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In this supplementary document we present the results for various subgroups, that differ by methodology, theoretical factors, or samples.
Between-study moderators. We point to some between-study moderators in our analysis plans on OSF (https://osf.io/rdsm4/; note we did not make specific predictions) and included others that may impact estimated power, which we identified based on theory and past meta-analytic evidence (see Burke et al., 2010; Pyszczynski et al., 2015). We list them in Table S1. We tracked if each effect corresponded to a main effect or interaction, because only attenuating interactions could be included in the p-curve, and these effects tend to be smaller. We also report five features of the study design; the experimental manipulation, control condition, dependent variable type, number of delay tasks, and interaction type (if one was included). A minority of studies diverged from the “typical” experimental manipulation, called the Mortality Attitudes Perception Survey, in which participants had to write two paragraphs about what will happen to their physical bodies after they die, and the thoughts and feelings this exercise aroused in them. This prime was typically accompanied by a control version of the task instructing participants to imagine they were experiencing Dental Pain (see Rosenblatt et al., 1989). Therefore, the two subgroups of studies we identified were those that employed the "Mortality Attitudes Perception Survey" and "Other", and for the control condition, "Dental pain" and "Other" (see Table S1). We kept track of two additional features of the studies: the country of origin, and whether it was primarily college students vs. non-students. Finally, to measure progress towards more replicable research, we included two subgroups; studies conducted before and after 2011 (we consider this a turning point in the field’s consciousness of replicability; see Simmons et al., 2011; Wagenmakers, Wetzels, Borsboom, & van der Maas, 2011).
Results of P-Curve Subgroup Analyses
	We evaluated the literature in subgroups in a bid to obtain sets of more homogeneous studies on the basis of method, theoretical factors, or samples. We identified variables that might influence power, from past meta-analyses (Burke et al., 2010) and theory (Pyszczynski et al., 2015). We adapted the code by Simonsohn (2017) and created an interactive Shiny application (https://tmtpcurve.shinyapps.io/main/; with source code available on https://osf.io/rdsm4/) that enables users to test evidential value in various subgroups of studies. We report the results for most of these moderators in the Table S2, and focus here on two moderators. The first moderator is the number of delays between the MS manipulation and the dependent variable, which past meta-analyses have identified as enhancing the effect size (see Burke et al., 2010), and whose importance is supported by the theory. The second moderator is the date of publication, which we suggest will likely affect sample size and other components of study quality.
Number of delays. According to theory, studies with longer delays more effectively elicit distal responses (Pyszczynski et al., 1999); therefore, studies with longer delays would seem to be more appropriately designed to test the MS hypothesis. We evaluated subgroups of studies with no delays, with one delay, and with more than one delay. We observed that studies with zero delays (K = 126) produced a p-curve similar to the modal study, with power of 25%, CI90 = [15.9%, 36.1%], significant right skew (Zfull = -5.53, pfull < .001, Zhalf = -5.85, phalf  < .001) and retaining the null of at least 33% power (Zfull = -1.25, pfull = .105, Zhalf = 11.07, phalf  >.999, pbinomial = .012) suggesting evidential value was present. Although we failed to reject the inadequate power hypothesis for the 0-delay subgroup, in contrast to the main analysis, this is most likely due a smaller group of 0-delay studies (K=126 compared to K=826) resulting in a lower power in the right skew test; these results should not be taken as evidence that studies in this subgroup has larger average statistical power compared to the entire set of studies. Contrary to evidence from past meta-analysis (see Burke et al., 2010), studies with one delay (K = 486) produced comparable effects to studies with no delays: power was estimated at 22%, CI90 = [17.0, 27.0%], and there was significant right skew (Zfull = -9.87, pfull < .001, Zhalf = -9.76, phalf < .001), though the curve was also significantly flat (Zfull = -3.48 pfull = .0003, Zhalf = 19.74, phalf  >.999, pbinomial < .001) suggesting evidential value, though present, was inadequate. On the other hand, consistent with theory and with past evidence, the group with the strongest effects was those studies including two or more tasks separating the independent and dependent variables (K = 153). These had greater power (33%, CI90 = [23.2%, 43.0%]), significant right skew (Zfull = -7.7.57, pfull < .001, Zhalf = -6.75, phalf < .001), and not significant flatness (Zfull = -0.10, pfull = .461, Zhalf = 12.63, phalf > .999, pbinomial = .150), suggesting adequate evidential value.
Year of study. The year that a study was conducted is relevant to the question of experimental rigor as psychology has been implementing new norms over time to improve the quality of research. We chose 2011 as a cutoff because this is when the field developed a greater consciousness of the need for replicability (see Simmons et al., 2011; Wagenmakers et al., 2011). It would seem that studies published after 2011 would be more likely to entail recommended scientific practices and would be less compromised by p-hacking. As such, it would seem that studies conducted after 2011 provide a better estimate of the true underlying effect than studies conducted before 2011.
