Appendix 1: Sensitivity analysis

We found five outcomes from four different studies which reported a non-significant difference in µ between people with and without ADHD. We followed the recommendation from Rosenthal (1995) and assigned these studies an effect size of 0, rather than discarding them. It is possible that this decission alteres our findings. To check this possibility, we performed the same analysis removing these studies.
Figure S1 shows the forest and funnel plots of the effect size estimation without the studies with assigned sample size of 0. The estimated combined effect size is the same asslightly larger than the main meta-analysis (0.0497 vs. 0.0447) and the assymetry in the funeel plot remains.
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Figure S1: Forest and funnel plots for the effect size excluding studies reporting non-significant differences.

Similarly as the analysis with all the outcomes,Egger’s the meta-regression with the square root of the effective set sizetest is significant (QM(1) = 11.0772z = 3.5667, p = 0.00094), and the overall estimate is also similar to the one obtained including those five outcomes (-0.1781 vs. -0.1724). Overall, setting those five outcomes to 0 has little impact on the results.Trim-and-fill method estimates 10 (l0), 1 8r0) and 24 (q0) missing studies on the left, slightly better results than when including those studies, but still indicating a large bias. Last, fail-safe numer is still 0. Paradoxically, removing those studies resulted in a slightly shorter bias risk estimation.
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