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[bookmark: _Toc95230043][bookmark: _Toc95233849][bookmark: _Toc112057804][bookmark: Appendix1]Appendix 1. Methods 
[bookmark: _Toc95230044][bookmark: _Toc95233850][bookmark: _Toc112057805]Search strategy and study selection
We used the following detailed keyword string ("time perception" OR "time prediction" OR "time estimation" OR "time discrimination" Or "time production" OR "time reproduction" OR "time dilation" OR "temporal perception" OR "temporal prediction" OR "temporal estimation" OR "temporal discrimination" OR "temporal production" OR "temporal reproduction" OR "temporal processing" OR "duration prediction" OR "duration discrimination" OR "interval timing" OR "motor timing" OR "perceptual timing" OR "interval estimation" OR "interval production" OR "temporal order" OR "temporal expectation" OR "temporal preparation" OR "paced finger-tapping "OR "rhythm perception" OR "rhythm production" OR "rhythm reproduction") AND ( fMRI OR "functional magnetic resonance imaging" OR "positron emission tomography" OR PET).
[bookmark: _Toc95230046][bookmark: _Toc95233852][bookmark: _Toc112057806]Data classification
[bookmark: _Toc95230047][bookmark: _Toc95233853][bookmark: _Toc112057807]Stimulus duration dimension
In contrast to prior meta-analyses that dichotomized studies according to a rather arbitrary and non-biological one-second boundary (Lewis & Miall, 2003; Nani et al., 2019; Schwartze, Rothermich, & Kotz, 2012; M. Wiener, P. Turkeltaub, & H. B. Coslett, 2010a), we aimed to choose our duration boundaries as close as possible to the highly automatic and highly controlled extremes of the available duration span, so as to be able to isolate brain areas more specifically contributing to the processing of short and long durations. In order to do so, we chose our duration boundaries so marginally that only a minimum number of experiments being allocated to the short and long duration classes. This strategy resulted in the choice of 500 and 1500 ms for the short-medium and medium-long boundaries, respectively. This choice of duration boundaries also corresponds to the experimental data, suggesting different timing mechanisms come into play at around the same durations. Accordingly, the boundary between automatic and cognitively controlled timing mechanisms is proposed to lie somewhere around 500 ms (Dean V. Buonomano, Jennifer Bramen, & Mahsa Khodadadifar, 2009; Spencer, Karmarkar, & Ivry, 2009), where shorter durations probably rely on more automatic, intrinsic timing circuits. In addition, durations longer than 1500 ms are proposed to be more likely to induce verbal counting strategies (Grondin, Ouellet, & Roussel, 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc95230048][bookmark: _Toc95233854][bookmark: _Toc112057808]Stimulus modality dimension
While possibly due to the centralized view of temporal processing, it is unusual to incorporate the stimulus modality as a dissociating factor, we decided to investigate the neural substrates engaged in modality-specific processing of temporal information. Major distinctions between the neural correlates of timing in each modality can provide evidence in favor of the context-dependent notion of temporal processes.
[bookmark: _Toc95230049][bookmark: _Toc95233855][bookmark: _Toc112057809]Stimulus contiguity dimension
It has been proposed that beat-based and interval-based timing are mediated by partially different neurocognitive mechanisms (Grube, Cooper, Chinnery, & Griffiths, 2010; Merchant & Honing, 2013; Teki, Grube, Kumar, & Griffiths, 2011). In order to investigate the neuroanatomical correlates of the proposed dissociation, we conducted separate ALE analyses on experiments with single-interval and sequential stimuli. This categorical division largely overlaps with  Lewis and Miall's (2003) discrete/continuous category, Schwartze et al.'s (2012) non-sequential/sequential category, and Teghil et al.'s (2019) internal/external category. 
[bookmark: _Toc95230050][bookmark: _Toc95233856][bookmark: _Toc112057810]Sensorimotor processing dimension
This categorical division coincides with prior meta-analyses of perceptual/motor timing (Lewis & Miall, 2003; Nani et al., 2019; Schwartze et al., 2012; Wiener et al., 2010a).
[bookmark: _Toc95230051][bookmark: _Toc95233857][bookmark: _Toc112057811]Task goal dimension
Duration processing studies have already been categorized according to the task goal (Schwartze et al., 2012; Wiener et al., 2010a; M. Wiener, P. E. Turkeltaub, & H. B. Coslett, 2010b). For instance, Wiener et al. (2010a; Wiener et al., 2010b) conducted two distinct meta-analyses of explicit and implicit timing tasks, categorizing studies as a function of whether overt estimates of duration had to be provided (explicit) or whether temporal information could be used to improve sensorimotor processing of non-temporal stimulus features (implicit). More recently, Teghill et al. (2019) categorized studies into internally-based and externally-cued timing, according to whether the duration being measured was defined by internal, self-determined criteria or by an external sensory stimulus. By contrast, we categorized studies in terms of whether temporal information was quantified (usually with a perceptual or motor judgment) or whether temporal information was used to predict when a stimulus would appear (which improved speed or accuracy of stimulus detection). Duration discrimination and rhythm reproduction are examples of quantification tasks, while temporal orienting and synchronization are examples of prediction tasks. There is a considerable degree of overlap between our quantification/prediction categories and Wiener et al.'s explicit/implicit categories. There is also partial overlap between our categories and Teghill et al.'s (2019) internally-based/externally-cued categories, although there are also significant differences. For example, Teghill et al. (2019) categorized the synchronization-continuation task (SCT) as an externally-cued timing task, but we class the synchronization phase of the SCT as a prediction task and the continuation phase of the SCT as a quantification task. In the synchronization phase, participants have to predict when the next (external) stimulus will occur so as to synchronize their responses to stimulus onset, but in the continuation phase, they must rely on an internal representation of duration in order to reproduce the correct inter-stimulus interval. In addition, Teghill et al. (2019) categorized temporal orienting as an internally-based timing task, but we categorize it as a prediction task because participants must predict when an external stimulus will appear so as to process its sensory features as quickly or as accurately as possible. 
[bookmark: _Toc95230052][bookmark: _Toc95233858][bookmark: _Toc112057812]Control task stringency dimension
Duration processing is a multi-layered process, and even studies that include active control tasks are successful in controlling for non-temporal processes to a greater or lesser extent. The majority of studies successfully controlled for the basic sensorimotor, mnemonic, attentional, and decisional demands of the timing task. However, these measures are not sufficient for controlling for the cognitive demands of processing the duration of the stimulus itself. Estimating stimulus duration, at least for durations more than 300ms or so (D. V. Buonomano, J. Bramen, & M. Khodadadifar, 2009; Spencer et al., 2009), requires that the initial moment of stimulus onset be held in working memory (WM), for attention to be maintained on the stimulus throughout its entire presentation, and for the contents of WM to be continually updated as a function of elapsing time. By contrast, such dynamic processing would not be required for estimating a control stimulus feature such as color or pitch. Therefore, we categorized studies according to whether the control task simply had the same basic sensorimotor and cognitive features as the timing task (task control) or whether the control task also matched in terms of either stimulus dynamics or task difficulty (cognitive load control) or equated with the timing task in all the above criteria (stringent control).
[bookmark: _Toc95230053][bookmark: _Toc95233859][bookmark: _Toc112057813]Activation likelihood estimation (ALE)
This analysis relies on models of spatial uncertainty of reported peak activation coordinates, attributable to between-subject and between-laboratory variability of neuroimaging data (Eickhoff et al., 2009). In this regard, each focus is modeled by a 3D Gaussian probability distribution, whose width, as a measure of spatial uncertainty, decreases with an increase in the number of participants. Then, ALE scores are computed by the voxel-wise union of modeled activation maps, which are obtained by combining the probability distribution of all foci reported in a given experiment. Finally, these ALE scores are assessed against a null distribution, reflecting a random spatial association between the modeled activation maps of independent experiments. The earlier versions of ALE used the random distribution of foci instead of experiments to obtain a null distribution. In the recent version, the assumption of fixed within-experiment and random between-experiment association of foci invokes a random-effects analysis, allowing conclusions to be drawn about a wider set of related experiments than those included in the meta-analysis (Eickhoff et al., 2009).