Among studies conducted before 2011 (K = 408) power was low at 22%, CI90 = [17.1%, 28.1%]. The curve was significantly right skewed (Zfull = -9.11, pfull <.001, Zhalf = -8.79, phalf < .001) though there was also significant flatness (Zfull = -3.02, pfull =.001, Zhalf = 18.47, phalf > .999, pbinomial <.001), suggesting evidential value was present but inadequate. Since 2011, things had improved somewhat; power for these later studies (K = 418) was estimated at 29%, CI90 = [23.0%, 34.7%]. There was significant right skew (Zfull = -11.41, pfull < .001, Zfull = -11.11, phalf < .001). In contrast to the subset of studies before 2011, studies since 2011 no longer yielded significant flatness under the continuous test (Zfull = -1.28, pfull = .101, Zhalf = 19.79, phalf > .999, pbinomial <.001), suggesting evidential value was present and adequate. However, it is worth noting that the confidence intervals of the power estimates from the two subgroups overlap substantially, so we caution against interpreting these findings as firm evidence that the average power of the studies are higher in studies since 2011. We further provide a more fine-grained analysis of the effects of year in study in Table S3.
Results of Traditional Meta-Analysis: Subgroup Analyses
Number of Delays. We conducted subgroup analyses on effects associated with different numbers of delay tasks on applicable effects, with no delay (N=106), one delay (N=420), and two delays (N=112). As before, TMT would predict the two delays condition to show the largest effects, whereas the no delay condition would show the smallest.
Traditional meta-analysis and selection model. The unadjusted estimates from the traditional random effects model conformed to the TMT prediction and the findings in Burke et al. (2010): effects with no delays yielded g = .56 (SE = .04, CI95 = [.48, .63]), z=13.954; p<.001, effects associated with one delay yielded g = .65 (SE = .02, CI95 = [.60, .69]), z = 27.742, p<.001, and effects associated with two or more delays yielded g = .81 (SE = .06, CI95 = [.69, .94]), z = 12.817, p<.001. This pattern holds somewhat after applying the selection model correction, with no delay and one delay conditions yielding, respectively, g = .35 (SE = .07, CI95 = [.21, .50]), z = 3.791; p<.001, and g = .34 (SE = .05, CI95 = [.24, .43]), z = 6.814, p<.001, both smaller effects compared to effects associated with two or more delays, g = .408 (SE = .16, CI95 = [.10, .72]), z = 2.611, p = .009. However, we note that under the selection model, the effect associated with two and more delays now has a considerably wider confidence interval, which contains the other two estimates.
PET-PEESE. Under the PET-PEESE procedure, we once again found no significant nonzero meta-analytic effects in any of the delay conditions for our subgroup analysis, with PET estimates at g = .069 (SE = .08, CI95 = [-.10, .23]), t(104) = .82, p = .412; g = -.071 (SE = .05, CI95 = [-.17, .02]), t(418) = -1.46, p = .145; and g = -.169 (SE = .09, CI95 = [-.35, .01]), t(110) = -1.85, p = .068, for zero, one, and two plus delays, respectively. We note the curious pattern that the effect size estimates, though nonsignificant, trend in the negative direction when TMT would predict a larger effect (i.e., for subsets with more than one delay). However, this pattern may have simply resulted from statistical noise, as all confidence interval overlaps among the three conditions.
WAAP-WLS. While the WAAP-WLS estimate for each delay task condition is significantly different from zero, the predicted differences among the subgroups did not emerge. For effects associated with no delay tasks, the effect size estimate was g = .33 (SE = 0.06, CI95 = [.25, .35]), t(14) = 6.00, p<.001, based on 15 out of 106 effects deemed adequately powered (14%). For effects from one delay task, g = .36 (SE = 0.03, CI95 = [.29, .41]), t(51)=12.20, p<.001, based on 52 out of 420 effects (12%). Finally, for effects associated with two or more delay tasks, g = .22 (SE = 0.06, CI95 = [.12, .33]), t(18)=4.07, p<.001; 19 out of 112 studies (17%). These findings are somewhat surprising in that, according to TMT, we would expect to see the smallest effect size in effects with no delay tasks. However, we note that due to the low amount of adequately powered studies (15, 52, and 19, respectively), these estimates can be imprecise, as can be seen from the width of their associated confidence intervals.
Year of Study. We conducted subgroup analyses on effects published before 2011 (N=351) and since 2011 (N=335), in order to evaluate whether the evolving culture surrounding replicability in psychology may have had a positive impact on the TMT literature.
Results of Z-Curve Subgroup Analyses
Similar to the p-curve analysis, we conducted analyses on relevant subgroups. Evidence in support of TMT would be gained by identifying higher EDR and ERR estimates in studies with more delays, and studies conducted after 2011. 
Number of Delays. The z-curve yielded similar estimates across all three conditions: no delays, ERR 18% (CI95 = [.07, .31]), EDR 6% (CI95 = [.05, .14]); one delay, ERR 18% (CI95 = [.03, .43]), EDR 7% (CI95 = [.05, .29]); and two or more delays, ERR 22% (CI95 = [.14, .31]), EDR 9% (CI95 = [.05, .21]). Consistent with theory and with our p-curve analysis, we observe that studies with two delays produce a nominally higher ERR than studies with one or zero delays, though these are small differences with overlapping confidence intervals. More critically, the z-curve estimates the EDR at similarly low rates of 6%, 7% and 9% for effects associated with no delay, one delay, and two delays respectively, with the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval at the 5% minimum. This suggests that having more delay tasks does not meaningfully improve the quality of an MS study in general, though it may improve the quality of certain true effects in the literature.
Year of Study. Similar to the delay subgroup analysis, the z-curve led to slightly more pessimistic estimates for the year of publication subgroup analysis in comparison with the p-curve. For effects published before 2011, the ERR was 18% (CI95 = [.10, .26]), and the EDR was 8% (CI95 = [.05, .17]). For effects published since 2011, ERR was slightly higher at 21% (CI95 = [.13, .29]), with EDR at 9% (CI95 = [.05, .20]). The z-curve’s estimation of the conditional power (ERR) suggests that there were small improvements in the published studies since 2011, however, the overall unconditional power (EDR) in the field still remains low.
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Table S1
Moderators of the effect
	Moderator
	Subgroup

