105
	[-0.18, 0.20]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.08
	105
	[-0.11, 0.27]

	Franklin
	2013
	20
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.08
	105
	[-0.11, 0.27]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.26
	120
	[0.08, 0.45]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.23
	120
	[0.05, 0.42]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.24
	120
	[0.06, 0.43]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.32
	120
	[0.15, 0.51]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.44
	120
	[0.29, 0.65]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.33
	120
	[0.16, 0.52]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.27
	120
	[0.10, 0.46]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.39
	120
	[0.23, 0.59]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.3
	120
	[0.13, 0.49]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.25
	120
	[0.07, 0.44]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.4
	120
	[0.24, 0.60]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.28
	120
	[0.11, 0.47]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.49
	120
	[0.35, 0.72]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.47
	120
	[0.33, 0.69]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.52
	120
	[0.40, 0.76]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.25
	120
	[0.07, 0.44]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.2
	120
	[0.02, 0.38]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.26
	120
	[0.08, 0.45]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q 
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.16
	120
	[-0.34, 0.02]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.11
	120
	[-0.29, 0.07]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.25
	120
	[-0.44, -0.07]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.3
	120
	[0.13, 0.49]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.41
	120
	[0.25, 0.62]

	Giambra
	1978
	21
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.32
	120
	[0.15, 0.51]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.34
	10
	[-1.09, 0.39]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.69
	10
	[-1.59, -0.11]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.75
	10
	[0.23, 1.71]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.86
	10
	[0.55, 2.03]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.62
	10
	[-0.02, 1.47]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.66
	10
	[0.05, 1.53]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	-0.47
	10
	[-1.25, 0.23]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	-0.62
	10
	[-1.47, 0.02]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.74
	10
	[0.21, 1.69]

	Giambra
	1994
	22
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	Dep
	0.71
	10
	[0.15, 1.63]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	-0.14
	74
	[-0.37, 0.09]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	-0.02
	74
	[-0.25, 0.21]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	-0.09
	74
	[-0.32, 0.14]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	-0.16
	74
	[-0.39, 0.07]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	0.13
	74
	[-0.10, 0.36]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.21
	74
	[-0.02, 0.45]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.18
	74
	[-0.05, 0.41]

	Gold
	1983
	23
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	-0.18
	74
	[-0.41, 0.05]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.25
	90
	[0.05, 0.47]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.25
	90
	[0.05, 0.47]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.25
	90
	[-0.47, -0.05]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.26
	90
	[-0.48, -0.06]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.28
	90
	[-0.50, -0.08]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.29
	90
	[0.09, 0.51]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.35
	90
	[0.16, 0.58]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.36
	90
	[0.17, 0.59]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.32
	90
	[0.12, 0.54]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	A
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.23
	90
	[0.02, 0.44]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.31
	90
	[0.11, 0.53]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.26
	90
	[0.06, 0.48]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.25
	90
	[0.05, 0.47]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.24
	90
	[-0.45, -0.03]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.21
	90
	[-0.42, 0.00]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	-0.24
	90
	[-0.45, -0.03]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Negative
	
	-0.26
	90
	[-0.48, -0.06]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.18
	90
	[-0.39, 0.03]

	Gold
	1986
	24
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.26
	90
	[-0.48, -0.06]

	Golding
	1983
	25
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.35
	40
	[0.04, 0.69]

	Golding
	1983
	25
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.32
	40
	[0.01, 0.65]

	Golding
	1983
	25
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.31
	40
	[0.00, 0.64]

	Golding
	1983
	25
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	-0.34
	40
	[-0.68, -0.03]

	Golding
	1983
	26
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.3
	33
	[-0.05, 0.67]

	Golding
	1983
	26
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.53
	33
	[0.23, 0.95]

	Golding
	1983
	26
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.44
	33
	[0.11, 0.83]

	Golding
	1983
	26
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.34
	33
	[0.00, 0.71]

	Golding
	1983
	26
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	-0.14
	33
	[-0.50, 0.22]