[bookmark: _Toc95230054][bookmark: _Toc95233860][bookmark: _Toc112057814]Appendix 2. Results
[bookmark: _Toc95230055][bookmark: _Toc95233861][bookmark: _Toc112057815]Analyses based on stimulus duration
The three analyses conducted on short, medium, and long classes of the duration dimension included 19, 58, and 19 experiments, and 311, 901, and 280 participants, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc95230056][bookmark: _Toc95233862][bookmark: _Toc112057816]Convergence across short duration experiments 
The analysis conducted on experiments with a short-range duration identified regions of significant convergence in two clusters located in the left insula extending toward putamen, and the right putamen (fig. 3a; supplementary table 3)
[bookmark: _Toc95230057][bookmark: _Toc95233863][bookmark: _Toc112057817]Convergence across medium duration experiments 
The analysis conducted on experiments with a medium-range duration yielded nine clusters, including the pre-SMA extending toward the SMA-proper and PCG, right MFG (BA 45, 46), bilateral insula extending toward the opercular IFG and PMCv, bilateral DST, bilateral IPS extending toward right IPL, and left cerebellum crus I extending toward cerebellum Crus II and VI (fig. 3a; supplementary table 4). 
[bookmark: _Toc95230058][bookmark: _Toc95233864][bookmark: _Toc112057818]Convergence across long-duration experiments
Testing for significant convergence across experiments with long durations yielded five clusters located in the pre-SMA, PCG, bilateral frontal operculum cortex, extending toward right IFG and PMCv, and right IPL (fig. 3a; supplementary table 5).
[bookmark: _Toc95230059][bookmark: _Toc95233865][bookmark: _Toc112057819]Common activations between classes of stimulus duration
The three classes of stimulus duration had merely a small locus of common activation in the left insular cortex. However, we also found common activations in the right putamen between the medium and short durations; and four more loci in the pre-SMA, PCG, right insula, and right IFG and PMCv between the medium and long durations.
[bookmark: _Toc95230060][bookmark: _Toc95233866][bookmark: _Toc112057820]Analyses based on stimulus modality
As mentioned earlier, the number of experiments with tactile sensory stimulation was far below the minimum threshold for conducting an ALE analysis. The two remaining classes of stimulus modality, namely the visual and auditory classes, comprise 57 and 32 experiments and 858 and 548 participants, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc95230061][bookmark: _Toc95233867][bookmark: _Toc112057821]Convergence across visual modality experiments 
For the visual experiments, we found convergent activations in the pre-SMA, right MFG (BA46 and BA45 ), bilateral insula extending toward the bilateral opercular IFG and right PMCv, and right IPL (fig. 3b; supplementary table 6).
[bookmark: _Toc95230062][bookmark: _Toc95233868][bookmark: _Toc112057822]Convergence across auditory modality experiments
Testing for significant convergence across the experiments with auditory stimuli resulted in five clusters, comprising the pre-SMA extending toward the PCG, SMA-proper, right opercular IFG extending toward the PMCv, right putamen, and left pallidum extending toward ipsilateral putamen, insula, and frontal operculum (fig. 3b; supplementary table 7).
[bookmark: _Toc95230063][bookmark: _Toc95233869][bookmark: _Toc112057823]Common activations between classes of stimulus modality
The analyses on visual and auditory stimuli found areas of common activation in the pre-SMA extending toward PCG, left insula, and right opercular IFG and PMC.
[bookmark: _Toc95230064][bookmark: _Toc95233870][bookmark: _Toc112057824]Analyses based on stimulus contiguity
The two classes of single-interval and sequence stimuli comprised 46 and 39 experiments and 707 and 625 participants, respectively. Due to the insufficient number of included experiments, we decided not to report the results of the trajectory analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc95230065][bookmark: _Toc95233871][bookmark: _Toc112057825]Convergence across single-interval experiments 
Across experiments with single stimuli, convergent activation was found in the pre-SMA extending toward the PCG, right MFG (area 45, 46), bilateral insula extending toward the IFG, and right IPL (fig. 3c; supplementary table 8). 
[bookmark: _Toc95230066][bookmark: _Toc95233872][bookmark: _Toc112057826]Convergence across sequential experiments
Regions of high concordance among experiments with sequential stimuli were found in eight clusters located in the pre-SMA extending toward the SMA-proper and PCG, bilateral insula extending toward the anterior superior temporal gyrus (STG), left IFG and PMCv, right opercular IFG extending toward PMCv, bilateral DST, left IPS, and left cerebellum crus I (fig. 3c; supplementary table 8).
[bookmark: _Toc95230067][bookmark: _Toc95233873][bookmark: _Toc112057827]Common activations between classes of stimulus contiguity
Single and sequences stimuli were found to commonly activate the pre-SMA, bilateral insula, and IFG.
[bookmark: _Toc95230068][bookmark: _Toc95233874][bookmark: _Toc112057828]Analyses based on sensorimotor processing
The following analyses disentangle the neural correlates of perceptual and motor timing tasks, each including 55 and 48 experiments, comprising 961 and 637 participants, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc95230069][bookmark: _Toc95233875][bookmark: _Toc112057829]Convergence across perceptual experiments 
Among the perceptual timing experiments, convergent activations were identified in four clusters, including the pre-SMA extending toward the SMA-proper and PCG, the bilateral insular cortex extending toward the opercular IFG, PMCv, and left DST, and right DST (fig. 4a; supplementary table 11).
[bookmark: _Toc95230070][bookmark: _Toc95233876][bookmark: _Toc112057830]Convergence across motor experiments
The motor timing experiments converged in six clusters, including the pre-SMA extending toward the PCG, right MFG, bilateral insula extending toward the IFG and right PMCv, and anterior portion of STG, left IPS, and left cerebellum curs I, extending toward cerebellum crus II and VI (fig. 4a; supplementary table 11).
[bookmark: _Toc95230071][bookmark: _Toc95233877][bookmark: _Toc112057831]Common activations between perceptual and motor timing experiments
Perceptual and motor timing experiments mutually activated the pre-SMA extending toward the PCG, bilateral insula, opercular IFG, and right PMCv.
[bookmark: _Toc95230072][bookmark: _Toc95233878][bookmark: _Toc112057832]Analyses based on task goal
 The results of the two classes of experiments with quantification and prediction task goals, respectively including 65 and 32 experiments, as well as 1027 and 448 participants, are as follows.
[bookmark: _Toc95230073][bookmark: _Toc95233879][bookmark: _Toc112057833]Convergence across quantification goal experiments
The experiments whose task goal was to explicitly quantify duration activated a distributed network of cortical and subcortical brain structures, including the pre-SMA extending to the SMA-proper and PCG, right insula extending toward IFG, PMCv, and MFG, left IFG extending toward insula, PMCv, and DST, right DST, right IPS extending into IPL, and the left cerebellum crus I and II (fig. 4b; supplementary table 12).
[bookmark: _Toc95230074][bookmark: _Toc95233880][bookmark: _Toc112057834]Convergence across prediction goal experiments
Among the experiments whose task goal was to use temporal information to help predict the onset of upcoming stimuli, convergent activation was detected in four clusters, including the pre-SMA extending toward the PCG, bilateral insular cortex, and left IPS (fig. 4b; supplementary table 13).
[bookmark: _Toc95230075][bookmark: _Toc95233881][bookmark: _Toc112057835]Common activations between classes of task goal
We found areas of common activation for quantification and prediction task goals in the pre-SMA, PCG, and bilateral insula.

[bookmark: _Toc95230076][bookmark: _Toc95233882][bookmark: _Toc112057836]Analyses based on the control task stringency
With respect to the stringency of control for non-temporal processes, analyses were subdivided into a task control class including 22 experiments and 332 participants, a cognitive load control class including 48 papers and 732 participants, and a stringent control class with 25 experiments and 399 participants.
[bookmark: _Toc95230077][bookmark: _Toc95233883][bookmark: _Toc112057837]Convergence across task control experiments
Testing for significant convergence across experiments with the task level of control, five clusters were detected in the pre-SMA extending to the PCG, right MFG, bilateral IFG pars opercularis extending toward right PMCv, and right insula (fig. 4c; supplementary table 14).
[bookmark: _Toc95230078][bookmark: _Toc95233884][bookmark: _Toc112057838]Convergence across cognitive load control experiments
The analysis of cognitive load-controlled experiments resulted in a distributed network of nine clusters, including the pre-SMA/PCG, right MFG, bilateral insula extending toward the opercular IFG and right PMCv, bilateral DST, bilateral IPS extending into the right IPL, and left cerebellum crus I (fig. 4c; supplementary table 15).
[bookmark: _Toc95230079][bookmark: _Toc95233885][bookmark: _Toc112057839]Convergence across stringent control experiments
The stringently controlled experiments were found to converge in two clusters, with maximum ALE scores in the pre-SMA and left insula extending toward the IFG (fig. 4c; supplementary table 16). 
[bookmark: _Toc95230080][bookmark: _Toc95233886][bookmark: _Toc112057840]Common activations between levels of task control
The three levels of control for non-timing processes were found to commonly activate a tiny cluster in the left IFG pars opercularis.


[bookmark: _Toc95233887][bookmark: _Toc112057841]Supplementary Table 1. Included Experiments
	
	Authors
	Number of participants (females)
	Age of participants
	Imaging modality
	Timing task
	Contrast
	Stimulus duration
	Sensorimotor processing
	Stimulus contiguity
	Task goal
	Control task stringency
	Sensory modality
	Stereotactic space
	Quality assessment score

	1
	Apaydın et al., 2018
	18 (11)
	25.8±5.8
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal judgment
	Spatiotemporal judgment − Color tone judgment
	Long
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Predict & Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	2
	Araneda et al., 2016
	27 (NA)
	26±7.02
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Beat − No beat
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	8.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Tactile
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Visual
	
	

	3
	Aso et al., 2010
	14 (4)
	24-31
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	(Interval and Reproduction + Interval) − (Size and Reproduction + Size)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	Reproduction
	(Interval and Reproduction + Size and Reproduction) − (Interval + Size)
	
	Motor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Assmus et al., 2003
	12 (0)
	25.6±3.7
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	Collision − Size
	Long
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	5
	Bengtsson et al., 2004
	7 (2)
	18-25
	fMRI
	Continuation
	(Combined + Temporal) − (Ordinal + Even one key)
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	NA
	TAL
	7

	6
	Bengtsson et al., 2005
	7 (3)
	24.3±2.1
	fMRI
	Continuation
	Conjunction SEQ − ISO
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7

	7
	Bengtsson & Ullén, 2006
	11 (0)
	33±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm production
	(Combined + Rhythm) − (Melody + ISO)
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	8.5

	8
	Bengtsson et al., 2009
	17 (3)
	23.6±NA
	fMRI
	Passive listening
	Metric & Non-Metric − ISO
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	7.5

	9
	Beudel et al., 2009
	18 (9)
	27±8.4
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal judgment
	Time ahead − Place ahead
	Long
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Predict & Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8.5

	10
	Billington et al., 2010
	10 (3)
	20-40
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	Receding − random
Looming − random
	Short
	Motor
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7.5

	11
	Bolger et al., 2014
	17 (9)
	26.75±NA
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Strong beat − Weak beat
	Short
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory & visual
	MNI
	8

	12
	Bueti & Macaluso, 2011
	12 (9)
	26±5.8
	fMRI
	Encoding
	Encoding time – Control (auditory & visual)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory & visual
	MNI
	8.5

	
	
	
	
	
	Reproduction
	Temporal reproduction – Control (auditory & visual)
	
	Motor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Bueti et al., 2008
	14 (10)
	25±5.2
	fMRI
	Reproduction
	Action − Control
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Perception − Control
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	Bueti et al., 2010
	12 (4)
	25±5.2
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Covariation with the anticipation function
	NA
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8.5

	15
	Carlsson et al., 2006
	9 (5)
	25±NA
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Correlated − Uncorrelated
	NA
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Tactile
	TAL
	6

	16
	Carvalho et al., 2016
	16 (6)
	25.4±NA
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	Periodic – Non-periodic
	Long
	Motor
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	8

	17
	Chen et al., 2008
	12 (NA)
	23.83±NA
	fMRI
	Synchronization
	Covariation with rhythm complexity (Non musicians)
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7

	
	
	12 (NA)
	23.17±NA
	fMRI
	Synchronization
	Covariation with rhythm complexity (Musicians)
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	

	18
	Cotti et al., 2011
	14 (9)
	24±NA
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Temporal – Neutral
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	19
	Coull et al., 2015
	16 (1)
	26±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Temporal – Spatial (dynamic trajectory) 
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8.5

	20
	Coull et al., 2016
	16 (NA)
	26.9±5.9
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Temporal – Neutral
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	
MNI

	8

	21
	Coull et al., 2013
	15 (NA)
	29.4±NA
	fMRI
	Reproduction
	Temporal production – Self-paced movement
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7/5

	
	
	
	
	
	Orienting
	Temporal prediction – simple RT task
	
	
	
	Predict
	
	
	
	

	22
	Coull et al., 2012
	16 (1)
	25.7±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Color
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	9

	23
	Coull et al., 2008
	14 (0)
	24±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Color
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8.5