	Main effect or interaction
	Main effect

	
	Interaction

	Experimental manipulation
	Mortality Attitudes Perception Survey

	
	Other

	Control condition
	Dental pain

	
	Other

	Dependent variable type*
	Affect or emotion

	
	Attitudes and beliefs

	
	Behavior

	
	Desire

	
	Cognition

	
	Neural or physiological change

	
	Prosociality

	Number of delay tasks*
	No delays

	
	One

	
	Two or more

	
	More than zßero

	Interaction type
	Individual difference (trait)

	
	Individual difference (attitude)

	
	Gender

	
	Feature of the task (manipulation)

	
	Feature of the task (attitude target)

	Country of origin*
	US

	
	Europe and Middle East

	
	East Asia

	
	Canada and Australia

	Participants*
	College students only

	
	Other

	Year*
	Before 2011

	
	After 2011


Note. For Interaction type, variables that do not relate to individual differences or gender are features of the task, changing either the nature of either the manipulation, or attitude target. Pre-registered moderators are indicated with*.


Table S2
Overall and subgroup p-curve results
	Sample
	
	
	Right Skewness test
	Flatness (33% Power) Test
	Power and 90% CI

	
	K Studies
	Average N
	Zfull
	pfull
	Zhalf
	phalf
	Zfull
	pfull
	pbinom
	Power
	LB
	UB

	Overall
	826
	115
	-14.76
	<.001
	-14.18
	<.001
	-2.74
	.003
	<.001
	26%
	22.2%
	30.4%

	Main effect or interaction
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	Main effect
	191
	97
	-11.46
	<.001
	-12.09
	<.001
	2.53
	.994
	.0249
	48%
	38.2%
	56.2%

	Interaction
	608
	121
	-9.93
	<.001
	-8.69
	<.001
	-4.78
	<.001
	<.001
	19%
	15.4%
	23.6%

	Experimental manipulation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MAPS
	599
	114
	-12.48
	<.001
	-11.80
	<.001
	-2.49
	.007
	<.001
	26%
	20.8%
	30.8%

