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Figure A. Forest plot of standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between AN and HC on the personal distress subscale of the IRI. Negative effect sizes indicate lower empathy scores in the AN group.
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Figure B. Forest plot of standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between AN and HC on the empathic concern subscale of the IRI. Negative effect sizes indicate lower empathy scores in the AN group.
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Figure C. Forest plot of standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between AN and HC on the fantasy subscale of the IRI. Negative effect sizes indicate lower empathy scores in the AN group.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure D. Forest plot of standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between AN and HC on the perspective taking subscale of the IRI. Negative effect sizes indicate lower empathy scores in the AN group.
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Figure E. Funnel plot of personal distress subscale scores to assess publication bias (p = 0.06)
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Figure F. Funnel plot of empathic concern subscale scores to assess publication bias (p = 1.00)
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Figure G. Funnel plot of fantasy subscale scores to assess publication bias (p = 0.06)
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Figure H. Funnel plot of perspective taking subscale scores to assess publication bias (p = 0.77)






	
image7.png
0

9600

€610

013 plepuels

6820

98€0

‘Standardized Mean Difference




image8.png
0

1600

€8Lo

013 plepuels

viZ0

§9€0

‘Standardized Mean Difference




image1.png
Study Measure SMD [95% CI]
Calderoni et al. (2013) RI — 0.31[-0.15, 0.78]
Courty etal. (2013) RI —— 0.10 061, 0.82]
Gramagiia et al. (2016) RI - 079[0.35, 1.23]
Guttman & Laporte (2000) RI i 0.23[-0.30, 0.76]
Jermakow & Brzezicka (2016) Rl —— 074[1.44,-004]
Peres etal. (2018) RI —— 0.86[0.39, 1.32]
Total - 0.30[0.13, 0.74]
rrrrrri
45 0 1

‘Standardized Mean Difference




image2.png
Study Measure SMD [95% CI]
Calderoni et al. (2013) Rl —mh 028[-0.74,0.19]
Courty etal. (2013) Rl —— 0.14 [0.58, 0.85]
Gramagiia et al. (2016) RI - 0.22-0.20,0.65]
Guttman & Laporte (2000) RI —.— 0.04-0.49,0.57]
Jermakow & Brzezicka (2016) RI — -0.12[-0.80, 0.56]
Peres etal. (2018) RI - 0.03[-0.41,0.47]
Total - 0.01[-0.20,0.22]
1

10 1
‘Standardized Mean Difference




image3.png
Study Measure SMD [95% CI]
Calderoni et al. (2013) RI —.— 0.51[-0.98,-0.04]
Courty etal. (2013) RI — 096[1.72,-021]
Gramagiia et al. (2016) RI - 0.15[0.57, 0.28]
Guttman & Laporte (2000) RI e 0.43[-0.96, 0.11]
Jermakow & Brzezicka (2016) RI —— 0.45[1.14, 0.24]
Peres etal. (2018) RI —— 0.40[-0.85, 0.04]
Total - 0.41[-0.62,020]

T

2 4 0

‘Standardized Mean Difference




image4.png
Study Measure SMD [95% CI]
Calderoni et al. (2013) RI —-— 0.55[-1.02,0.08]
Courty etal. (2013) Rl —_— 0.05[-0.76, 0.67]
Gramagiia et al. (2016) RI - 0.01[-0.43, 0.41]
Guttman & Laporte (2000) RI s 021[0.32, 0.74]
Jermakow & Brzezicka (2016) RI i 021[-0.89, 0.48]
Peres etal. (2018) RI —— 0.02[-0.46, 0.42]
Redondo & Herrero-Fernandez (2018) RI - 055[-0.89,-022]
Total - 020 [-0.44, 0.05]

T

45 0 1

‘Standardized Mean Difference




image5.png
0

T
1800

T
€810

Jou3 plepuels

T
.20

T
§9¢°0

05

05

Standardized Mean Difference




image6.png
0

1600

€8Lo

013 plepuels

viZ0

99€0

‘Standardized Mean Difference