	24
	Coull & Nobre, 1998
	7 (0)
	29±NA
	PET
	Orienting
	Temporal orienting –
Spatial orienting
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7

	
	
	8 (4)
	30±NA
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Temporal orienting – Spatial orienting
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk46650233]25
	Coull et al., 2001
	10 (5)
	25.1±NA
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Temporal cue – Neutral cue
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7

	26
	Coull et al., 2008
	12 (0)
	23.5±NA
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal judgment
	(TTCallo – COLallo) & (TTCego – COLego)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Trajectoty
	Predict & Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	27
	Coull et al, 2004
	12 (0)
	23.4±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Covariation with attention to time relative to color
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	28
	Cui et al., 2009
	20 (9)
	27.7±NA
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Covariation with anticipation function
	Long
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	NA
	Visual
	MNI
	7

	29
	Davranche et al., 2011
	13 (3)
	30±8
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Motor detection – Neutral
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Perceptual discrimination –Neutral
	
	Perceptual
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Dormal et al., 2011
	15 (0)
	21±2.3
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration – Reference
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	31
	Ferrandez et al., 2003
	11 (6)
	24±3.5
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration – Intensity
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7.5

	32
	Field & Wann, 2005
	12 (NA)
	NA
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	TTC judgment – Inflation judgment
	Short
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	8

	33
	Gandour et al., 2002
	10 (7)
	25.4±2.8
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Vowel length – Tone
	Short
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	4.5

	34
	Garraux et al., 2005
	11 (5)
	21-40
	fMRI
	Continuation
	(Timing – Order) – (SI – VT)
	Long
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	9

	35
	Geiser et al., 2012
	17 (8)
	25.1±4.4
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Periodic – Nonperiodic
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7.5

	36
	Godde et al., 2010
	10 (2)
	18-30
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Periodicity – localization
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Tactile
	TAL
	7.5

	37
	Golan & Zakay, 2015
	15 (12)
	28.47±4.37
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Covariation with temporal variance
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	NA
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	6.5

	38
	Grahn & Brett, 2007
	27 (8)
	24.5±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Simple – Complex
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8

	39
	Grahn & Rowe, 2009
	36 (15)
	29±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Beat – Nobeat
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8.5

	40
	Grahn & Rowe, 2012
	24 (13)
	27±NA
	
fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Beat – Nobeat
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8

	41
	Gutyrchik et al., 2009
	13 (6)
	29.2±6.2
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration – Color
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	6.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Duration – Succession
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42
	Hackley et al., 2009
	16 (10)
	29.4±NA
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	Good clock – Bad clock
	Medium
	Motor
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	43
	Harnett et al., 2016
	23 (10)
	19.92±0.59
	fMRI
	Conditioning
	Fixed UCS – Random UCS
	Long
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Predict
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	8.5

	[bookmark: _Hlk46715063]44
	Harrington et al., 2009
	20 (13)
	29±9.1
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Pitch
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	7

	45
	Hayashi et al., 2013
	26 (14)
	19-30
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration discrimination – Numerosity discrimination
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	46
	Hayashi et al., 2015
	20 (11)
	18-29
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration adaptation (experiment 4)
	Short
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	NA
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	47
	Henry et al., 2013
	20 (10)
	21-31
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration – Modulation rate
	Short
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8.5

	
	
	
	
	
	Rhythm perception
	Modulation rate – Duration
	
	
	Sequence
	
	
	
	
	

	48
	Jahanshahi et al., 2006
	8 (0)
	27.5±6.8
	PET
	Reproduction
	Time reproduction – Control RT task
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	5.5

	49
	Jahanshahi et al., 2010
	8 (4)
	61±10.4
	PET
	Continuation
	Continuation – Synchronization
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	6.5

	
	
	
	
	
	Synchronization
	Synchronization – Continuation
	
	
	
	Predict
	
	
	
	

	50
	
Jäncke et al., 2000

	8 (0)
	

20-32


	fMRI
	Synchronization
	Synchronization – Continuation
	Short
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Visual
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk46795321]
	
	
	
	
	Continuation
	Continuation –Synchronization
	
	
	
	Evaluate
	
	Visual
	
	

	51
	Jantzen, et al., 2007
	9 (2)
	24-56
	fMRI
	Continuation
	Continuation – Pacing
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	Syncopation
	Syncopation – Synchronization
	
	
	
	Evaluate
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Synchronization + Syncopation
	Pacing – Continuation
	
	
	
	Predict & Evaluate
	
	
	
	

	52
	Jantzen et al, 2005
	12 (2)
	28.5±NA
	fMRI
	Syncopation
	Syncopation – Synchronization
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory & visual
	TAL
	7

	53
	Kawashima et al., 2000
	8 (0)
	19-27
	fMRI
	Continuation
	Continuation – Synchronization
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	Synchronization
	Synchronization – Continuation
	
	
	
	Predict
	
	
	
	

	54
	Khoshnejad et al., 2017
	24 (12)
	28.8±4.8
	fMRI
	Reproduction
	Duration – Intensity
	Long
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Tactile
	MNI
	6.5

	55
	
Klahr et al., 2011

	8 (0)
	21-32
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Timing – Counting
(pre-drink condition)
	Long
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	56
	Konoike et al., 2015
	29 (15)
	21.4±NA
	fMRI
	Encoding
	Encoding phase: (RXr – NXr) ∩ (RXl – NXl) ∩ (RXf – NXf)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	Continuation
	Retrieval phase: (RXr – NXr) ∩ (RXl – NXl) ∩ (RXf – NXf)
	
	Motor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	57
	Kung et al., 2013
	11 (5)
	24.73±5.18
	fMRI
	Synchronization
	Tap beat – Tap iso
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	Encoding
	Find beat – Listen iso
	
	Perceptual
	
	Evaluate
	
	
	
	

	58
	Lejeune et al., 1997
	12 (0)
	20±NA
	PET
	Synchronization
	Synchronization – Control
	Long
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	[bookmark: _Hlk46720057]59
	Lewis & Miall, 2002
	8 (3)
	29±NA
	fMRI
	Reproduction
	Time – Pressure
	Long
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	6.5

	60
	Lewis & Miall, 2003
	8 (3)
	26±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Length
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Long
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	61
	Lewis et al., 2004
	10 (5)
	27±NA
	fMRI
	Synchronization
	Synchronization – Continuation
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7.5

	
	
	
	
	
	Continuation
	Continuation – Synchronization
	
	
	
	Evaluate
	
	
	
	

	62
	Li et al., 2015
	20 (10)
	23.6±2.1
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	TTC judgment – Luminance judgment
	Long
	Motor
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	63
	Livesey et al., 2007
	10 (7)
	21.4±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Color (time task easier than control)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	64
	Lutz et al., 2000
	10 (5)
	24.1±NA
	fMRI
	Synchronization
	Regular – Irregular
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	65
	Macar et al., 2004
	13 (6)
	23-56
	fMRI
	Reproduction
	Time – Force
	Long
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	NA
	TAL
	7

	66
	Macar et al., 2002
	15 (NA)
	21±NA
	PET
	Reproduction
	Reproduction – Sensorimotor control task
	Long
	Motor
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Tactile
	TAL
	7.5

	67
	Maquet et al., 1996
	9 (0)
	20±NA
	PET
	Duration discrimination
	Temporal generalization – Sensorimotor control task
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	6.5

	68
	Marchant & Driver, 2012
	16 (9)
	19-35
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Isochronous – Random
	Short
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Audiovisual
	MNI
	8

	69
	Matthews et al., 2020
	54 (24)
	23.48±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Medium – High rhythmic complexity
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8

	70
	Mayville et al., 2002
	9 (4)
	20-41
	fMRI
	Syncopation
	Syncopate – Synchronize
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	4.5

	71
	Morillon et al., 2009
	17 (15)
	25.4±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Color
	Long
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8.5

	72
	Onuki et al., 2013
	16 (3)
	18-26
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal prediction
	Corresponding finger – Flash marker condition
	Medium
	Motor
	Trajectory
	Predict
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	73
	O'Reilly et al, 2008
	12 (8)
	26.6±NA
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal judgment
	Temporal – Spatial
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Evaluate & Predict
	Stringently controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	74
	Ortuno et al., 2002
	10 (3)
	26±NA
	PET
	Continuation
	Continuation – Synchronization
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	6.5

	75
	Oullier, et al., 2004
	15 (5)
	23-53
	fMRI
	Syncopation
	Syncopation – Synchronization
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	6.5

	76
	Penhune et al., 1998
	12 (6)
	22.4±NA
	PET
	Continuation
	Complex – Isochronous
	Short
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Visual
	TAL
	

	77
	Pfeuty et al., 2014
	26 (17)
	23±4
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration discrimination – Color discrimination
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	78
	Rao et al., 2001
	17 (15)
	23.9±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Pitch
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	6.5

	79
	Schubotz et al., 2000
	20 (13)
	23.5±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	(Visual + Auditory rhythm monitoring) – (Color + Pitch Monitoring)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory & visual
	TAL
	6.5

	[bookmark: _Hlk46719834]80
	Schubotz & von Cramon, 2001
	12 (8)
	23.6±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Timing – (Object/Space)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	81
	Schubotz & von Cramon, 2001b
	12 (6)
	23±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Interval – Ordinal
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	82
	Schubotz, et al., 2003
	16 (8)
	24.5±NA
	fMRI
	Rhythm perception
	Timing – (Object/Space)
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	7.5

	83
	Shergill et al., 2006
	8 (0)
	
29±5

	fMRI
	Continuation
	Self-paced – Cued articulation
	Long
	Motor
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	NA
	TAL
	5.5

	84
	Shih et al., 2009
	17 (8)
	23.8±3.5
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Visual duration discrimination – Sensorimotor control
	Short
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Auditory duration discrimination – Sensorimotor control
	
	
	
	
	
	Visual
	
	

	85
	Shih et al., 2010
	21 (11)
	23.38±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Difficult – Easy
	Short
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7

	86
	Skagerlund et al., 2016
	24 (14)
	24.33±2.41
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration discrimination – Color discrimination
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	6.5

	87
	Smith et al., 2003
	20 (0)
	29.5±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Timing – Order
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	7.5

	88
	Teki et al., 2011
	18 (9)
	22.17±NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Irregular – Regular
	Short
	Perceptual
	Sequence
	Evaluate
	Stringently controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	7.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Regular – Irregular
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	89
	Tipples et al., 2013
	17 (NA)
	NA
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Sex
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	90
	Tomasi et al., 2014
	36 (18)
	27±6
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Target onset prediction – (Sensorimotor + Spatial attention + Working memory)
	Medium
	Motor
	Sequence
	Predict
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	8

	91
	Tregellas et al., 2006
	20 (9)
	41.2±9.7
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Duration discrimination – Baseline
	Short
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory
	MNI
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Difficult – Easy
	
	
	
	
	Cognitively controlled
	
	
	

	92
	Üstün et al., 2017
	15 (7)
	22.46±2.09
	fMRI
	Spatiotemporal judgment
	Time – Memory
	Long
	Perceptual
	Trajectory
	Predict & Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	TAL
	8

	93
	Visalli et al., 2019
	22 (10)
	26±4
	fMRI
	Orienting
	Covariation with temporal hazard
	Medium
	Motor
	Single interval
	Predict
	NA
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	94
	Wiener et al., 2014
	25 (14)
	25±3.8
	fMRI
	Duration discrimination
	Time – Color
	Medium
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Cognitively controlled
	Visual
	MNI
	7.5

	95
	Wittmann et al., 2010
	14 (7)
	25±NA
	fMRI
	Encoding
	Encoding phase – Control phase
	Long
	Perceptual
	Single interval
	Evaluate
	Sensorimotor controlled
	Auditory
	TAL
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	Reproduction
	Reproduction phase – Control phase
	
	Motor
	
	
	
	
	
	



A summary of the included experiments, including the number of participants (number of female participants), their mean age, imaging modality, task paradigm, contrast, duration range, sensorimotor processing, stimulus contiguity, task goal, control task stringency, sensory modality, and standard stereotactic space. 




