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Materials and Methods

Supplemental S1 - Operational definitions

The Corsi Blocktapping Test [30,36], backward Digit span tasks [26,27,30,34,36],
Rey/Osterrieth Complex Figure task [26,30], Letter—Number Sequencing [27], Reverse words
[31], Sternberg-type working memory task [33], Running Memory [37], Verbal fluency [26],
and the Code transmission test [26] were considered as measures of working memory. Tests
that required short-term storage of information but no manipulation of that information such as

forward span tests were considered to assess short-term memory and were not included.

Tests that required participants to inhibit either an automatized reaction or a previously learnt
response were categorized as measures of inhibitory control: Stop signal task [36], Stroop [26-
28,31,38], Antisaccade task [28], Day—night task [37], Knock—Tap [27], Stimulus—response
reversal task [28], Eriksen Flanker task [32], NEPSY Statue and Auditory Attention and
Response Set subtest, part A [29,35].

Tests of shifting abilities such as the Wisconsin Card Sorting Test [36,39], the Plus—minus task

[37], and the Trail-making Test, part B [31] were coded as measures of cognitive flexibility. In



addition, tests of planning such as the Stockings of Cambridge test [36] and the Tower of

London [26] were also categorized as cognitive flexibility.

Supplemental S2 - Data sources and search strategy

Search key: (“cognitive control” OR “behavi* control” OR “self-control” OR “effortful
control” OR “self-regulat®*” OR “executive functi*” OR “selective attention” OR “working
memory”” OR updating OR inhibit* OR planning OR shifting OR “delayed gratification”) AND

(“cerebral palsy” OR “cerebral paresis” OR “cerebral paretic”).

Supplemental S3 - Quality Assessment

In the Study Participation domain (D1), the study was considered high risk if it did not report
GMFCS or MACS classification. We considered the risk moderate, for example, if the study
did not report the location and duration of recruitment. For the Study Attrition domain (D2), if
more than 20% of the participants dropped out of the research but reported the underlying
reason, it was considered moderate. The Prognostic Factor Measurement domain (D3) shows
whether the test used to determine that a participant had CP is a valid method. For the Outcome
Measurement domain (D4), if the method and setting of the outcome measure was not the same
for all study participants, it was then coded to be a moderate risk. We considered the articles
where no matching of the control group to the CP group was reported as high risk, and taken as
moderate risk if the article did not report whether other neurological problems were excluded
(see Study Confounding domain - D5). Statistical Analysis and Reporting domain (D6) was
low risk if there is sufficient presentation of data to assess the adequacy of the analysis and

there is no selective reporting of results.



Results

Supplemental S4 - Differences on the components

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight

Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -1.5138 0.2110
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.0767 0.1675
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.9854 0.2820

151 [-1.93;-1.10] 13.3%

1.08 [-1.40;-0.75] 15.8%

0.99 [-154;-043] 9.9%

1.20 [-1.89; -0.52] 39.0%
[-4.23; 1.82]

Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -1.2446 0.2030
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.1020 0.1680

-1.24 [-1.64;-0.85] 13.7%
-1.10 [-1.43;-0.77] 15.7%

Jenks et al., 2009 -0.6041 0.2880 -0.60 9.7%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.5501 0.2787 -0.55 10.1%
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.5377 0.4640 -0.54 5.0%
Freire & Osorio, 2020 -0.3980 0.3825 -0.40 6.7%
-0.83 [-1.21; -0.46] 61.0%
[-1.67; 0.00]
Random effects model (HK) - -0.98 [-1.26; -0.70] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [-1.62; -0.34]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 49% [0%; 76%], p = 0.048 f T T !
Test for overall effect: tg = -8.14 (p < 0.001) -4 -2 0 2 4

Test for subgroup differences: yj =2.92,df =1 (p =0.087)

Figure S1. Comparison of visuospatial and verbal working memory between CP and control

groups.

