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01

Abstract

Carrillo 3TR TR 3 2019 T ¢ UIfATA Toth TR ATS o bl SIIgh: <@l |
3793es RCT (Ut st foqH il oY dAfe’t &l avg &l U o ofer SirdT 8)
g YT ST IR BIel-HedH 31IR ¢dl & (Carrillo d+ = 0.33) | 37RM TR
Y I8t TTERT 8 (d+ = 0.33; Heekerens g = 0.21) | 37T J3 WX 31K 13T §3T
2 (d+ = 0.51; Heekerens g = 0.28) | fAfeT &1 TAT 3T 31T B Uaheb dlR WX
7€t SerdT | T8 R Carrillo & BYeT TaTe Y&dT &1 T U AT ol 3R
AT a7 IR FAfET T 377 82 TP A 3797 I 378 HfTST T okg o7 o
foiRa | 39T ger T foft Wi dhgled A g8 | 73 TdTor 3 371, 31T 48 37
doTs g™ F<f 2001 F 22 September 2026 dd il | ¢ & PubMed,
PsycINFO, Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, CTRI,
ClinicalTrials.gov 3R OSF preprints| Carrillo H 26 oidl &t 29 Teat off (N
= 2,909) | Heekerens 3R Eid 7 §T¢ & 34 RCT SISl (N = 3,675) 1 2026 ddh
3TR 9T ¢ITet S5 | Uah AT 34T fe 31T g8 31 uifsifea 3w 9grdt
2| I8 8 119 Uch 8% H 86 oiTdT 8| diF-aR fafeT Laura King &1 o
JASTET TITehloT 2| I8 Bl &1 deTaleT & 53T & | I8 34t € ves fafer &
§3T g aTfad T8t idT | foRaqT 3R Seudr U [4fem § sRTeR fAdhal | Bidl-
379 3RR BIeT & T 981 &1 @id 48 R M1 HeH &1 ¢8 370 37k §1¢ &t
JASTST IR HRIAT HH 2| FAfeT & b IR RIAT HH &l e gach YRdd
T Te1 fiett | 37T TIUTH & ol $HTCR Uisde I8 &1 U 15-20 fidce
T 39 3t e &1 feidre 2aT €1 89 B ol 37R 39 31Ted §91d 81 UgaT gel
3T & Bldrl

Keywords: best possible self; optimism; positive affect; wellbeing; dose;

sittings; meta-analysis; India
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02 Key findings box

0.33

0.28

0.21
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0.33 — Carrillo BT deAs 12T W STIST 378R (d+ = 0.325,
95% CI 0.189 to 0.461; 29 studies, N = 2,909) | Tt
FR I SId ¢ | TE BICT-AeIH 3617 ¢ | I Afched 781
CEGEIL

0.28 — Heekerens 3R Eid &T Hedges g (378X fddAT
SSTE, S TY) 3B S W1 34 RCT195% CI 0.16 to
0.411 3T GTUE g = 0.39 A SI1dT & | Th U §1¢ 31 R
EEERERSI

0.21 — Heekerens 37X Eid T Hedges g 3TIRIMWR (95%
CI 0.04 to 0.38) | STd 37RIT T HdoTd Uifsifed 31 &l
3R TT | 519 3TTRITHT HdoTd Ydh! 371ed &, 31 8R
FAGTRE ATTE B

1 sitting versus 3-4 sittings — e fafe 3T G793
3T 37tE 3a1dT 8 | d1H-R ATt King &1 Het deratar
UIcihict & | hig (R SIST g I8 Ag! feardT fob diH-dR
T 341 € T 3R FQIdT 8 | Carrillo o e ATl &%
A 3ACT 3@ TEETIT | HH ol FH, SATGT doAd 12T
(trend, p=.078) |

0 adult Indian randomised trials — CTRI,
ClinicalTrials.gov, PubMed, PsycINFO 3R OSF R &I
S UG T ST HRA T BIHGbIS T 9Ihl IR T8

Aot | MR dTett HY ele 781 & | T8 gad a8t fimr g |
e g YRA 37ifha & AgA 2|
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03 Definition block