[bookmark: _Toc112057842]Supplementary Table 2. Results of the All-effects Analysis.
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	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6
	Cluster 7
	Cluster8

	Center coordinates
	-32/-64/-32
	22/8/2
	-42/14/2
	46/18/4
	42/40/22
	2/12/54
	-42/-48/44
	48/-40/46

	Cluster size
	272
	473
	1302
	1340
	323
	1504
	238
	430

	Cluster label
	Left cerebellum curs I
	Right putamen, pallidum and caudate
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus, putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, and precentral gyrus
	Right middle frontal gyrus 
	Pre-SMA, SMA-proper, and paracingulate gyrus
	Left inferior parietal sulcus
	Right inferior parietal lobule

	Contributing articles
	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Beudel2008
Bueti2008
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull1998_1
Dormal2011
Grahn2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Kawashima2000
Klahr2011
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Morillon2009
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Garraux2005
Golan2015
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Khoshnejad2017
Lewis2004
Li2015
Marchant2013
Morillon2009
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2010
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001(2)
Geiser2012
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Beudel2008
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Coull2016
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull1998_1
Coull2001
Coull2008_2
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Hackley2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Jahanshahi2010
Kawashima2000
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Li2015
Livesey2007
Marchant2013
Morillon2009
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001(2)
Schubotz2003
Field2005
Geiser2012
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Beudel2008
Bueti2011
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Gandour2002
Grahn2007
Grahn2013
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Li2015
Livesey2007
Maquet1996
Marchant2013
Morillon2009
O'reilly2008
Pfeuty2015
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001(2)
Schubotz2003
Cui2009

	Beudel2008
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2001
Dormal2011
Gandour2002
Grahn2013
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Jahanshahi2010
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Macar2002
Morillon2009
O'reilly2008
Ortuno2002
Shergill2006
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Bueti2010

	Apaydin2018
Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2005
Beudel2008
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2015
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Macar2004
Macar2002
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001(2)
Matthews2019
Cui2009
	Apaydin2018
Araneda2016
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2016
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull1998_1
Coull2001
Coull2004
Davranche2011
Dormal2011
Henry2013
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Shih2009
Bolger2014
Matthews2019

	Apaydin2018
Aso2010
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Grahn2013
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Macar2002
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Shergill2006
Skagerlund2016
Tomasi2015
Ustun2017
Wittmann2010
Billington2010
Bueti2010
Matthews2019

	Short
	6.70%
	28.75%
	18.73%
	13.22%
	9.19%
	14.48%
	22.23%
	15.04%

	Medium
	78.81%
	62.69%
	62.97%
	57.37%
	63.51%
	67.04%
	66.08%
	51.33%

	Long
	10.11%
	8.55%
	11.73%
	24.49%
	20.14%
	15.52%
	5.06%
	22.72%

	Visual
	39.39%
	27.65%
	50.57%
	52.00%
	60.52%
	42.32%
	34.24%
	58.08%

	Auditory
	40.90%
	45.87%
	33.72%
	30.05%
	33.84%
	40.50%
	39.67%
	31.55%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	3.93%
	1.64%
	4.69%
	3.62%
	1.80%
	2.99%
	3.92%

	Single interval
	38.05%
	30.89%
	43.57%
	50.32%
	53.47%
	42.86%
	39.24%
	40.36%

	Sequence
	61.51%
	66.65%
	46.08%
	41.35%
	32.61%
	45.98%
	48.50%
	33.85%

	Trajectory
	0.45%
	2.46%
	9.81%
	8.32%
	11.10%
	8.83%
	5.09%
	18.55%

	Perceptual
	35.80%
	60.85%
	61.70%
	51.14%
	41.65%
	52.12%
	46.36%
	47.83%

	Motor
	58.12%
	31.69%
	26.19%
	31.41%
	54.98%
	45.98%
	39.97%
	40.53%

	Quantification
	65.82%
	73.97%
	68.64%
	67.18%
	54.56%
	70.63%
	50.37%
	63.09%

	Prediction
	15.03%
	15.16%
	18.58%
	17.62%
	25.51%
	15.53%
	41.41%
	16.89%

	Task control
	26.11%
	23.94%
	20.87%
	25.32%
	32.89%
	27.78%
	15.38%
	27.88%

	Cognitive load control
	56.28%
	41.66%
	46.23%
	53.54%
	48.83%
	44.72%
	64.37%
	43.61%

	Stringent control
	17.61%
	30.35%
	28.86%
	18.30%
	18.01%
	24.78%
	20.25%
	28.50%

	Duration discrimination
	22.02%
	19.75%
	33.42%
	31.34%
	33.74%
	31.91%
	41.41%
	20.72%

	Temporal orienting
	0.11%
	7.82%
	10.63%
	9.95%
	4.07%
	1.51%
	27.21%
	6.34%

	Reproduction
	2.55%
	6.99%
	1.80%
	4.42%
	6.45%
	7.29%
	0.00%
	10.70%

	Rhythm perception
	13.36%
	41.10%
	21.72%
	14.85%
	2.74%
	15.05%
	21.89%
	8.72%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.02%
	2.46%
	7.16%
	5.54%
	8.79%
	4.11%
	4.10%
	8.32%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.43%
	0.00%
	2.65%
	2.78%
	2.32%
	2.82%
	1.00%
	10.23%

	Continuation
	13.04%
	2.67%
	1.04%
	4.05%
	4.94%
	6.64%
	0.00%
	1.89%

	Synchronization
	14.90%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.12%
	12.65%
	9.91%
	10.10%
	2.21%

	Other tasks
	13.42%
	5.24%
	3.29%
	1.60%
	3.86%
	2.42%
	0.50%
	2.20%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the all-effects analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc95233889][bookmark: _Toc112057843]Supplementary Table 3. Results of the Short Duration Analysis
	
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2

	Center coordinates
	22/8/-2
	
-30/22/0


	Cluster size
	143
	189

	Cluster label
	Right putamen
	Left insula and putamen

	Contributing articles
	Grahn2007
Grahn2013
Marchant2013
Shih2010
Teki2011
Tregellas2006
Geiser2012
	Grahn2013
Marchant2013
Shih2009
Teki2011
Tregellas2006
Billington2010
Field2005

	Short
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Medium
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Long
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Visual
	10.24%
	18.92%

	Auditory
	72.80%
	47.82%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	26.83%
	34.99%

	Sequence
	73.17%
	46.09%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	18.92%

	Perceptual
	83.05%
	72.00%

	Motor
	16.95%
	28.00%

	Quantification
	66.34%
	61.64%

	Prediction
	33.66%
	38.36%

	Task control
	0.00%
	13.88%

	Cognitive load control
	57.71%
	43.77%

	Stringent control
	25.70%
	21.25%

	Duration discrimination
	29.57%
	45.92%

	Temporal orienting
	16.95%
	19.38%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Rhythm perception
	53.47%
	15.78%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	18.92%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%









A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the short duration analysis.











[bookmark: _Toc112057844]Supplementary Table 4. Results of the Medium Duration Analysis





	[bookmark: _Toc95233890]
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6
	Cluster 7
	Cluster 8
	Cluster 9

	Center coordinates
	-30/-66/-32
	-18/8/-2
	-46/16/0
	46/16/0
	20/8/4
	44/40/22
	-40/-48/44
	2/12/54
	46/-44/44

	Cluster size
	317
	187
	617
	766
	272
	186
	165
	1132
	137

	Cluster label
	Left cerebellum crus I
	Left putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, and precentral gyrus
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, and precentral gyrus
	Right putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right middle frontal gyrus
	Left inferior parietal sulcus
	Pre-SMA, SMA-proper, paracingulate gyrus
	Right inferior parietal sulcus, inferior parietal lobule

	Contributing articles
	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2008
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull1998_1
Dormal2011
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Kawashima2000
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Onuki2015
O'reilly2008
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Smith2003
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	

Araneda2016
Bueti2008
Coull2016
Coull2001
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2009
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Livesey2007
Schubotz2000
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012
Coull2008_2
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Kawashima2000
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Livesey2007
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2011
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Livesey2007
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Oullier2005
Pfeuty2015
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003
Visalli2019
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Grahn2009
Gutyrchik2009
Lewis2004
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019

	Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2001
Dormal2011
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Lewis2003
O'reilly2008
Ortuno2002
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	Araneda2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull1998_1
Coull2001
Coull2004
Davranche2011
Dormal2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Schubotz2000
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2005
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2015
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019
	Bueti2008
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Jantzen2007
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Schubotz2000
Skagerlund2016
Tomasi2015
Matthews2019


	Short
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Medium
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Long
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Visual
	34.49%
	48.68%
	55.10%
	61.18%
	35.81%
	58.15%
	37.38%
	43.45%
	54.71%

	Auditory
	42.70%
	34.85%
	29.13%
	27.09%
	37.92%
	41.85%
	47.64%
	42.73%
	31.88%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	31.65%
	38.75%
	36.51%
	50.07%
	28.24%
	53.32%
	37.38%
	40.07%
	43.18%

	Sequence
	68.10%
	61.25%
	59.77%
	48.49%
	71.71%
	41.85%
	62.62%
	55.41%
	50.90%

	Trajectory
	0.25%
	0.00%
	3.71%
	1.43%
	0.05%
	4.83%
	0.00%
	4.53%
	5.92%

	Perceptual
	21.03%
	78.31%
	54.88%
	52.31%
	64.09%
	36.40%
	47.26%
	50.85%
	50.58%