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.9581 0.2810 e -0.96 [-1.51;-0.41] 10.6%
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.5743 0.1910 -.— -0.57 [-0.95;-0.20] 16.1%
Lietal, 2014 -0.8718 0.2290 —.‘ -0.87 [-1.32;-0.42] 13.5%
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -0.8441 0.2930 —— -0.84 [-1.42;-0.27] 10.0%
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.5563 0.1880 B -0.56 [-0.92;-0.19] 16.3%
Freire & Oso6rio, 2020 -0.4871 0.3840 — -0.49 [-1.24; 0.27] 6.8%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.4861 0.2710 — -0.49 [-1.02; 0.05] 11.1%
Nadeau et al., 2008 -0.0311 0.1980 - -0.03 [-0.42; 0.36] 15.6%
- -0.53 [-0.87; -0.19] 73.3%

—_— [-1.31; 0.25]
Random effects model (HK) < -0.58 [-0.83; -0.32] 100.0%

Prediction interval e [-1.17; 0.01]

T T T T T 1

Heterogeneity: 1= 42% [0%; 74%], p = 0.099
Test for overall effect: t; = -5.34 (p = 0.001) 832 A
Test for subgroup differences: "/j =0.65,df =1 (p =0.419)

o
-
N
w

Figure S2. Comparison of planning and shifting abilities between CP and control groups.



Supplemental S5 - Permanent deficit or developmental delay

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight
Maltais et al., 2016 -1.9079 0.6310 ——&— -1.91 [-3.14;-0.67] 2.6%
Korkman et al., 2008 -1.3262 0.3390 —— -1.33 [-1.99;-0.66] 6.3%
Hoffman et al., 2021 (A) -1.1067 0.3720 —i— -1.11 [-1.84;-0.38] 57%
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.0851 0.1677 l -1.09 [-1.41;-0.76] 11.6%
Lietal., 2014 -1.0059 0.2323 —.— -1.01 [-1.46;-0.55] 9.3%
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -0.9795 0.2970 + -0.98 [-1.56;-0.40] 7.4%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.7927 0.2795 — -0.79 [-1.34;-0.24] 7.9%
Christ et al., 2003 -0.7657 0.3703 — -0.77 [-1.49;-0.04] 57%
Jenks et al., 2009 -0.6041 0.2880 ——| -0.60 [-1.17;-0.04] 7.6%
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.5899 0.4660 — -0.59 [-1.50; 0.32] 4.1%
Freire & Osério, 2020 -0.4565 0.3838 — T -0.46 [-1.21; 0.30] 5.4%
Nadeau et al., 2008 -0.0311 0.1980 P -0.03 [-0.42; 0.36] 10.5%
<> -0.83 [-1.10; -0.55] 84.1%
— [-1.59; -0.07]
Hoffman et al., 2021 (B) -0.8760 0.3930 —l— -0.88 [-1.65;-0.11] 5.3%
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.7708 0.1958 —.— -0.77 [-1.15;-0.39] 10.6%
Random effects model (HK) < -0.82 [-1.05; -0.59] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [-1.47; -0.17]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 52% [11%: 74%], p = 0.013 f T T T f !
Test for overall effect: t1; =-7.81 (p < 0.001) -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Test for subgroup differences: x; =0.08, df =2 (p = 0.958)

Figure S3. Comparison of effect sizes by adult and child samples.

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.0851 0.1677 B -1.09 [-1.41;-0.76] 21.2%
Lietal., 2014 -1.0335 02330 —— -1.03 [-1.49;-0.58] 15.5%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.6589 0.2795 —— -0.66 [-1.21;-0.11] 12.4%
Jenks et al., 2009 -0.6041 0.2880 —— -0.60 [-1.17;-0.04] 11.9%
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.5377 0.4640 = -0.54 [-1.45; 0.37] 5.8%
Freire & Os6rio, 2020 -0.3980 0.3825 = -0.40 [-1.15; 0.35] 7.9%
-~ -0.83 [-1.13; -0.54] 74.8%
— [-1.36; -0.31]
Hoffman et al., 2021 (B) -0.8760 0.3930 —@— -0.88 [-1.65;-0.11] 7.6%
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -1.3792 0.2070 —l— -1.38 [-1.78;-0.97] 17.6%
Random effects model (HK) . -0.92 [-1.19; -0.64] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [-1.50; -0.33]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 33% [0%; 70%], p = 0.164 T T
Test for overall effect: t; = -7.84 (p < 0.001) 15 -1 05 0 05 1 15

Test for subgroup differences: X% =5.37,df =2 (p = 0.068)

Figure S4. Comparison of effect sizes on working memory by adult and child samples.



Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight

Maltais et al., 2016 -1.9079 0.6310 ——&— -1.91 [-3.14;-0.67] 5.0%
Korkman et al., 2008 -1.3262 0.3390 ——- -1.33 [-1.99;-0.66] 10.1%
Lietal, 2014 -1.1126 0.2350 = -1.11 [-1.57;-0.65] 12.9%
Hoffman et al., 2021 (A) -1.1067 0.3720 —— -1.11 [-1.84;-0.38] 9.3%
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -1.0471 0.2990 —.— -1.05 [-1.63;-0.46] 11.1%
Christ et al., 2003 -0.7657 0.3703 — -0.77 [-1.49;-0.04] 9.3%
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.6422 0.4680 — -0.64 [-1.56; 0.28] 7.3%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.5598 0.2720 — -0.56 [-1.09;-0.03] 11.8%
Freire & Oso6rio, 2020 -0.5431 0.3860 — -0.54 [-1.30; 0.21] 9.0%
R _d -0.95 [-1.21; -0.69] 85.8%
= [-1.22; -0.69]
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 0.0351 0.1860 e 0.04 [-0.33; 0.40] 14.2%
Random effects model (HK) < -0.82 [-1.18; -0.46] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [-1.82; 0.18]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 69% [40%; 84%], p < 0.001 Fo f T
Test for overall effect: tq =-5.12 (p < 0.001) -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Test for subgroup differences: Xf =20.54,df =1 (p <0.001)

Figure S5. Comparison of effect sizes on inhibitory control by adult and child samples.

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight
Lietal., 2014 -0.8718 0.2290 —B -0.87 [-1.32;-0.42] 18.3%
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -0.8441 0.2930 —a -0.84 [-1.42;-0.27] 14.3%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.7221 0.2760 —B— -0.72 [-1.26;-0.18] 15.2%
Freire & Osoério, 2020 -0.4871 0.3840 —— -0.49 [-1.24; 0.27] 10.1%
Nadeau et al., 2008 -0.0311 0.1980 —E— -0.03 [-0.42; 0.36] 20.7%
-0.57 [-1.04; -0.11] 78.6%
[1.71; 0.57]
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.5653 0.1895 —B— -0.57 [-0.94;-0.19] 21.4%
Random effects model (HK) e -0.57 [-0.91; -0.22] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [-1.38; 0.24]
I T T T T |

Heterogeneity: 1?=51% [0%; 81%], p = 0.068
Test for overall effect: t5 = -4.18 (p = 0.009) 15 -1 05 0 05 1 15
Test for subgroup differences: ﬁ =0.00, df =1 (p =0.975)

Figure S6. Comparison of effect sizes on flexibility by adult and child samples.
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[-1.21; 0.30]
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[-1.46; -0.55]
[-1.50; 0.32]
[-0.42; 0.36]
[-1.50; 0.12]
[-3.03; 1.66]

[-1.84; -0.38]

[-1.65; -0.11]

[-3.14; -0.67]
[-1.56; -0.40]
[-1.34; -0.24]
[-1.49; -0.04]
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[-1.15; -0.39]
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Figure S7. Comparison of effect sizes by age groups of children.
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Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight

Freire & Osério, 2020 -0.3980 0.3825 -0.40 [-1.15; 0.35] 7.9%
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.0851 0.1677 -1.09 [-1.41;-0.76] 21.2%
Lietal.,, 2014 -1.0335 0.2330 -1.03 [-1.49;-0.58] 15.5%
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.5377 0.4640 -0.54 [-145; 0.37] 5.8%
-1.03 [-1.47; -0.58] 42.5%
[-2.68; 0.63]
Hoffman et al., 2021 (B) -0.8760 0.3930 —a -0.88 [-1.65; 011 7.6%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.6589 0.2795 —— -0.66 [-1.21;-0.11] 12.4%
Jenks et al., 2009 -0.6041 0.2880 —— -0.60 [-1.17;-0.04] 11.9%
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -1.3792 0.2070 = -1.38 [-1.78;-0.97] 17.6%
Random effects model (HK) <> -0.92 [-1.19; -0.64] 100.0%
Prediction interval [-1.50; -0.33]
[ T T 1