	Guesdon
	2020
	27
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.354
	53
	[0.09, 0.65]

	Guesdon
	2020
	27
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.72
	53
	[0.63, 1.18]

	He
	2019
	28
	G
	Q
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.569
	368
	[0.54, 0.75]

	He
	2019
	28
	G
	Q
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.45
	368
	[-0.59, -0.38]

	He
	2021
	29
	G
	Q
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.38
	268
	[0.28, 0.52]

	He
	2021
	29
	G
	Q
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.3
	268
	[-0.43, -0.19]

	Hobbiss
	2019
	30
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.13
	459
	[-0.22, -0.04]

	Hobbiss
	2019
	31
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.32
	82
	[-0.55, -0.11]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Ji
	2019
	32
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.51
	42
	[0.25, 0.88]

	Ji
	2021
	33
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.398
	44
	[0.12, 0.73]

	Ji
	2021
	33
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.116
	44
	[-0.19, 0.42]

	Ji
	2021
	33
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.178
	44
	[-0.49, 0.13]

	Ji
	2021
	33
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.208
	44
	[-0.52, 0.10]

	Johannes
	2018
	34
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.22
	371
	[-0.33, -0.12]

	Johannes
	2018
	34
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.3
	371
	[-0.41, -0.21]

	Krimsky
	2019
	35
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.265
	69
	[0.03, 0.51]

	Krimsky
	2019
	35
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.137
	69
	[-0.10, 0.38]

	Krueger
	2021
	36
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.19
	110
	[-0.38, 0.00]

	Krueger
	2021
	36
	G
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.084
	110
	[-0.27, 0.11]

	Krueger
	2021
	36
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.254
	110
	[0.07, 0.45]

	Krueger
	2021
	36
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.178
	110
	[-0.01, 0.37]

	Krueger
	2021
	36
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.424
	110
	[-0.64, -0.26]

	Krueger
	2021
	36
	G
	Q,ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.324
	110
	[-0.53, -0.15]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.205
	111
	[0.02, 0.40]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.128
	111
	[-0.32, 0.06]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.492
	111
	[0.35, 0.73]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.372
	111
	[-0.58, -0.20]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.222
	111
	[0.04, 0.41]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.045
	111
	[-0.14, 0.23]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.304
	111
	[0.13, 0.50]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.233
	111
	[-0.43, -0.05]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.396
	111
	[0.23, 0.61]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	A
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Positive
	
	-0.194
	111
	[-0.39, -0.01]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.002
	111
	[-0.19, 0.19]

	Kruger
	2020
	37
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.196
	111
	[0.01, 0.39]

	Kuehner
	2017
	38
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	
	TUT, SGT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.117
	43
	[-0.43, 0.19]

	Kuehner
	2017
	38
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	
	TUT, SGT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.104
	43
	[-0.41, 0.21]

	Kuehner
	2017
	38
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	
	TUT, SGT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.222
	43
	[-0.08, 0.54]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Kuehner
	2017
	38
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	
	TUT,SGT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.16
	43
	[-0.15,0.47]

	Kuehner
	2017
	38
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	
	TUT, SGT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.255
	43
	[-0.57, 0.05]

	Kuehner
	2017
	38
	S
	Q,ES,PT
	
	TUT, SGT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.174
	43
	[-0.13, 0.49]

	Linz
	2021
	39
	G
	ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.035
	93
	[-0.24, 0.17]

	Lupien
	2022
	40
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.34
	123
	[0.18, 0.53]

	Magan
	1986
	41
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.05
	122
	[-0.13, 0.23]

	Magan
	1986
	41
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.48
	122
	[-0.70, -0.34]

	Magan
	1986
	41
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.39
	122
	[-0.59, -0.23]

	Maillet
	2018
	42
	G
	ES
	
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.4
	51
	[0.14, 0.71]

	Maillet
	2018
	42
	G
	ES
	
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.05
	51
	[-0.23, 0.33]

	Mar
	2012
	43
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.13
	421
	[-0.23, -0.03]