	Motor
	71.93%
	13.94%
	32.08%
	26.45%
	27.62%
	60.36%
	38.46%
	41.15%
	37.05%

	Quantification
	59.03%
	79.43%
	71.43%
	66.49%
	79.71%
	42.51%
	54.01%
	69.96%
	66.09%

	Prediction
	17.79%
	12.77%
	10.29%
	10.68%
	3.12%
	24.67%
	35.06%
	12.52%
	9.61%

	Task control
	30.49%
	13.04%
	19.84%
	24.10%
	28.41%
	36.81%
	14.02%
	29.36%
	41.49%

	Cognitive load control
	56.48%
	60.06%
	49.71%
	57.34%
	43.88%
	50.40%
	64.27%
	44.57%
	23.66%

	Stringent control
	13.03%
	26.90%
	30.45%
	18.46%
	27.71%
	12.79%
	21.71%
	26.07%
	34.85%

	Duration discrimination
	11.98%
	36.31%
	27.58%
	37.39%
	17.14%
	31.57%
	9.88%
	33.78%
	30.80%

	Temporal orienting
	0.11%
	12.77%
	10.24%
	7.75%
	3.07%
	5.14%
	17.90%
	0.02%
	5.61%

	Reproduction
	3.88%
	1.00%
	1.34%
	0.00%
	4.48%
	0.03%
	0.00%
	3.14%
	8.99%

	Rhythm perception
	8.91%
	42.00%
	23.63%
	13.48%
	46.95%
	0.00%
	37.37%
	15.67%
	13.86%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.11%
	0.00%
	0.05%
	0.00%
	0.05%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.14%
	0.00%
	3.66%
	1.43%
	0.00%
	4.83%
	0.00%
	1.40%
	5.92%

	Continuation
	13.91%
	0.00%
	2.57%
	3.18%
	2.94%
	4.87%
	0.00%
	9.19%
	0.07%

	Synchronization
	17.57%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.93%
	0.00%
	19.53%
	17.16%
	12.51%
	4.00%

	Other tasks
	18.02%
	0.11%
	8.80%
	2.59%
	6.67%
	6.05%
	0.06%
	3.27%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the medium duration analysis.
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	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5

	Center coordinates
	-42/18/-2
	42/20/4
	6/26/38
	58/-38/44
	4/12/58

	Cluster size
	117
	406
	153
	134
	125

	Cluster label
	Left insula and frontal operculum cortex
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus
	Paracingulate gyrus
	Right inferior parietal lobule
	Pre-SMA

	Contributing articles
	Beudel2008
Carvalho2016
Klahr2011
Lewis2003
Morillon2009
Wittmann2010

	Beudel2008
Carvalho2016
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Li2015
Morillon2009
Shergill2006
Wittmann2010

	Apaydin2018
Beudel2008
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Macar2002
Shergill2006

	
Apaydin2018
Carvalho2016
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Macar2002
Morillon2009
Ustun2017

	Carvalho2016
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Macar2004
Macar2002
Wittmann2010
Cui2009


	Short
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Medium
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Long
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Visual
	75.17%
	64.53%
	75.09%
	65.68%
	47.17%

	Auditory
	24.83%
	20.10%
	0.00%
	0.08%
	21.06%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	12.25%
	18.82%
	34.24%
	18.84%

	Single interval
	76.18%
	69.16%
	46.10%
	41.55%
	83.01%

	Sequence
	0.00%
	3.66%
	17.73%
	15.42%
	0.48%

	Trajectory
	23.82%
	27.18%
	36.16%
	43.03%
	16.52%

	Perceptual
	65.20%
	32.88%
	51.36%
	48.75%
	14.95%

	Motor
	9.97%
	47.02%
	48.64%
	51.17%
	63.99%

	Quatification
	76.18%
	72.30%
	52.19%
	41.56%
	80.81%

	Prediction
	9.97%
	22.46%
	11.68%
	16.13%
	19.19%

	Task control
	24.83%
	38.91%
	36.55%
	49.73%
	40.37%

	Cognitive load control
	30.76%
	37.95%
	24.59%
	48.41%
	57.41%

	Stringent control
	44.41%
	23.14%
	38.86%
	1.86%
	0.01%

	Duration discrimination
	51.35%
	23.14%
	15.23%
	6.44%
	14.95%

	Temporal orienting
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.21%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	21.42%
	30.88%
	35.03%
	44.79%

	Rhythm perception
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	9.97%
	21.94%
	0.03%
	0.72%
	16.52%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	13.85%
	5.24%
	36.13%
	42.32%
	0.00%

	Continuation
	0.00%
	3.14%
	6.09%
	0.01%
	0.02%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.52%
	11.65%
	15.41%
	0.46%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the long duration analysis.
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Supplementary Table 6. Results of the Visual Modality Analysis


	
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6

	Center coordinates
	40/20/2
	-42/18/2
	42/40/22
	50/12/22
	52/-38/44
	2/18/50

	Cluster size
	576
	474
	184
	109
	246
	682

	Cluster label
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus
	Left insula,  frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus  
	Middle frontal gyrus
	Right inferior frontal gyrus pars opercularis and precentral gyrus
	Right inferior parietal lobule
	pre-SMA, paracingulate gyrus

	Contributing articles
	Aso2010
Beudel2008
Carvalho2016
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Livesey2007
Maquet1996
Morillon2009
O'reilly2008
Pfeuty2015
Schubotz2001
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Schubotz2001_2
	Aso2010
Beudel2008
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Coull2016
Coull2012
Coull2008_2
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Hackley2009
Hayashi2013
Kawashima2000
Klahr2011
Lewis2003
Livesey2007
Morillon2009
Schubotz2001
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Billington2010
Schubotz2001_2
Field2005
	Carvalho2016
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2001
Dormal2011
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Morillon2009
O'reilly2008
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Billington2010
Bueti2010
	Aso2010
Carvalho2016
Coull2012_2
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Li2015
O'reilly2008
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Schubotz2001_2
	Apaydin2018
Aso2010
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Skagerlund2016
Tomasi2015
Ustun2017
Billington2010
Bueti2010
Field2005
Hayashi2015
	Apaydin2018
Araneda2016
Beudel2008
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Coull2015
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Gutyrchik2009
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Schubotz2001
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tomasi2015
Billington2010
Schubotz2001_2
Cui2009

	Short
	0.00%
	10.61%
	4.53%
	0.02%
	9.80%
	9.71%

	Medium
	63.25%
	61.15%
	58.61%
	63.28%
	36.36%
	59.68%

	Long
	30.02%
	16.72%
	25.11%
	36.69%
	38.75%
	22.97%

	Visual
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Auditory
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	71.98%
	61.34%
	80.71%
	61.32%
	54.18%
	68.66%

	Sequence
	13.41%
	18.75%
	0.00%
	15.08%
	9.89%
	10.89%

	Trajectory
	14.61%
	19.91%
	19.29%
	23.60%
	35.93%
	20.45%

	Perceptual
	66.60%
	72.68%
	55.52%
	52.14%
	43.61%
	70.83%

	Motor
	26.89%
	22.46%
	44.48%
	47.47%
	52.87%
	29.17%

	Quantification
	71.69%
	69.12%
	56.55%
	52.08%
	45.03%
	68.05%

	Prediction
	17.65%
	26.63%
	21.36%
	23.80%
	37.62%
	18.25%

	Task control
	24.05%
	21.31%
	43.02%
	38.77%
	24.80%
	49.82%

	Cognitive load control
	52.78%
	47.05%
	32.78%
	60.75%
	56.22%
	27.07%

	Stringent control
	23.16%
	31.64%
	24.19%
	0.48%
	18.80%
	19.44%

	Duration discrimination
	56.22%
	54.57%
	52.23%
	37.28%
	26.42%
	57.04%

	Temporal orienting
	7.50%
	10.65%
	5.36%
	0.66%
	16.02%
	3.76%

	Reproduction
	4.47%
	1.58%
	4.32%
	0.00%
	15.09%
	4.32%

	Rhythm perception
	4.48%
	8.11%
	0.00%
	14.40%
	0.00%
	6.69%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	8.72%
	15.97%
	16.00%
	23.14%
	18.89%
	10.38%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	5.90%
	3.93%
	3.29%
	0.46%
	17.04%
	7.10%

	Continuation
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Synchronization
	1.44%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.71%
	4.10%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Encoding
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the visual modality analysis.
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	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5

	Center coordinates
	24/6/4
	
-32/18/-2

	54/12/22
	0/12/52
	4/-4/64

	Cluster size
	236
	269
	100
	582
	170

	Cluster label
	Right putamen
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, pumen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right inferior frontal gyrus pars opercularis and precentral gyrus
	Pre-SMA, paracingulate gyrus
	SMA-proper

	Contributing articles
	
Araneda2016
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Lewis2004
Rao2001
Teki2011
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Geiser2012
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2006
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Harrington2010
Jahanshahi2010
Lewis2004
Shih2009
Teki2011
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Geiser2012
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Gandour2002
Grahn2013
Jahanshahi2010
Konoike2015
Lewis2004
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
	Bengtsson2005
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Harrington2010
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Konoike2015
Lewis2004
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Shih2009
Teki2011
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2005
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Jantzen2007
Lewis2004
Shih2009
Teki2011
Wittmann2010
Matthews2019

	Short
	40.62%
	30.03%
	36.35%
	19.59%
	29.20%

	Medium
	59.37%
	60.94%
	56.71%
	74.92%
	69.80%

	Long
	0.02%
	9.04%
	6.94%
	5.49%
	1.00%

	Visual
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Auditory
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	10.90%
	30.21%
	21.09%
	18.00%
	2.47%

	Sequence
	89.10%
	69.77%
	78.91%
	76.46%
	97.50%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Perceptual
	74.41%
	57.73%
	51.42%
	33.83%
	59.05%

	Motor
	18.10%
	19.71%
	4.85%
	48.60%
	39.95%

	Quantification
	73.05%
	71.88%
	85.44%
	60.23%
	60.96%

	Prediction
	12.21%
	2.70%
	0.00%
	17.80%
	24.12%

	Task control
	0.02%
	16.16%
	7.33%
	14.43%
	2.46%

	Cognitive load control
	50.19%
	45.59%
	62.61%
	61.54%
	71.65%

	Stringent control
	43.39%
	28.30%
	16.17%
	20.42%
	25.89%

	Duration discrimination
	12.60%
	27.34%
	14.15%
	14.38%
	11.79%

	Temporal orienting
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	13.91%
	0.00%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Rhythm perception
	61.81%
	30.38%
	37.27%
	13.91%
	47.24%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.13%
	6.04%
	0.91%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	17.80%
	24.12%