	Other
	219
	117
	-7.90
	<.001
	-7.90
	<.001
	-1.19
	.117
	.004
	27%
	19.8%
	35.7%

	Control condition
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	Dental pain
	251
	115
	-6.19
	<.001
	-4.60
	<.001
	-3.28
	.001
	.001
	19%
	12.9%
	25.5%

	Other
	567
	115
	-13.62
	<.001
	-13.97
	<.001
	-1.11
	.133
	<.001
	30%
	24.9%
	35.1%

	Dependent variable type 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Affect or emotion
	65
	103
	-4.43
	<.001
	-3.97
	<.001
	-0.55
	.292
	.242
	28%
	15.4%
	43.8%

	Attitudes and beliefs
	418
	117
	-11.99
	<.001
	-10.87
	<.001
	-0.67
	.253
	.001
	31%
	25.0%
	37.1%

	Behavior
	82
	117
	-3.91
	<.001
	-3.52
	<.001
	-1.60
	.055
	.055
	21%
	11.2%
	33.7%

	Cognition
	82
	117
	-3.91
	<.001
	-3.52
	<.001
	-1.60
	.055
	.055
	21%
	11.2%
	33.7%

	Desire
	88
	123
	-3.53
	<.001
	-2.31
	.011
	-2.09
	.018
	.087
	18%
	9.6%
	29.7%

	Neural and physiological
	23
	86
	-1.15
	.124
	-1.69
	.046
	-1.59
	.056
	.047
	12%
	5.0%
	34.3%

	Prosociality
	13
	103
	-1.69
	.045
	-4.99
	<.001
	-0.37
	.357
	.003
	25%
	5.0%
	62.1%

	Number of delay tasks 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	0
	124
	124
	-5.17
	<.001
	-5.51
	<.001
	-1.52
	.064
	.009
	23%
	14.3%
	34.2%

	1
	484
	107
	-10.35
	<.001
	-10.05
	<.001
	-3.03
	.001
	<.001
	23%
	18.2%
	28.5%

	2+
	151
	126
	-7.80
	<.001
	-7.02
	<.001
	0.15
	.562
	.166
	34%
	24.5%
	44.6%

	>0
	635
	111
	-12.84
	<.001
	-12.23
	<.001
	-2.57
	.005
	<.001
	26%
	21.2%
	30.6%

	Interaction type
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Individual difference (trait)
	86
	134
	-2.30
	.011
	-0.63
	.266
	-3.12
	.001
	.008
	12%
	6.2%
	21.5%

	Individual difference (attitude)
	57
	136
	-4.44
	<.001
	-5.22
	<.001
	-0.30
	.381
	.024
	31%
	15.7%
	48.1%

	Gender
	57
	136
	-4.44
	<.001
	-5.22
	<.001
	-0.30
	.381
	.024
	31%
	15.7%
	48.1%

	Feature of the task (manipulation)
	150
	117
	-5.31
	<.001
	-7.05
	<.001
	-2.03
	.021
	<.001
	21%
	13.6%
	30.9%

	Feature of the task (attitude target)
	134
	129
	-6.00
	<.001
	-5.05
	<.001
	-1.1
	0.135
	0.057
	26%
	17.20%
	36.90%

	Country of origin
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	US
	455
	114
	-11.09
	<.001
	-10.15
	<.001
	-1.98
	.024
	<.001
	26%
	21.1%
	32.2%

	Europe and Middle East
	234
	118
	-5.52
	<.001
	-6.36
	<.001
	-3.53
	<.001
	<.001
	17%
	11.6%
	24.1%

	East Asia
	55
	122
	-7.50
	<.001
	-7.29
	<.001
	2.57
	.995
	.439
	58%
	42.4%
	71.6%

	Canada and Australia
	62
	100
	-5.74
	<.001
	-4.18
	<.001
	0.64
	.739
	.668
	39%
	24.3%
	55.4%

	Participants
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College students only
	653
	103
	-12.37
	<.001
	-12.30
	<.001
	-3.12
	.001
	<.001
	24%
	20.0%
	28.9%

	Other
	156
	165
	-8.22
	<.001
	-7.13
	<.001
	0.28
	.609
	.104
	35%
	25.5%
	44.9%

	Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Before 2011
	406
	95
	-9.49
	<.001
	-9.23
	<.001
	-2.66
	.004
	<.001
	24%
	18.1%
	29.6%

	After 2011
	412
	135
	-11.38
	<.001
	-10.82
	<.001
	-1.23
	.110
	<.001
	29%
	23.1%
	34.9%


Note. Bolded values do not meet the conditions necessary for the presence of adequate evidential value. For the flatness test, all phalf values were >.999 and are omitted from the table.
 