	Mar
	2012
	43
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.12
	421
	[-0.22, -0.02]

	Mar
	2012
	43
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.1
	421
	[-0.20, 0.00]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.21
	319
	[0.10, 0.32]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.1
	319
	[-0.21, 0.01]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.09
	319
	[-0.20, 0.02]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.14
	319
	[0.03, 0.25]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.16
	319
	[-0.27, -0.05]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.1
	319
	[-0.21, 0.01]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.26
	319
	[0.16, 0.38]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.27
	319
	[-0.39, -0.17]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.13
	319
	[-0.24, -0.02]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.19
	319
	[0.08, 0.30]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.15
	319
	[-0.26, -0.04]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.1
	319
	[-0.21, 0.01]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.06
	319
	[-0.05, 0.17]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.12
	319
	[0.01, 0.23]

	Mar
	2012
	44
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.15
	319
	[0.04, 0.26]

	Marchetti
	2014
	45
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.12
	116
	[-0.06, 0.30]

	Marchetti
	2014
	45
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.15
	116
	[-0.03, 0.34]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Marchetti
	2014
	45
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.28
	116
	[-0.47,-0.10]

	Marchetti
	2014
	45
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.36
	116
	[0.19, 0.56]

	Marchetti
	2014
	45
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.38
	116
	[0.22, 0.58]

	Marchetti
	2014
	45
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.13
	116
	[-0.05, 0.32]

	Martinon
	2019
	46
	G
	Q
	A
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.11
	308
	[-0.22, 0.00]

	Martinon
	2019
	46
	G
	Q
	A
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.22
	308
	[0.11, 0.34]

	Martinon
	2019
	46
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.4
	308
	[0.31, 0.54]

	Martinon
	2019
	46
	S
	Q
	A
	DD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.31
	308
	[-0.43, -0.21]

	Martinon
	2019
	46
	S
	Q
	A
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.42
	308
	[0.34, 0.56]

	Martinon
	2019
	46
	S
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.54
	308
	[0.49, 0.72]

	Meyer
	2011
	47
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.2
	249
	[0.08, 0.33]

	Meyer
	2011
	47
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.18
	249
	[0.06, 0.31]

	Meyer
	2011
	47
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.25
	249
	[0.13, 0.38]

	Mills
	2021
	48
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	-0.07
	73
	[-0.30, 0.16]

	Mills
	2021
	48
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	73
	[-0.25, 0.21]

	Mills
	2021
	48
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	0.17
	73
	[-0.06, 0.41]

	Mills
	2021
	48
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	0.17
	73
	[-0.06, 0.41]

	Mills
	2021
	49
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	-0.12
	110
	[-0.31, 0.07]

	Mills
	2021
	49
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	110
	[-0.13, 0.25]

	Mills
	2021
	49
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	0.11
	110
	[-0.08, 0.30]

	Mills
	2021
	49
	G
	ES
	
	TUT,FMT
	
	
	
	
	-0.03
	110
	[-0.22, 0.16]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.27
	53
	[0.00, 0.55]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.17
	53
	[-0.11, 0.45]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	G
	PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.19
	53
	[-0.47, 0.08]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	S
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.28
	53
	[0.01, 0.56]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	S
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	0.15
	53
	[-0.13, 0.43]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	S
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Positive
	Positive
	
	-0.29
	53
	[-0.58, -0.02]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	S
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	0.02
	53
	[-0.26, 0.30]

	Mis
	2020
	50
	S
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.17
	53
	[-0.45, 0.11]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Mis
	2020
	50
	S 
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	0.13
	53
	[-0.15, 0.41]

	Musetti
	2021
	51
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.33
	6277
	[0.32, 0.37]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.32
	814
	[0.26, 0.40]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.32
	814
	[0.26, 0.40]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.35
	814
	[0.30, 0.43]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.32
	814
	[0.26, 0.40]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.37
	814
	[0.32, 0.46]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.35
	814
	[0.30, 0.43]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.28
	814
	[0.22, 0.36]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.29
	814
	[0.23, 0.37]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.28
	814
	[0.22, 0.36]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.24
	814
	[0.18, 0.31]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.25
	814
	[0.19, 0.32]