	Other tasks
	10.83%
	7.81%
	0.32%
	9.29%
	0.00%

	Encoding
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the auditory modality analysis.
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Supplementary Table 8. Results of the Single Interval Stimuli Analysis


	
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5

	Center coordinates
	40/20/2
	-38/18/0
	42/40/20
	56/-40/41
	
4/14/52


	Cluster size
	673
	430
	170
	180
	757

	Cluster label
	Right nsula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex
	Right middle frontal gyrus
	Right inferior parietal lobule
	Pre-SMA and paracingulate gyrus

	Contributing articles
	Aso2010
Bueti2011
Carlsson2006
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Gandour2002
Hayashi2013
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Livesey2007
Maquet1996
Morillon2009
Pfeuty2015
Rao2001
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
	Aso2010
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Carlsson2006
Coull2016
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Lewis2003
Livesey2007
Morillon2009
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
	Coull2012_2
Coull2008
Coull2001
Dormal2011
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Macar2002
Morillon2009
Smith2003
Tipples2013
	Aso2010
Bueti2008
Carlsson2006
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Henry2013
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Macar2002
Maquet1996
Morillon2009
Skagerlund2016
Wittmann2010
Bueti2010
Hayashi2015
	Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Macar2004
Macar2002
Maquet1996
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Cui2009

	Short
	4.18%
	11.33%
	0.02%
	18.86%
	13.29%

	Medium
	53.16%
	45.48%
	63.04%
	32.22%
	59.33%

	Long
	31.67%
	23.54%
	26.00%
	36.74%
	20.88%

	Visual
	72.94%
	70.52%
	88.37%
	71.31%
	68.27%

	Auditory
	17.15%
	16.00%
	0.01%
	9.60%
	16.45%

	Tactile
	9.60%
	6.46%
	11.62%
	19.01%
	3.13%

	Single interval
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Sequence
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Perceptual
	70.87%
	81.65%
	54.45%
	60.73%
	68.09%

	Motor
	14.43%
	2.81%
	45.55%
	34.59%
	25.01%

	Quantification
	92.33%
	93.24%
	73.76%
	92.32%
	90.07%

	Prediction
	3.48%
	6.76%
	7.41%
	7.35%
	2.80%

	Task control
	38.27%
	41.39%
	61.93%
	37.98%
	54.74%

	Cognitive load control
	39.51%
	25.65%
	21.24%
	15.35%
	18.99%

	Stringent control
	18.69%
	27.17%
	61.93%
	37.01%
	20.08%

	Duration discrimination
	67.40%
	75.19%
	54.45%
	59.76%
	68.09%

	Temporal orienting
	3.48%
	6.76%
	7.41%
	7.34%
	2.80%

	Reproduction
	10.22%
	2.50%
	19.30%
	27.88%
	15.08%

	Rhythm perception
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.01%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the single interval stimuli analysis.
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	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6
	Cluster 7
	Cluster 8

	Center coordinates
	-32/-66/-28
	
44/16/-4

	-20/6/2
	22/8/4
	
-48/12/0
	
50/12/14
	
-44/-48/44

	
0/10/54

	Cluster size
	207
	257
	147
	334
	370
	217
	121
	784

	Cluster label
	Left cerebellum crus I
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus
	Left putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus
	Right inferior frontal gyrus and precentral gyrus
	Left inferior parietal sulcus
	Pre-SMA, SMA-proper, paracingulate gyrus

	Contributing articles
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Kawashima2000
Lewis2004
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Kung2013
Mayville2002
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Chen2008_2
Grahn2007
Grahn2013
Jantzen2007
Lejeune1997
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	Araneda2016
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Marchant2013
Schubotz2000
Teki2011
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Schubotz2001_2
Geiser2012
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Garraux2005
Golan2015
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Teki2011
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Geiser2012
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Grahn2007
Grahn2013
Jahanshahi2010
Kawashima2000
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Teki2011
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Jahanshahi2010
Konoike2015
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003


	Araneda2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Konoike2015
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Bolger2014
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2005
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Konoike2015
Lejeune1997
Lewis2004
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Teki2011
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019


	Short
	11.50%
	18.75%
	24.10%
	32.41%
	15.46%
	22.34%
	31.13%
	12.05%

	Medium
	88.50%
	74.18%
	75.89%
	67.30%
	84.54%
	67.66%
	68.87%
	85.04%

	Long
	0.00%
	7.07%
	0.01%
	0.30%
	0.00%
	10.00%
	0.00%
	2.91%

	Visual
	4.65%
	26.28%
	22.09%
	13.30%
	27.34%
	21.23%
	0.00%
	7.72%

	Auditory
	66.76%
	48.39%
	48.50%
	56.46%
	54.37%
	44.99%
	69.23%
	75.37%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Sequence
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Perceptual
	20.47%
	20.46%
	78.69%
	64.54%
	47.14%
	59.91%
	54.23%
	36.96%

	Motor
	77.92%
	62.17%
	13.60%
	28.82%
	44.63%
	16.41%
	31.39%
	53.27%

	Quantification
	68.28%
	34.91%
	70.50%
	68.52%
	62.54%
	82.23%
	68.88%
	59.63%

	Prediction
	22.60%
	39.30%
	21.69%
	19.50%
	19.47%
	4.47%
	30.46%
	22.38%

	Task control
	7.10%
	7.00%
	10.30%
	5.98%
	4.83%
	21.80%
	0.37%
	10.58%

	Cognitive load control
	81.91%
	72.79%
	57.82%
	56.47%
	65.76%
	69.11%
	70.09%
	68.42%

	Stringent control
	10.99%
	20.21%
	31.87%
	37.55%
	29.41%
	9.09%
	29.54%
	21.00%

	Duration discrimination
	0.00%
	0.07%
	3.37%
	3.62%
	0.27%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.51%

	Temporal orienting
	0.00%
	29.82%
	13.44%
	11.43%
	19.47%
	4.21%
	16.17%
	0.04%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Rhythm perception
	20.47%
	20.39%
	75.31%
	60.92%
	46.87%
	59.91%
	54.23%
	34.45%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation  
	19.62%
	13.61%
	0.01%
	3.42%
	2.67%
	10.07%
	0.00%
	12.66%

	Synchronization
	22.60%
	9.47%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.26%
	14.30%
	22.34%

	Other tasks
	28.19%
	0.85%
	0.09%
	8.92%
	12.72%
	0.04%
	0.27%
	5.42%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the sequence stimuli analysis.
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Cluster 1
	
Cluster2
	
Cluster 3
	
Cluster 4

	Center coordinates
	-34/14/2
	22/8/4
	44/20/4
	0/16/50

	Cluster size
	969
	342
	768
	871

	Cluster label
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus, putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right insula, frontal operuculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, and precentral gyrus
	Pre-SMA, SMA-proper, paracingulate gyrus

	Contributing articles
	
Araneda2016
Aso2010
Beudel2008
Carlsson2006
Coull2012
Coull2008_2
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Livesey2007
Morillon2009
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003
Field2005
Geiser2012
Matthews2019

	
Araneda2016
Bueti2011
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Morillon2009
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2010
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Schubotz2001_2
Geiser2012
Matthews2019

	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Beudel2008
Bueti2011
Carlsson2006
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Gandour2002
Grahn2007
Grahn2013
Hayashi2013
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Livesey2007
Maquet1996
Morillon2009
O'reilly2008
Pfeuty2015
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003

	Apaydin2018
Araneda2016
Beudel2008
Bueti2011
Coull2015
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Klahr2011
Lewis2003
Maquet1996
O'reilly2008
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019


	Short
	21.49%
	33.49%
	17.49%
	17.57%

	Medium
	63.56%
	64.91%
	60.31%
	68.62%

	Long
	5.87%
	1.60%
	13.40%
	7.18%

	Visual
	50.36%
	23.82%
	59.40%
	57.54%

	Auditory
	32.31%
	56.35%
	29.71%
	29.42%

	Tactile
	2.47%
	0.00%
	3.80%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	50.53%
	29.21%
	60.75%
	55.27%

	Sequence
	43.50%
	70.79%
	35.06%
	31.30%

	Trajectory
	5.30%
	0.00%
	4.18%
	9.50%

	Perceptual
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Motor
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Quantification
	90.89%
	92.26%
	92.01%
	93.70%

	Prediction
	6.25%
	7.64%
	3.82%
	0.00%

	Task control
	20.30%
	16.41%
	20.51%
	32.44%

	Cognitive load control
	38.38%
	42.70%
	54.43%
	36.27%

	Stringent control
	36.07%
	35.23%
	20.05%
	28.63%

	Duration discrimination
	50.61%
	29.64%
	57.16%
	58.15%

	Temporal orienting
	21.49%
	0.00%
	3.80%
	0.00%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Rhythm perception
	22.85%
	61.57%
	25.68%
	25.67%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	2.46%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	2.84%
	0.00%
	4.18%
	6.30%

	Continuation  
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Encoding
	4.84%
	8.78%
	9.17%
	5.96%



A 
summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the perceptual tasks analysis.
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	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6

	Center coordinates
	-30/R-64/-30
	50/14/2
	-40/16/-4
	42/40/22
	-48/-40/40
	4/12/54

	Cluster size
	268
	700
	279
	194
	142
	667

	Cluster label
	Left cerebellum curs I, II, VI
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, and inferior frontal gyrus
	Right middle frontal gyrus
	Left inferior parietal sulcus
	Pre-SMA and SMA-proper

	Contributing articles
	Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2008
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull1998_1
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Kawashima2000
Lewis2004
Onuki2015
Oullier2005
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2011
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Garraux2005
Jahanshahi2010
Jantzen2007
Khoshnejad2017
Konoike2015
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2004
Li2015
Marchant2013
Shergill2006
Tomasi2015
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Visalli2019
Cui2009
	Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Hackley2009
Jahanshahi2010
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Tomasi2015
Wittmann2010
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Coull2001
Jahanshahi2010
Lewis2002
Macar2002
Ortuno2002
Shergill2006
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Bueti2010

	Bengtsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2016
Coull2012_2
Coull1998_1
Coull2001
Davranche2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2004
Marchant2013
Oullier2005
Bolger2014

	Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2005
Bueti2008
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Konoike2015
Lejeune1997
Lewis2002
Lewis2004
Macar2004
Macar2002
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Shergill2006
Wittmann2010
Billington2010
Mayville2002
Cui2009

	Short
	0.01%
	6.02%
	12.85%
	5.43%
	14.44%
	3.75%

	Medium
	99.99%
	55.81%
	72.30%
	73.80%
	68.98%
	67.92%

	Long
	0.00%
	38.17%
	14.85%
	20.58%
	16.58%
	28.33%

	Visual
	26.63%
	40.69%
	31.39%
	46.02%
	68.32%
	32.59%

	Auditory
	55.99%
	36.44%
	51.78%
	47.71%
	17.24%
	52.42%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	4.89%
	0.00%
	5.52%
	0.00%
	2.87%