Heterogeneity: 17=33% [0%; 70%], p = 0.164
Test for overall effect: t; = -7.84 (p < 0.001) -2 -1 0 1 2
Test for subgroup differences: lf =26.43,df =4 (p <0.001)

Figure S8. Comparison of effect sizes on working memory by age groups of children.

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s 95%-Cl Weight
Korkman et al., 2008 -1.3262 0.3390 -.— -1.33 [-1.99; -0.66] 10.1%
Freire & Osério, 2020 -0.5431 0.3860 —-—- -0.54 [-1.30; 0.21] 9.0%
Lietal., 2014 -1.1126 0.2350 ' -1.11 [-1.57;-0.65] 12.9%
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.6422 0.4680 —-—- -0.64 [-1.56; 0.28] 7.3%
Hoffman et al., 2021 (A) -1.1067 0.3720 i -1.11 [-1.84;-0.38] 9.3%
Maltais et al., 2016 -1.9079 0.6310 + -1.91 [-3.14;-0.67] 5.0%
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -1.0471 0.2990 ' -1.05 [-1.63;-0.46] 11.1%
Christ et al., 2003 -0.7657 0.3703 —.— -0.77 [-1.49;-0.04] 9.3%
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.5598 0.2720 .— -0.56 [-1.09;-0.03] 11.8%
- -0.88 [-1.56; -0.19] 37.2%

— [-1.91; 0.16]
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 0.0351 0.1860 N | 0.04 [-0.33; 0.40] 14.2%
Random effects model (HK) * -0.82 [-1.18; -0.46] 100.0%

Prediction interval — [-1.82; 0.18]

Heterogeneity: 1= 69% [40%; 84%], p < 0.001
Test for overall effect: tg =-5.12 (p < 0.001) -4 -2
Test for subgroup differences: li =20.58, df =4 (p < 0.001)

o
N
I

Figure S9. Comparison of effect sizes on inhibitory control by age groups of children.



Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE

Freire & Osdrio, 2020 -0.4871 0.3840
Lietal., 2014 -0.8718 0.2290
Nadeau et al., 2008 -0.0311 0.1980
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -0.8441 0.2930
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.7221 0.2760
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.5653 0.1895

Random effects model (HK)

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: 1?=51% [0%; 81%], p = 0.068

Test for overall effect: t5 = -4.18 (p = 0.009)

Test for subgroup differences: X% =2.18, df =3 (p = 0.535)

Average of Hedges'g-s

% 1

-0.49

-0.87
-0.03

-0.84
-0.72

-0.57

-0.57

95%-Cl Weight

[-1.24; 0.27]

10.1%

[-1.32; -0.42]
[-0.42; 0.36]

18.3%
20.7%

[-1.42; -0.27]
[-1.26; -0.18]

14.3%
15.2%

[-0.94;-0.19] 21.4%

[-0.91; -0.22] 100.0%

[-1.38; 0.24]

Figure S10. Comparison of effect sizes on flexibility by age groups of children.

Supplemental S6 - Type and severity of CP

Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE

Maltais et al., 2016 -1.9079 0.6310
Korkman et al., 2008 -1.3262 0.3390
Hoffman et al., 2021 (A) -1.1067 0.3720
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.0851 0.1677
Lietal., 2014 -1.0059 0.2323
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -0.9795 0.2970
Hoffman et al., 2021 (B) -0.8760 0.3930
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.7927 0.2795
Christ et al., 2003 -0.7657 0.3703
Jenks et al., 2009 -0.6041 0.2880
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.5899 0.4660
Freire & Osorio, 2020 -0.4565 0.3838
Nadeau et al., 2008 -0.0311 0.1980
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.7708 0.1958

