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Aarts et 

al. (2004) 
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                                                                                    
  

Abraham 

et al. 

(2018) 

[95] 

                                                                                    
  

Abramso

n et al. 
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[18] 

                                                                                    
  

Abramso

n et al. 

(2016) 
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                                                                                    
  

Ash et al. 
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  
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Ash et al. 

(2003a) 
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                                                                                    
  
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Ash et al. 

(2003b) 

[42] 

                                                                                    
  

Ash et al. 

(2003c) 

[58] 

                                                                                    
  

Ash et al. 

(2005) 
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Ash et al. 

(2012) 
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Barber et 
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al. (2011) 
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al. (2012) 
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(2014) 

[54] 

Burgin et 

al. (2012) 

[98] 

                                                                                    
  

Burgin et 

al. (2014) 

[97] 

                                                                                    
  

Campbell 

et al. 

(2007) 

[90] 

                                                                                    
  

Campbell 

et al. 

(2009) 

[85] 

                                                                                    
  

Carpente

r & 

Gorman 

(2001) 

[83] 

                                                                                    
  

Chow et 

al. (2015) 

[106] 

                                                                                    
  

Cornford 

et al. 
                                                                                    
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(2010) 

[46] 

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2013a) 

[44] 

                                                                                    
  

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2013b) 

[45] 

                                                                                    
  

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2014) [9] 

                                                                                    
  

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2016a) 

[109] 

                                                                                    
  

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2016b) 

[62] 

                                                                                    
  

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2017a) 

[23] 

                                                                                    
  

Cresswell 

et al. 

(2017b) 

[22] 

                                                                                    
  
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Cresswell 

et al 

(2017c) 

[59] 

                                                                                    
  

Davidson 

& 

Chismar 

(2007) 

[47] 

                                                                                    
  

Debono 

et al. 

(2017) 

[88] 

                                                                                    
  

Dixon-

Woods et 

al. (2013) 

[20] 

                                                                                    
  

Dykstra 

(2002) 

[101] 

                                                                                    
  

Garfield 

et al 

(2016) 

[100] 

                                                                                    
  

Griffon et 

al. (2017) 

[60] 

                                                                                    
  

Hardie et 

al. (2017) 

[56] 

                                                                                    
  
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