	Single interval
	21.76%
	33.37%
	20.40%
	35.72%
	51.74%
	30.50%

	Sequence
	77.96%
	55.15%
	65.86%
	48.45%
	31.68%
	58.50%

	Trajectory
	0.27%
	11.48%
	13.74%
	15.83%
	16.58%
	11.00%

	Perceptual
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Motor
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Quantification
	47.97%
	39.28%
	39.12%
	19.80%
	15.65%
	44.37%

	Prediction
	28.22%
	49.01%
	42.46%
	52.88%
	74.40%
	33.82%

	Task control
	19.91%
	29.88%
	13.23%
	28.47%
	9.57%
	28.29%

	Cognitive load control
	72.29%
	62.05%
	66.36%
	71.33%
	89.67%
	56.49%

	Stringent control
	7.80%
	6.40%
	20.41%
	0.19%
	0.76%
	11.38%

	Duration discrimination
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Temporal orienting
	0.11%
	19.08%
	18.52%
	8.07%
	56.61%
	3.87%

	Reproduction
	5.95%
	24.86%
	20.34%
	9.51%
	0.00%
	19.01%

	Rhythm perception
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.27%
	11.48%
	13.74%
	15.83%
	16.58%
	11.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation  
	17.38%
	13.55%
	6.08%
	4.74%
	11.31%
	18.19%

	Synchronization
	27.83%
	18.46%
	10.19%
	28.98%
	1.21%
	18.95%

	Other tasks
	24.63%
	0.87%
	12.71%
	5.56%
	4.33%
	7.16%

	Encoding
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the motor tasks analysis.

Supplementary Table 12. Results of the Quantification Tasks Analysis
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	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6

	Center coordinates
	-32/-64/-32
	-38/14/0
	22/6/2
	46/18/4
	2/12/54
	46/-42/46

	Cluster size
	184
	991
	464
	1254
	1440
	316

	Cluster label
	Left cerebellum crus I and II
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, precentral gyrus, putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, and precentral gyrus
	Pre-SMA, SMA-proper, and paracingulate gyrus
	Right inferior parietal sulcus, inferior parietal lobule

	Contributing articles
	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Dormal2011
Grahn2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Kawashima2000
Klahr2011
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Morillon2009
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Mayville2002

	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Jahanshahi2010
Kawashima2000
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Livesey2007
Morillon2009
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Garraux2005
Grahn2007
Grahn2009
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Khoshnejad2017
Lewis2004
Morillon2009
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shih2010
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019
	Araneda2016
Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2006
Bueti2011
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2004
Ferrandez2003
Gandour2002
Grahn2007
Grahn2013
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Jahanshahi2010
Khoshnejad2017
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Livesey2007
Macar2002
Maquet1996
Morillon2009
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Pfeuty2015
Rao2001
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Schubotz2003

	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2004
Bengtsson2005
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2015
Coull2012_2
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Grahn2013
Gutyrchik2009
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Macar2004
Macar2002
Maquet1996
Ortuno2002
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Schubotz2001
Shergill2006
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Teki2011
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019

	Aso2010
Bueti2011
Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Coull2004
Dormal2011
Grahn2013
Henry2013
Jantzen2007
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2002
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Macar2002
Maquet1996
Oullier2005
Schubotz2000
Shergill2006
Skagerlund2016
Wittmann2010
Matthews2019


	Short
	7.58%
	13.86%
	22.45%
	12.45%
	15.59%
	17.15%

	Medium
	74.99%
	69.70%
	69.90%
	62.39%
	70.41%
	61.15%

	Long
	12.30%
	10.36%
	7.65%
	20.96%
	10.63%
	11.34%

	Visual
	45.06%
	44.01%
	27.10%
	53.20%
	38.52%
	44.14%

	Auditory
	25.93%
	40.31%
	48.59%
	32.54%
	39.93%
	44.77%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%
	5.09%
	3.31%
	2.30%
	1.68%

	Single interval
	44.55%
	52.70%
	37.41%
	63.18%
	49.96%
	46.81%

	Sequence
	55.45%
	47.00%
	62.59%
	35.75%
	44.75%
	42.49%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.24%
	0.00%

	Perceptual
	47.06%
	76.19%
	70.08%
	66.31%
	63.68%
	50.38%

	Motor
	0.00 %
	0.00 %
	0.00 %
	0.00 %
	0.00 %
	0.00 %

	Quantification
	100.00 %
	100.00 %
	100.00 %
	100.00 %
	100.00 %
	100.00 %

	Prediction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Task control
	32.32%
	24.60%
	25.53%
	33.00%
	31.38%
	34.46%

	Cognitive load control
	47.84%
	37.01%
	34.79%
	44.59%
	38.36%
	31.77%

	Stringent control
	19.84%
	34.04%
	35.73%
	19.17%
	28.72%
	33.77%

	Duration discrimination
	29.34%
	44.17%
	23.15%
	43.44%
	39.52%
	25.56%

	Temporal orienting
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Reproduction
	13.19%
	2.09%
	11.79%
	10.89%
	10.64%
	15.99%

	Rhythm perception
	17.71%
	28.14%
	42.46%
	17.54%
	18.61%
	14.12%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation  
	20.19%
	7.98%
	7.72%
	8.29%
	13.72%
	14.61%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Other tasks
	17.33%
	4.74%
	5.95%
	2.90%
	3.11%
	2.98%

	Encoding
	0.00%
	3.59%
	4.47%
	4.26%
	2.51%
	0.00%


 
A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the quantification tasks analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc95233899][bookmark: _Toc112057847]Supplementary Table 13. Results of the Prediction Tasks Analysis
	
	
Cluster 1
	
Cluster2
	
Cluster 3
	
Cluster 4

	Center coordinates
	40/18/0
	-34/20/2
	-42/-46/40
	3/12/50

	Cluster size
	105
	167
	289
	158

	Cluster label
	Right insula and frontal operculum
	Left insula and frontal operculum cortex
	Left inferior parietal sulcus
	Pre-SMA, paracingulate gyrus

	Contributing articles
	
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Che++n2008_2
Lejeune1997
Marchant2013
Tomasi2015
Kung2013
	Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Coull2016
Hackley2009
Marchant2013
Tomasi2015
Billington2010
Kung2013
Field2005
	Assmus2003
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2016
Coull2012_2
Coull1998_1
Coull2001
Davranche2011
Marchant2013
Bolger2014
	Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2012_2
Lejeune1997
Billington2010
Cui2009


	Short
	6.18%
	42.93%
	11.79%
	10.69%

	Medium
	69.86%
	26.62%
	73.56%
	51.50%

	Long
	22.05%
	14.24%
	9.23%
	37.81%

	Visual
	61.10%
	56.31%
	64.52%
	60.29%

	Auditory
	30.80%
	12.91%
	18.27%
	39.71%

	Tactile
	1.91%
	16.21%
	5.42%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	1.94%
	16.93%
	60.71%
	25.37%

	Sequence
	77.18%
	37.79%
	30.07%
	47.83%

	Trajectory
	20.88%
	45.28%
	9.23%
	26.80%

	Perceptual
	1.91%
	32.92%
	6.03%
	0.00%

	Motor
	98.09%
	67.08%
	75.71%
	100.00%

	Quantification
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Prediction
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Task control
	1.16%
	0.00%
	14.01%
	19.75%

	Cognitive load control
	98.81%
	83.30%
	85.99%
	66.59%

	Stringent control
	0.00%
	16.70%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Duration discrimination
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Temporal orienting
	47.16%
	41.81%
	72.50%
	25.45%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Rhythm perception
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	20.88%
	45.28%
	9.23%
	26.80%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation  
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Synchronization
	31.97%
	12.91%
	18.27%
	47.76%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Encoding
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%












A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the prediction tasks analysis.










[bookmark: _Toc95233900]Supplementary Table 14. Results of the Task Level of Control Analysis


	
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5

	Center coordinates
	36/26/0
	-50/12/8
	52/14/16
	40/38/20
	4/16/50

	Cluster size
	103
	143
	245
	96
	522

	Cluster label
	Right insula
	Left inferior frontal gyrus
	Right inferior frontal gyrus and precentral gyrus
	Right middle frontal gyrus
	Pre-SMA and paracingulate gyrus

	Contributing articles
	
Coull2012_2
Ferrandez2003
Khoshnejad2017
Lejeune1997
Maquet1996
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010

	Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Ferrandez2003
Li2015
Schubotz2000
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010

	Coull2012_2
Gandour2002
Khoshnejad2017
Li2015
Schubotz2000
Shergill2006
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010

	Coull2012_2
Macar2002
Ortuno2002
Shergill2006
Smith2003
Tipples2013

	Bueti2008
Coull2012_2
Dormal2011
Ferrandez2003
Gutyrchik2009
Lejeune1997
Macar2002
Maquet1996
Ortuno2002
Schubotz2000
Shergill2006
Shih2009
Skagerlund2016
Smith2003
Tipples2013
Tregellas2006
Wittmann2010

	Short
	14.37%
	11.45%
	10.17%
	0.01%
	9.35%

	Medium
	82.43%
	68.91%
	43.80%
	73.34%
	76.36%

	Long
	3.19%
	19.64%
	46.03%
	26.65%
	14.28%

	Visual
	84.90%
	48.33%
	44.06%
	71.18%
	71.46%

	Auditory
	14.97%
	30.52%
	28.90%
	2.17%
	16.74%

	Tactile
	0.13%
	0.00%
	6.13%
	24.06%
	0.46%

	Single interval
	97.53%
	78.70%
	68.01%
	95.24%
	81.44%

	Sequence
	2.47%
	20.94%
	20.95%
	4.76%
	18.56%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	0.36%
	11.04%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Perceptual
	79.63%
	69.29%
	40.84%
	51.60%
	60.38%

	Motor
	19.77%
	11.43%
	40.47%
	48.40%
	33.33%

	Quantification
	80.36%
	93.08%
	75.87%
	80.42%
	82.67%

	Prediction
	2.46%
	0.36%
	11.04%
	0.00%
	6.12%

	Task control
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Cognitive load control
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Stringent control
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Duration discrimination
	79.63%
	48.36%
	30.10%
	51.60%
	56.21%

	Temporal orienting
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Reproduction
	0.13%
	4.50%
	6.13%
	24.06%
	7.73%

	Rhythm perception
	0.00%
	20.94%
	10.74%
	0.00%
	4.17%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	0.36%
	11.04%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Continuation  
	0.01%
	0.00%
	10.21%
	4.76%
	8.27%

	Synchronization
	2.46%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	6.12%

	Other tasks
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.04%
	0.00%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the task level of control analysis.