Random effects model (HK)

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: 12=52% [11%; 74%], p = 0.013

Test for overall effect: t3 =-7.81 (p <0.001)

Test for subgroup differences: xf =0.06, df = 1 (p = 0.799)

Average of Hedges'g-s
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_.'_
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w
'
N
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95%-Cl Weight

-1.91 [-3.14;-067] 2.6%
-1.33 [-1.99;-0.66] 6.3%
111 [1.84;-0.38] 5.7%
-1.09 [-1.41;-076] 11.6%
-1.01 [-1.46;-0.55] 9.3%
-0.98 [-1.56;-040] 7.4%
088 [-1.65;-0.11] 53%
079 [1.34;-024] 7.9%
-0.77 [-1.49;-0.04] 57%
-0.60 [-1.17,-0.04] 7.6%
-0.59 [-1.50; 0.32] 4.1%
046 [-1.21; 0.30] 5.4%
-0.03 [-0.42; 0.36] 10.5%
-0.83 [-1.08; -0.58] 89.4%
[-1.54; -0.11]
-0.77 [1.15;-0.39] 10.6%
-0.82 [-1.05; -0.59] 100.0%
[-1.47; -0.17]

Figure S11. Comparison of effect sizes by diagnosis.



Hoffman et al., 2021 (B)
Bodimeade et al., 2013
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Caillies et al., 2012
Freire & Osdrio, 2020

Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019
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Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE
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-0.6589
-0.6041
-0.5377
-0.3980

-1.3792

Heterogeneity: 1*=33% [0%; 70%], p = 0.164
Test for overall effect: t; = -7.84 (p < 0.001)
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Average of Hedges'g-s

01677 B
02330 ——
03930 —@——
0.2795 ——
0.2880 ——
0.4640 =
0.3825 =
-
0.2070 ——
-
I T T T T
15 1 -05 0 05 1

100
-1.08

-1.03
-0.88
-0.66
-0.60
-0.54
-0.40
-0.85

-1.38

-0.92

95%-Cl Weight

f4.44- .0 781
-1.41; -0.76]

[-1.49; -0.58]
[-1.65; -0.11]
[-1.21;-0.11]
[-1.17; -0.04]
[-1.45; 0.37]
[-1.15; 0.35]
[-1.09; -0.60]
[-1.26; -0.44]

[-1.78;-0.97]

[-1.19; -0.64]
[-1.50; -0.33]

17.6%

100.0%

Figure S12. Comparison of effect sizes on working memory by diagnosis.
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Figure S13. Comparison of effect sizes on inhibitory control by diagnosis.
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Figure S14. Comparison of effect sizes on flexibility by diagnosis.
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Figure S15. Comparison of effect sizes according to diagnosis.

10



Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE Average of Hedges'g-s
Maltais et al., 2016 -1.9079 0.6310 —I—
Dourado et al., 2013 -1.0851 0.1677 l
Bodimeade et al., 2013 -0.7927 0.2795 —.—
Freire & Osorio, 2020 -0.4565 0.3838 e

-
Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 -0.7708 0.1958 —.—
Korkman et al., 2008 -1.3262 0.3390 —
Hoffman et al., 2021 (A) -1.1067 0.3720 ——
Lietal, 2014 -1.0059 0.2323 45
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -0.9795 0.2970 —.—
Hoffman et al., 2021 (B) -0.8760 0.3930 +
Christ et al., 2003 -0.7657 0.3703 —.—
Jenks et al., 2009 -0.6041 0.2880 ——
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.5899 0.4660 —-I——
Nadeau et al., 2008 -0.0311 0.1980 i

-

Random effects model (HK) <
Prediction interval —
Heterogeneity: /2 = 52% [11%; 74%], p = 0.013 f T T f T
Test for overall effect: £,; = -7.81 (p < 0.001) 3 2 10 1 2

Test for subgroup differences: yé =0.78,df =2 (p = 0.677)

-1.91
-1.09
-0.79
-0.46
-0.97

-0.77

-1.33
-1.11
-1.01
-0.98
-0.88
-0.77
-0.60
-0.59
-0.03
-0.78

-0.82

Figure S16. Comparison of effect sizes by GMFCS.
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Figure S17. Comparison of effect sizes on working memory by GMFCS.