	Musetti
	2023
	52
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.28
	814
	[0.22, 0.36]

	Perreira
	2020
	53
	G
	Q
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.48
	97
	[0.32, 0.73]

	Poerio
	2013
	54
	G
	ES
	
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.2
	24
	[-0.22, 0.63]

	Poerio
	2013
	54
	G
	ES
	
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.19
	24
	[-0.24, 0.62]

	Rostami
	2022
	55
	S
	Q
	NA
	SGT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.121
	30
	[-0.26, 0.50]

	Rostami
	2022
	56
	S
	Q
	NA
	SGT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.545
	24
	[0.18, 1.04]

	Rostami
	2022
	57
	S
	Q
	NA
	SGT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.099
	30
	[-0.28, 0.48]

	Ruby
	2013
	58
	G
	ES
	
	SGT
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	85
	[-0.26, 0.18]

	Ruby
	2013
	58
	G
	ES
	
	SGT
	
	
	
	
	-0.224
	85
	[-0.44, -0.01]

	Ruby
	2013
	58
	G
	ES
	
	SGT
	
	
	
	
	-0.773
	85
	[-1.24, -0.81]

	Saoji
	2018
	59
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.709
	112
	[0.70, 1.07]

	Seli
	2019
	60
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.128
	2581
	[0.09, 0.17]

	Seli
	2019
	60
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.131
	2581
	[0.09, 0.17]

	Seli
	2019
	60
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.114
	2581
	[0.08, 0.15]

	Seli
	2019
	60
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.378
	2581
	[0.36, 0.44]

	Seli
	2019
	60
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.359
	2581
	[0.34, 0.41]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.381
	2581
	[0.36, 0.44]

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.186
	2107
	[0.15, 0.23]

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.132
	2107
	[0.09, 0.18]

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Intentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.148
	2107
	[0.11, 0.19]

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.388
	2107
	[0.37, 0.45]

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.318
	2107
	[0.29, 0.37]

	Seli
	2019
	61
	S
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	Unintentional
	
	Negative
	
	0.374
	2107
	[0.35, 0.44]

	Singer
	1962
	62
	G
	Q,PT
	
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.13
	43
	[-0.18, 0.44]

	Singer
	1962
	62
	G
	Q,PT
	
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.14
	43
	[-0.17, 0.45]

	Singer
	1962
	63
	G
	Q,PT
	
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	-0.01
	43
	[-0.32, 0.30]

	Singer
	1962
	63
	G
	Q,PT
	
	DD
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.24
	43
	[-0.07, 0.55]

	Smallwood
	2004
	64
	G
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.385
	98
	[0.20, 0.61]

	Smallwood
	2004
	64
	G
	Q,PT
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.341
	98
	[0.15, 0.56]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.121
	77
	[-0.11, 0.35]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.556
	77
	[0.40, 0.85]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.188
	77
	[-0.04, 0.42]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	A
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.527
	77
	[0.36, 0.81]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	A
	MD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.302
	77
	[-0.54, -0.08]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.099
	77
	[-0.13, 0.33]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.32
	77
	[0.10, 0.56]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	NA
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.144
	77
	[-0.08, 0.37]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	A
	MD
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.333
	77
	[0.12, 0.57]

	Soffer-Dudek
	2018
	65
	S
	Q
	A
	MD
	
	Negative
	Positive
	
	-0.239
	77
	[-0.47, -0.02]

	Spronken
	2016
	66
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.48
	162
	[0.37, 0.68]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	67
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.02
	100
	[-0.22, 0.18]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	67
	G
	Q
	A
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.2
	100
	[0.00, 0.40]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	68
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.37
	64
	[0.14, 0.64]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	68
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.28
	64
	[0.04, 0.54]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	68
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.22
	64
	[-0.03, 0.47]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	68
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	-0.05
	64
	[-0.30, 0.20]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	68
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.22
	64
	[-0.03, 0.47]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	68
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.28
	64
	[0.04, 0.54]