[bookmark: _Toc95233901]Supplementary Table 15. Results of the Cognitive-Load Level of Control Analysis


	
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2
	Cluster 3
	Cluster 4
	Cluster 5
	Cluster 6
	Cluster 7
	Cluster 8
	Cluster 9

	Center coordinates
	-34/-66/-29
	20/10/0
	-16/10/-2
	46/16/4
	-38/18/0
	44/44/16
	-44/-48/42
	1/14/52
	52/-36/46

	Cluster size
	124
	184
	117
	767
	384
	99
	241
	608
	110

	Cluster label
	Left cerebellum curs I
	Right putamen and caudate
	Left putamen, pallidum, and caudate
	Right insula, frontal operculum cortex, inferior frontal gyrus, and precentral gyrus
	Left insula, frontal operculum cortex, and inferior frontal gyrus
	Right middle frontal gyrus
	Left inferior parietal sulcus
	Pre-SMA and paracingulate gyrus
	Right inferior parietal suluc, inferior parietal lobule

	Contributing articles
	Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull1998_1
Grahn2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Kawashima2000
Klahr2011
Oullier2005
Kung2013
Mayville2002
	
Bengtsson2004
Grahn2013
Marchant2013
Rao2001
Schubotz2001
Shih2010
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Geiser2012
Matthews2019

	Coull2001
Grahn2013
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Livesey2007
Marchant2013
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Geiser2012
Matthews2019
	Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2002
Livesey2007
Marchant2013
Oullier2005
Pfeuty2015
Rao2001
Schubotz2001
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
	Aso2010
Bengtsson2004
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Coull2016
Grahn2013
Hackley2009
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Klahr2011
Livesey2007
Marchant2013
Schubotz2001
Tomasi2015
Tregellas2006
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019
	Carvalho2016
Chen2008_2
Coull2001
Grahn2013
Hayashi2013
Jahanshahi2010
Jantzen2007
Klahr2011
Lewis2002
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002

	Apaydin2018
Assmus2003
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Coull2016
Coull1998_1
Coull2001
Davranche2011
Jantzen2007
Konoike2015
Marchant2013
Oullier2005
Bolger2014
Matthews2019

	Apaydin2018
Bengtsson2004
Carvalho2016
Chen2008_1
Chen2008_2
Grahn2013
Harrington2010
Hayashi2013
Jantzen2007
Jantzen2005
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2002
Macar2004
Oullier2005
Schubotz2001
Tregellas2006
Billington2010
Kung2013
Mayville2002
Schubotz2001_2
Matthews2019
	Apaydin2018
Aso2010
Carlsson2006
Carvalho2016
Klahr2011
Konoike2015
Lewis2002
Oullier2005
Tomasi2015
Ustun2017
Billington2010


	Short
	16.90%
	43.01%
	9.14%
	18.64%
	21.12%
	25.15%
	14.55%
	12.32%
	8.32%

	Medium
	81.06%
	56.98%
	90.85%
	59.08%
	60.13%
	62.53%
	74.13%
	69.30%
	45.04%

	Long
	2.04%
	0.01%
	0.00%
	19.14%
	12.34%
	12.31%
	7.96%
	18.38%
	46.04%

	Visual
	3.96%
	16.56%
	43.97%
	54.35%
	49.52%
	46.06%
	38.75%
	29.36%
	75.26%

	Auditory
	69.56%
	53.73%
	53.98%
	34.55%
	36.22%
	53.94%
	43.34%
	60.78%
	24.14%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	3.14%
	6.41%
	0.01%
	3.36%
	0.00%
	0.60%

	Single interval
	2.75%
	20.51%
	36.92%
	38.57%
	27.96%
	36.16%
	34.15%
	20.54%
	21.73%

	Sequence
	97.25%
	79.40%
	63.08%
	52.04%
	60.02%
	53.92%
	57.89%
	66.27%
	35.99%

	Trajectory
	0.00%
	0.09%
	0.00%
	9.38%
	12.02%
	9.92%
	7.69%
	13.19%
	42.28%

	Perceptual
	18.95%
	56.66%
	65.72%
	48.95%
	44.72%
	32.62%
	23.16%
	37.00%
	21.21%

	Motor
	79.62%
	31.30%
	21.11%
	30.46%
	42.34%
	53.55%
	56.24%
	50.48%
	52.75%

	Quantification
	68.51%
	58.96%
	65.21%
	62.19%
	50.10%
	48.12%
	27.29%
	60.35%
	45.21%

	Prediction
	28.11%
	29.00%
	21.57%
	25.87%
	36.87%
	37.76%
	71.68%
	28.09%
	34.88%

	Task control
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Cognitive laod control
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Stringent control
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	34.15%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Duration discrimination
	2.04%
	20.50%
	35.45%
	27.01%
	17.67%
	17.03%
	0.05%
	16.59%
	0.66%

	Temporal orienting
	0.50%
	16.27%
	20.85%
	15.11%
	24.85%
	12.51%
	48.65%
	0.06%
	12.44%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	3.74%
	0.00%
	6.62%
	0.00%
	3.94%
	11.36%

	Rhythm perception
	16.90%
	36.16%
	30.26%
	18.79%
	20.65%
	15.59%
	18.73%
	18.83%
	0.06%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	0.00%
	0.09%
	0.00%
	9.37%
	12.02%
	9.92%
	7.10%
	11.62%
	22.39%

	Spatiotemporal Judgement
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.01%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.86%
	1.58%
	19.89%

	Continuation  
	26.49%
	3.23%
	0.00%
	2.56%
	1.93%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	7.73%
	0.00%

	Synchronization
	27.61%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	1.38%
	0.00%
	15.33%
	15.93%
	16.41%
	0.05%

	Other tasks
	22.87%
	11.71%
	0.22%
	1.16%
	6.26%
	8.88%
	0.42%
	7.66%
	7.09%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the cognitive-load level of analysis.




[bookmark: _Toc95233902]Supplementary Table 16. Results of the Stringent Level of Control Analysis


	
	Cluster 1
	Cluster2

	Center coordinates
	-44/18/-2
	4/2/64

	Cluster size
	210
	106

	Cluster label
	Left insula and frontal operculum cortex
	Pre-SMA

	Contributing articles
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2006
Beudel2008
Bueti2011
Coull2012
Coull2008_2
Coull2004
Lewis2003
Lewis2004
Morillon2009
Teki2011
Field2005
	Araneda2016
Bengtsson2005
Bueti2011
Coull2015
Coull2012
Coull2008
Coull2004
Henry2013
Lewis2004
Teki2011

	Short
	8.40%
	34.81%

	Medium
	57.32%
	65.12%

	Long
	15.20%
	0.04%

	Visual
	56.44%
	18.71%

	Auditory
	16.66%
	52.34%

	Tactile
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Single interval
	45.96%
	35.79%

	Sequence
	34.07%
	53.51%

	Trajectory
	19.97%
	1.84%

	Perceptual
	74.03%
	63.53%

	Motor
	16.48%
	17.55%

	Evaluation
	71.47%
	82.68%

	Prediction
	8.23%
	0.01%

	Task control
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Cognitive load control
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Stringent control
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Duration discrimination
	36.61%
	44.62%

	Temporal orienting
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Reproduction
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Rhythm perception
	17.44%
	10.04%

	Spatiotemporal prediction
	8.23%
	0.01%

	Spatiotemporal judgement
	11.74%
	0.00%

	Continuation
	0.00%
	0.24%

	Synchronization
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Other tasks
	7.92%
	0.00%



A summary of the obtained clusters, including the center coordinates, cluster size, regional cluster extent, contributing studies, and proportional contribution of each temporal characteristic for the stringent level of control analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc112057848]Supplementary Table 17. PRISMA  (2020) checklist 
	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	P1

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	Attachments

	INTRODUCTION 
	

	Rationale 
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	P2

	Objectives 
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	P3, P4

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	P5

	Information sources 
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	P5

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	P5

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	P5

	Data collection process 
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	P5

	Data items 
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	P5

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	P5

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	P6

	Effect measures 
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	Max p-value
Supplementary results

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	P6

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	P6

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	P5

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	P8

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	P6

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	--

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
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	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
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	RESULTS 
	

	Study selection 
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
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	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
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	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Supplementary table 1

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	Supplementary table 1

	Results of individual studies 
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	--

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	P22, 23

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	P9-11

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
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	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
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	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	--

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
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	DISCUSSION 
	

	Discussion 
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	P11-20

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	P21-22

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
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	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	P22
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	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
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	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
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	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
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	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
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	Checklist item 
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	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	Yes

	BACKGROUND 
	

	Objectives 
	2
	Provide an explicit statement of the main objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	Yes

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	3
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review.
	No

	Information sources 
	4
	Specify the information sources (e.g. databases, registers) used to identify studies and the date when each was last searched.
	No

	Risk of bias
	5
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies.
	No

	Synthesis of results 
	6
	Specify the methods used to present and synthesise results.
	Yes

	RESULTS 
	

	Included studies 
	7
	Give the total number of included studies and participants and summarise relevant characteristics of studies.
	Yes

	Synthesis of results 
	8
	Present results for main outcomes, preferably indicating the number of included studies and participants for each. If meta-analysis was done, report the summary estimate and confidence/credible interval. If comparing groups, indicate the direction of the effect (i.e. which group is favoured).
	Yes

	DISCUSSION 
	

	Limitations of evidence
	9
	Provide a brief summary of the limitations of the evidence included in the review (e.g. study risk of bias, inconsistency and imprecision).
	No

	Interpretation
	10
	Provide a general interpretation of the results and important implications.
	Yes

	OTHER 
	

	Funding
	11
	Specify the primary source of funding for the review.
	Yes

	Registration
	12
	Provide the register name and registration number.
	NA*
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	Category 1: Participants

	1. More than 10 participants were incorporated.

	    2. Participants were evaluated for psychiatric and medical illnesses and only healthy individuals were included.

	    3. Important confounds (e.g. reaction time) were controlled either by the control task or statis.

	

	Category 2: Methods for image acquisition and analysis

	    4. The imaging technique was clearly described so as to be reproduced.


	    5. Measurements were clearly described so that they could be reproduced.

	6. Whole brain analysis was automated with no a priori regional selection.

	7. Adjustments were made for multiple statistical comparisons.

	Category 3: Results and conclusions

	    8. Statistical parameters for significant and important nonsignificant differences were provided.

	    9. Conclusions were consistent with the results.

	


The criterea incorporated to assess the quality of the included papers. 
*When criteria were partially met, 0.5 points were awarded.
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