3¢ UIfide Tt TS U T TR -t URdATSol 2| 379
AT T Uep foig Id 21 319 Ardd € o Hed o a1g ot fofat
3Tt & Aot off, & M1 37T 39 fofett &l a1 foikad 8| &1, 1R:d,
Hed, I, 317 HITeld R | 1 15 & 20 fHAC| g Wicihial H 34T
2R 1 5 THAC &l HedAT Hi o3l 81 T8 Ueh Hfaed 21 I8 Udb adienl

21 Tg T ST Teh aTelT o1 IT 89 T 39 2| I8 STfad gl 81 Ig
et dhet TTUTH 981 €1 Laura King ¥ 2001 § TR f&7 areft foaa
Tt gof €11 98 ST foai@a & BT &l Gt &t | dTe Al aig 7 38
U T dob ©ier fhaT| 371 34 37TRAT ST &l didhl SATaT| i1
gof Uk & TdTel T&d ! & | Sil Hiasg 37T &7 38 §, 37TR 98 31T 7T,
dT 37e3 T HAT mT?

04 Introduction

Ul &bl Udh ST ofls & UTH &8-31Y 37R Thet U319 & ol 59 Udhs il 1Y
21 IS aTeT AfeR Ueh ¢s § A7 3 UsT €1 38 071 39 a1fey off 34t
g & qR7 & SV

HITST R S TG Toth TeRIRATS Sl g4l &bl faWT oifTd! & | “3794T qad
3reest fofert Ay | folRaT | 37<sT Heg™ &l |” g UTET 1 ST o' TdT & |
0 €T 31TdT 81 Ul Holleh Uit ATl bt RCT & &l g31T 21 I BIt aTd
&l 81 AI/ML 1 HTYT § Bleg 4 Uab &1 3MTfdhcdar dhg Scriic R Iedrdl | de
fEeTd €1 d Bed el | ST HaTel I8 el fob Hised HIdT & 9T &l | 5T dared
g 2| o fTRAT §¢ 811 & U8 fohd~ epoch ATET?

Carrillo, Rubio-Aparicio, Molinari, Enrique, Sdnchez-Meca 37k Bafos 7
UgodT AT 2019 H STATd {SAT | 3€IH 26 ™Gl bt 29 Tt Siist | ol
2,909 | S UTfdet Aotk faed A dglel & Jhlaal dofalen e (d+ =
0.325) | 3TRIT U (d+ = 0.334) | 37T HS GURT (d+ = 0.511) | ANfeT 72
3R 3aTHT o TefUT hH feel | IaTST & Higier ¢¥e SaIeTdR U 38| &l 3
e STol | 39 H 1S 3 oAl bl SATST BIICT ol | pod fHC HH a4 T
Brgel SITeT fedT|
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& GHRT BAGATES 8 U0 &l T 1C 2|

King &1 Hol Ulciehiel Uab FATST AT a7 | 98 arR fafem ar| 81 37iisue 4
IR & AsT 20 fAe foi@T | T U 1 SHAT foi@T | Uh 7 Jed 37T Hfasg
foTaT | Ueh 7 AT foiaT | Teb 3 JaT aheled 2ifues foizaT | Mg fora aTe
ST foT@A aTedl & HH TRRAT gU | i g 916 37eh! doddlls T SaTaT &l |
Ui HEI a1 Hfas, rAT 37k ST dTel IU & STHRT aTel fafoie delel 3§ &H
2| TR Hies 7 a8t fhaT o Hies od! 21 39 Wcidhld ©iel fhdT| Peters
3tk arfeat 3 fe@man | e fafen § 15 fie faaAr 31k 5 fide wogAr 34t
SIUeR yifoifed 3Hie Srdl €1 Maastricht &1 TR 7 Udh-fafeT aofq
GIERTS | I8 oid ol fSWhiee &4 T8 | Loveday, Lovell 37 Jones 7 2018 # 31
st ol | 3= fordT foh SIeRT d 3R dear “fears edr 871 3814 shal
qToit Tesl HiTfT | HIg A% W A&l gl | Bl Udb ffetT 917 di9-aR fafer
T 3R 3R JASTST U, Ueh &l €81 W, 78T dicd Tl |

