Table A1
Study characteristics of included studies on intrinsic object properties

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Object characteristics
	

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

	Ansuini et al. (2015)
	–
	15
	25-35

(28)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Grapefruit, hazelnut
	Small: 1.5, Large: 5
	48
	MT, PV, PA

	Bennett & Castiello (1994)a
	Age group 1
	12
	18-25 (22.4)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cylinders
	Small: 0.7, Large: 8
	35
	RT, MT, TPVP, PAC, DT, DTP, PD, PA, TPA, TPAP

	Bennett & Castiello (1994)b
	Age group 2
	12
	60-71 (64.8)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cylinders
	Small: 0.7, Large: 8
	35
	RT, MT, TPVP, PAC, DT, DTP, PD, PA, TPA, TPAP

	Castiello (1996)
	–
	8
	18-32
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Apple and cherry
	Not reported
	30
	RT, MT, PV, TPV, TPVP, PAC, DT, DTP, PD, TPD, PA, TPA, TPAP

	Castiello et al. (1992)
	–
	6
	25-33
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Dowels
	Small: 1.5, Large: 6
	35
	MT, PV, TPV, DTP, TPD, PA, TPA

	Chen et al. (2010)
	–
	35
	1.5-1.75 (1.6)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Blocks
	Small: 6.4, Large:  2.5
	Individual
	MT, PV, TPVP

	Chieffi & Gentilucci (1993)
	Prehension experiment
	8
	20-26
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cylinders
	Small: 1-2, Large: 3-4
	7 and 17.5
	PV, TPV, PA, TPA

	De Campos et al. (2011)
	Age group 3
	7
	(0.5)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Spheres
	Small: 5, Large: 12.5
	Individual
	DT

	Fleming et al. (2002)
	Experiment 1
	24
	Students
	Object surface
	Coated vs. uncoated
	Dowels
	2.9
	Individual
	RT, MT

	Flindall & Gonzalez (2013)
	–
	13
	(20.3)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cereal
	Small: 1.1, Large: 2.1
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Flindall & Gonzalez (2014)
	–
	12
	(21.1)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cheerios and Froot Loops
	Small: 1.1, Large: 1.5
	Individual
	MT, PV, DTP, PA

	Flindall et al. (2015)
	–
	21
	(21.8)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cheerios and Oatmeal Squares
	Small: 1.1, Large: 2.1
	Individual
	PA

	Gentilucci et al. (1997)
	–
	6
	21-35
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Parallelepipeds
	Small: 3, Large: 6
	26
	PA, PV

	Johnson-Frey et al. (2004)a
	Experiment 1
	10
	24
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cubes
	Small: 1, Large: 4
	20
	RT, MT, PV, TPVP, TPAP

	Johnson-Frey et al. (2004)b
	Experiment 2
	10
	21
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cubes
	Small: 1, Large: 4
	20
	RT, MT, PV, TPVP, TPAP

	Johnson-Frey et al. (2004)c
	Experiment 3
	10
	26
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cubes
	Small: 1, Large: 4
	20
	RT, MT, PV, TPVP, TPAP

	Kudoh et al. (1997)
	–
	12
	19-28
	Object length
	Small vs. large
	Cylinders
	0.8
	20 and 30
	MT, PV, TPV, TPVP, TPD, PA, TPA, TPAP

	Lin et al. (2001)
	–
	24
	19-34 (24.4)
	Object identity
	Can with vs. without label
	Cans
	6
	39
	MT, PV, TPVP

	Marteniuk et al. (1990)
	–
	6
	Adults
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Discs
	Small: 1, Large: 10
	30
	MT, TPD, TPA

	Melmoth & Grant (2012)
	Experiment 1
	18
	18-35
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Glue-stick, pill-bottle
	Small: 2.4, Large: 4.8
	25 and 40
	RT, MT, PV, TPV, PA, TPA

	Naish et al. (2013)
	Experiment 1
	10
	21-34 (26.2)
	Object type
	Ball vs. plum
	Ball, plum
	4
	30
	RT, MT, PV, TPV, PAC, PD, TPD, PA, TPA

	Pryde et al. (1998)

	–
	10
	9-10 /

18-24
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Cubes
	Small: 2.4, Large: 4.8 / Small: 3.2, Large: 6.4
	25
	MT, PV, DT, PA, TPV, TPVP, TPA, TPAP

	Rocha et al. (2006)
	6 months
	4
	0.5
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Spheres
	Small: 5, Large: 12.5
	Individual
	None

	Roy et al. (2004)
	Healthy controls
	5
	61-67

(64)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Parallelepipeds
	Small: 2, Large: 4
	15 and 30
	PA, TPA

	Watt et al. (2003)a
	Age group 1
	14
	5-6

(5.83)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Rectangles
	Small: 2, Large: 3.5
	15 and 21.5
	RT, MT, PV, TPVP, PA, TPAP

	Watt et al. (2003)b
	Age group 2
	16
	10-11 (10.75)
	Object size
	Small vs. large
	Rectangles
	Small: 2, Large: 3.5
	15 and 21.5
	RT, MT, PV, TPVP, PA, TPAP

	Weir et al. (1991a)
	–
	10
	Students
	Object weight
	Heavy (410 g.)  vs. light (20 g.)
	Dowels
	2.5
	30
	MT, PV, TPV, PAC, DTP, PD, TPD, PA, TPA

	Weir et al. (1991b)
	–
	10
	Students
	Object surface
	Slippery vs. normal
	Dowels
	2.5
	30
	MT, PV, TPV, PAC, DTP, PD, TPD, PA, TPA


� The results on the young and the old participants are merged in the article





