Table 3

Study characteristics of included studies on prior intentions

	
	
	
	
	
	Object characteristics
	

	Author(s) and year
	Subsample
	n
	Age range (mean)
	Conditions
	Object type
	Width/
diameter (cm)
	Hand-object distance (cm)
	Included in meta-analyses on

	Armbürster & Spijkers (2006)a
	Experiment 1
	7
	25-33 (28.3)
	Lift vs. raise
	Parallelepipeds
	2 and 8
	40
	MT, PV, AV, PA

	Armbürster & Spijkers (2006)b
	Experiment 2
	10
	24-33 (26.8)
	Lift vs. throw
	Parallelepipeds
	2 and 8
	40
	MT, PV, AV, PA

	Armbürster & Spijkers (2006)c
	Experiment 3
	10
	18-40 (28.1)
	Lift vs. position
	Parallelepipeds
	2 and 8
	40
	MT, PV, AV, PA

	Chen & Yang (2007)a
	Age group 1
	17
	(4.2)
	Fit vs. throw
	Tennis ball
	6.4
	Individual
	MT, PV, TPVP

	Chen & Yang (2007)b
	Age group 2
	29
	(24.9)
	Fit vs. throw
	Tennis ball
	6.4
	Individual
	MT, PV, TPVP

	Chen et al. (2010)
	–
	35
	1.5-1.75 (1.6)
	Place vs. build (tower)
	Blocks
	2.5 and 6.4
	Individual
	MT, PV, AV

	De Stefani et al. (2012)
	Experiment 4
	8
	22-29
	Lift vs. Pour
	Bottle
	5
	19
	PV

	Flindall & Gonzalez (2013)
	–
	13
	(20.3)
	Place (near mouth) vs. eat
	Cereal
	1.1 and 2.1
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Flindall & Gonzalez (2014)
	–
	12
	(21.1)
	Place (near mouth) vs. eat
	Cheerios and Froot Loops
	1.1 and 1.5
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Flindall et al. (2015)
	–
	21
	(21.8)
	Place (near mouth) vs. eat
	Cheerios and Oatmeal Squares
	1.1 and 2.1
	Individual
	PA

	Gentilucci et al. (1997)
	–
	6
	21-35
	Near vs. far second target
	Parallelepipeds
	3 and 6
	26
	PA

	Hesse & Deubel (2010)
	Experiment 1
	20
	(28)
	Small vs. large second target
	Cylinder
	4
	20
	MT, PV

	Johnson-Frey et al. (2004)a
	Experiment 1
	10
	24
	Lift vs. place
	Cubes
	1 and 4
	20
	MT, PV, TPVP, AV

	Johnson-Frey et al. (2004)b
	Experiment 2
	10
	21
	Small vs. large second target
	Cubes
	1 and 4
	20
	MT, PV, TPVP, AV

	Johnson-Frey et al. (2004)c
	Experiment 3
	10
	26
	Lift vs. manipulate
	Cubes
	1 and 4
	20
	MT, PV, TPVP, AV

	Lin et al. (2001)
	–
	24
	19-34 (24.4)
	Bring to mouth vs. take a sip
	Cans
	6
	39
	MT, PV, TPVP, AV

	Marteniuk et al. (1987)
	–
	5
	Students
	Fit vs. throw
	Discs
	4
	30
	MT, PV

	Mason (2007)a
	Experiment 1
	14
	20-29 (22)
	Place vs. throw
	Cubes
	4
	15
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Mason (2007)b
	Experiment 2
	12
	19-47 (27)
	Small vs. large second target
	Cubes
	4
	15
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Naish et al. (2013)
	Experiment 1
	10
	21-34 (26.2)
	Place vs. eat
	Ball, plum
	4
	30
	MT, PA

	Schaefer et al. (2012)
	Healthy controls
	12
	< 30
	Hold vs. lift
	Cylinder
	3.4
	Individual
	MT, PV, PA

	Weir et al. (1998)
	–
	20
	(45.7)
	Place vs. throw
	Discs
	4.5
	20
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Wilmut & Barnett (2014)
	–
	18
	18.7-51..8 (28)
	Place vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	MT, PV, PA

	Wilmut et al. (2013a)a
	Age group 1
	12
	4-5 (5)
	Hold vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Wilmut et al. (2013a)b
	Age group 2
	12
	6-7.75 (6.1)
	Hold vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Wilmut et al. (2013a)c
	Age group 3
	12
	8-9 (8.9)
	Hold vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Wilmut et al. (2013a)d
	Age group 4
	12
	10-11.2 (10)
	Hold vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Wilmut et al. (2013b)a
	Age group 1
	24
	(9.1)
	Lift vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	PA

	Wilmut et al. (2013b)b
	Age group 2
	18
	(24.9)
	Lift vs. throw
	Cylinder
	2
	Individual
	PA


