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Figure 1. Forest plot of effect sizes of motor performance studies comparing external versus

internal focus. Values above zero indicate outcome effects in favor of external focus.
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Figure 2. Forest plot of effect sizes of motor learning studies comparing external versus internal

focus in retention tests. Values above zero indicate outcome effects in favor of external focus.
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Figure 3. Forest plot of effect sizes of motor learning studies comparing external versus internal

focus in transfer tests. Values above zero indicate outcome effects in favor of external focus.



Studies Estimate (95% C.I.)

Ducharme & Wu (2015) 0.140 (-0.221, 0.501) —

Greig & Marchant (2014) 1.502 (1.168, 1.836) — B

Halperin, Hughes et al. (2016) -0.075 (-0.442, 0.292) —— :

Kal et al. (2013) -0.112 (-0.468, 0.244) ——

Kuhn et al. (2018 Exp 1) 0.275 (-0.244, 0.794) — .

Kuhn et al. (2017) 1.628 (0.700, 2.556) ]

Lohse & Sherwood (2012 Exp 1 &2) 0.419  (0.128, 0.710) ——

Lohse et al. (2010) 1.370 (0.596, 2.144) . =

Lohse et al. (2011) 1.516 (0.701, 2.331) =

Marchant & Greig (2017) 0.279 (-0.159, 0.717) ——

Marchant, Greig et al. (2009) 1.705 (1.095, 2.315) L]

Pelleck & Passmore (2017a) 0.037 (-0.365, 0.439) i §

Pelleck & Passmore (2017b) 0.075 (-0.297, 0.447) 1

Vance et al. (2004 Exp 1 & 2) 1.420 (0.859, 1.981) —

Wulf, Dufek et al. (2010) 1.715 (0.649, 2.781) : =

Zachry et al. (2005) 1.310 (0.606, 2.014) -

Overall (1*2=89.23 % , P< 0.001) 0.758 (0.401, 1.116) <:>
I T T I T T T 1
-1 0.5 0 05 1 15 2 25

Standardized Mean Difference

Figure 4. Forest plot of effect sizes of studies with EMG measures comparing external versus

internal focus. Values above zero indicate (lower) activation in favor of external focus.
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Figure 5. Forest plot of effect sizes of motor performance studies comparing distal versus proximal
external focus in motor performance. Values above zero indicate outcome effects in favor of distal

external focus.