	Stawarczyk
	2012
	69
	G
	Q
	NA
	SITUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.22
	100
	[0.02, 0.42]

	Sugiura
	2020
	70
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.09
	800
	[0.02, 0.16]

	Sugiura
	2020
	70
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.08
	800
	[-0.15, -0.01]

	Thiemann
	2022
	71
	G
	ES
	
	TUT, FMT
	
	
	
	
	-0.2
	113
	[-0.39, -0.02]

	Thiemann
	2022
	71
	G
	ES
	
	TUT, FMT
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	113
	[-0.04, 0.34]

	Tudino
	2020
	72
	G
	Q
	A
	DD, TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.27
	170
	[-0.43, -0.13]

	Tudino
	2020
	72
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD, TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.22
	170
	[-0.38, -0.07]

	Tudino
	2020
	73
	G
	Q
	A
	DD, TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.35
	102
	[-0.56, -0.17]

	Tudino
	2020
	73
	G
	Q
	NA
	DD, TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.09
	102
	[-0.29, 0.11]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.38
	99
	[0.20, 0.60]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.53
	99
	[0.39, 0.79]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.37
	99
	[0.19, 0.59]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.48
	99
	[0.32, 0.72]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.3
	99
	[0.11, 0.51]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.49
	99
	[0.34, 0.74]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.35
	99
	[0.17, 0.57]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	0.57
	99
	[0.45, 0.85]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.42
	99
	[0.25, 0.65]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.4
	99
	[0.22, 0.62]

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	-0.58
	99
	[-0.86, -0.46]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author
	Year
	Sample
	Level
	Methodology
	Question
Type
	UT Definition
	Thought
Intentionality 
	Thought Valence
	Affective Valence
	Negative Affect
	r
	n
	95%
CI

	Vannikov-Lugassi
	2018
	74
	S
	Q,ES
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	
	-0.50
	99
	[-0.75, -0.35]

	Walker
	2018
	75
	G
	ES,PT
	
	TUT
	
	
	
	
	0.31
	40
	[0.00, 0.64]

	Welz
	2018
	76
	G
	ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.20
	43
	[-0.11, 0.51]

	Welz
	2018
	76
	G
	ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.13
	43
	[-0.44, 0.18]

	Welz
	2018
	76
	G
	ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	0.08
	43
	[-0.23, 0.39]

	Welz
	2018
	76
	G
	ES
	A
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	-0.05
	43
	[-0.36, 0.26]

	Yip
	2023
	77
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.42
	612
	[0.37, 0.53]

	Yip
	2023
	77
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Dep
	0.444
	612
	[0.40, 0.56]

	Yip
	2023
	77
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.444
	612
	[0.40, 0.56]

	Yip
	2023
	77
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Dep
	0.630
	612
	[0.66, 0.82]

	Yip
	2023
	77
	G
	Q
	NA
	TUT
	
	Negative
	Negative
	Anx
	0.631
	612
	[0.66, 0.82]

	Zeitlen
	2022
	78
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.121
	159
	[-0.28, 0.04]

	Zeitlen
	2022
	78
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Positive
	
	-0.101
	159
	[-0.26, 0.06]

	Zeitlen
	2022
	78
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	
	0.096
	159
	[-0.06, 0.25]

	Zeitlen
	2022
	78
	G
	ES
	
	TUT
	
	
	Negative
	Anx
	0.18
	159
	[0.03, 0.34]


Note. A = affective measures; Anx = anxiety; Dep = depression; DD = daydreaming; ES = experience sampling; G = general (unprompted thought that was assessed irrespective of content); MD = maladaptive daydreaming; MW = mind wandering broadly defined; NA = non-affective measures; PT = post-task question; Q = questionnaire; S = specific (unprompted thought in which specific content or valence was assessed); SGT = self-generated thought; SITUT = stimulus-independent, task-unrelated thought; ST = spontaneous thought); TUT = task-unrelated thought; UT = unprompted thought.
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