11



Study Average of Hedges'g-s Conservative SE

Laporta-Hoyos et al., 2019 0.0351
Korkman et al., 2008 -1.3262
Lietal., 2014 -1.1126
Hoffman et al., 2021 (A) -1.1067
Di Lieto et al., 2017 -1.0471
Christ et al., 2003 -0.7657
Caillies et al., 2012 -0.6422

Random effects model (HK)

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: 1% = 69% [40%; 84%], p < 0.001

Test for overall effect: tq =-5.12 (p < 0.001)

Test for subgroup differences: xg =28.05, df =2 (p < 0.001)

0.1860

0.3390
0.2350
0.3720
0.2990
0.3703
0.4680

Average of Hedges'g-s

95%-Cl Weight

-1.91 [-3.14;-0.67] 5.0%
-0.58 -1 11.8%
-0.54 [-1.30; 0.21] 9.0%
-0.81 [-2.42; 0.81] 25.8%

0.04

-1.33
-1.11
-1.11
-1.05
-0.77
-0.64
-1.05

-0.82

[-0.33; 0.40] 14.2%

[-1.99;-0.66] 10.1%
[-1.57;-0.65] 12.9%
[-1.84;-0.38]  9.3%
[-1.63;-0.46] 11.1%
[-1.49;-0.04]  9.3%
[-1.56; 0.28] 7.3%
[1.27; 0.83] 60.0%
[-1.42; -0.68]

[-1.18; -0.46] 100.0%
[-1.82; 0.18]

Figure S18. Comparison of effect sizes on inhibitory control by GMFCS.
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Figure S19. Comparison of effect sizes on flexibility by GMFCS.
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Figure S20. Comparison of effect sizes by MACS.
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Figure S21. Comparison of effect sizes on working memory by MACS.
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Figure S22. Comparison of effect sizes on inhibitory control by MACS.
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Figure S23. Comparison of effect sizes on flexibility by MACS.
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Supplemental S7 - Methodological differences
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Figure S24. Comparison of effect sizes by matching.
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Figure S25. Comparison of effect sizes on working memory by matching of CP and control

groups.
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Figure S26. Comparison of effect sizes on inhibitory control by matching of CP and control

groups.
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Figure S27. Comparison of effect sizes on flexibility by matching of CP and control groups.
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Figure S29. Comparison of effect sizes between North-America and Europe.

Table S1. Results of meta-regression analyses for methodological differences.

95%Cl
Regression Executive function Coefficient k SE LB UB P
Gender distribution
(F) Overall executive function 0.0058 13 0.0120 -0.0206 0.0322 0.6374
working memory 0.0083 6 0.0127 -0.0269 0.0434 0.5501
inhibitory control -1.0023 10 1.7020 -4.9272 2.9225 0.5722
flexibility -2.5629 6 2.6310 -9.8678 4.7420 0.3852
Mean age Overall executive function 0.0007 15 0.0157 -0.0332 0.0345 0.9667
working memory -0.0179 8 0.0148 -0.0542 0.0184 0.2733
inhibitory control 0.0615 10 0.0275 -0.0020 0.1249 0.0559
flexibility 0.0056 6 0.0314 -0.0817 0.0929 0.8665
Year of publications Overall executive function -0.0174 15 0.0179 -0.0561 0.0214 0.3503
working memory -0.0317 8 0.0325 -0.1113 0.0478 0.3664
inhibitory control 0.0228 10 0.0319 -0.0507 0.0963 0.4943
flexibility -0.0447 6 0.0300 -0.1280 0.0385 0.2101

Note: Cl = confidence interval, LB =lower bound; UB = upper bound.
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Figure S30. Funnel plot of studies reporting on measure of executive functions.
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Figure S31. Funnel plot of studies reporting on a measure of working memory.
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Figure S32. Funnel plot of studies reporting on a measure of inhibitory control.
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Figure S33. Funnel plot of studies reporting on a measure of flexibility.
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