Table S3
Power estimates by year
	Year
	p-curve power
	z-curve ERR
	z-curve EDR
	Median N per cell
	Number of effects

	1989-1995
	68%
	43%
	9%
	12
	15

	
	[34%, 88%]
	[8%, 77%]
	[5%, 56%]
	
	

	1996-2000
	37%
	27%
	16%
	13
	44

	
	[20%, 56%]
	[10%, 51%]
	[5%, 39%]
	
	

	2001-2005
	14%
	13%
	6%
	19
	100

	
	[7%, 25%]
	[3%, 25%]
	[5%, 12%]
	
	

	2006-2010
	21%
	15%
	10%
	19
	204

	
	[14%, 29%]
	[6%, 24%]
	[5%, 23%]
	
	

	2011-2015
	22%
	19%
	7%
	21
	264

	
	[16%, 29%]
	[9%, 28%]
	[5%, 17%]
	
	

	Since 2016
	36%
	23%
	13%
	29
	199

	
	[28%, 45%]
	[13%, 33%]
	[5%, 25%]
	
	


Note. The p-curve application reports 90% confidence interval, and we have not altered the application to change this. Other confidence intervals reported here are 95% confidence intervals.
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Table S4

Overall and subgroup z-curve results

Sample ERR _ Cl, EDR __ Cls
Overall 19%  [12%,26%] 8% [5%, 16%]
Number of delay tasks
0 17%  [8%31%] 6% [5%, 14%]
1 18%  [3%,45%] 7% [5%, 30%]
2+ 2%  [14%,31%] 9% [5%, 21%]
Country of origin
uUs 18%  [11%,26%] 9% [5%, 18%]
Europe and Middle East  16%  [7%,26%] 6% [5%, 14%]
East Asia 30%  [15%,52%) 20%  [5%,41%]
Canadaand Australia  27%  [14%,48%] 21%  [5%,41%]
Participants
College students only ~ 18%  [11%, 25%] 8% [5%, 16%]
Other 2%  [12%34%] 11%  [5%,25%]
Year
Before 2011 17%  [10%,25%)] 8% [5%, 18%]
After 2011 9% [13%,29%] 9% [5%, 19%]

Note. ERR: The expected replication rate, which is the conditional power. EDR: The

expected discovery rate, which is the unconditional power.
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Table S5

Overall and subgroup meta-analyses results

Sample Meta-Analysis Selection Model PET-PEESE ‘WAAP-WLS
g Cls 3 g Cls T g Cls g Cls
Overall 66 [62,63] 40 21 [06,35] .53  -08 [-15,-01] .30 [25,35]
Number of delay tasks
0 56 [48,.63] .30 35 [21,50] .32 .07 [-10,23] 33 [22,.44]
1 65 [60,.69] .36 34 [24,43] 42 -07 [-17,.02] 36 [30,.41]
2+ 81 [69,.94] .59 41 [45.69] .72 -17 [-35,.01] 22 [12,33]
Country of origin
uUs 70 [64,76] 46 26 [12,40] .54 -12 [-22,-01] 29 [23,34]
Europeand Middle .60 [55,.65] .24 40 [30,49] .26 .02 [.08,.13] 35 [27,.44]
East
East Asia 76 [61,91] 46 59 [28,91] .53 19 [-23,.61] .62 [43,.82]
Canadaand Australia .59 [43,.75] .49 50 [21,.80] .52 -18 [-53,.17) 38 [20,.56]
Participants
College students only .70 [.66,.75] .41 40 [31,.50] 48  -10 [-20,-01] 39 [35,.43]
Other 42 [38,45] .52 31 [26,.36] .22 .05 [.09,.18] 28 [18,37]
Year
Before 2011 70 [65,75] .38 43 [32,54] 44  -08 [-21,.05] 40 [.33,.46]
After 2011 62 [56,.67) .40 .06 [-19,32] .57 11 [-20,-01] 37 [20,37]

Note. Ttalic fonts denote heterogeneity (z) estimate, which is the standard deviation of the

random effect size (Hedge’s g). Bold fonts denote analyses that show no evidence in support

of an underlying effect (which are all PET-PEESE analyses).