319 Ueh &1 ATH WX & Yisde 81 Uisae A Uab 20 THAe o q3 31R 3n1g arelm
gl 81 Yigde B IR TS aTell detelsT Yiciap ol 81 SHIRMTY garT Hisdae
YR TR T BTgVU-H& hIfAT 3T &l dRE dT &1 HYAT BT ST
g1 37 3rfafh e 379 fide HATdT 82

YR & I Tl IR FTEMR0T dolel ¥ 51537 21

Tgett, THY A8 HH Aol 8| STTeg® ot gisde Aok YT &l Uk a1R 20
fiqe <1t | 98 IR I aMTdR 20 fide MIe 9 ¢ | 37TR Uk fAfe &H &< ¢,
STt dt SreT 81 3R Uap fafen fats st €, a1t i & uigare 2

AT, IR 3TT%d & 317RIT U1 el 1 Ig T Hd Sted, $b 3Tqeled 31R
AR & Pof b ATHA W3 381 BT AT &1 URAR BT Pof fohdl SiH A TIFE
& oT0 & BohdT | TTHUTH 1 Ueh dow HoR foiad! & b U ATl 91¢ a8
o et S THTA 38T 21 TOX 9 38 €T &l Ueh BicT el IAd! 8| d8 Yedi
& o T UhdR & R H EH & AeR 98 Ul &I Tohdl &l Al 8¢ B
U8 98 59 heis? B STd ot 2| T3 TR 37chl AT U7 81 P W Iel
yfasr ffaea 21

qra, SATETAR graed UfHHT 37830aIUe W I | Carrillo &t 371d 39 &ild
24 ft | diH-dtemg ol AfgeTy &ff | YTy off 377G, g, |iARI, 5HA, 97e #
ot | f&et, afie, degi, SiedT 3R ARS8l fedTt| 2024 ot Aels i ared!
Uch THIET H 31T H2 o7 deidllen gl 361 | 2025 &l d1-39 det1 § 3T 9
T 37T {3 37R 3MRT SITeT fHeft | <=1 WwIger <3 & 3171 a8 A7fed Adtail
TR SITET 96T | 31TR FIHA 3R deatdl &, HRd PeAle Tl ol HRRd Udh 7 Ted!
et Bl
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reft, ford T & T 371<8 Wiqsg &1 g o &, 98 37To1 & <ard § Sied
STt 81 BeXTaTE 3l Uoh AUIE 35h I ol foiv | fAHTe &7 31fERT 89T 21
BRI BT &3 1 &, Hell 3bt &, 3R 37Tl ATed R fopdT 4 U Aea &l
PET | 37T AT BT ToldT 8T HdR WTedt Tet hidl | TW R ghd H dg &
SATT Bl Toid & felT Teb fERIT QT 21 fOhe Mt e b1 Ueh R0 dfcrr bt
AT A8t gATaT | Bt Yfered aHt Sedt & ofd dhlg 37TTelT AT §b &2 | il

¢ BT A=A &

T U0 & U 7 &1 IE Carrillo BT 2026 dh 379se Hdl &l Ig fafen
STh-Sth TAhTeTdT €1 T8 YedT 21 Uab fAfeT 3R di-aR fafem &1 3/

37TRIT, 31<8 H3 31R deTafTg™ UX 37eTTT & AT & | Wit IT STHITAT STol heb
TSI 8, R &1 | I8 YIRd dTed! ShHT ATH ATH & fordT 21

05 Methods
Eligibility Population: %6 (18 T 3R HWR) | ThRMRTIRAT dTci! Tl S A a1
REGIRES

Intervention or exposure: S YAl Aot ToiaAT, HeqAT, AT Gl | T
HETd & dT¢ 9 qa9 37 WIS & forkad a1 3ad 8| it a7 9ea &
(3Tdtd T TdHTT “aFc Hoth”) dl BT | Y& | TRIR-Ach Gol H aHl 371ar
ST Ig HIdST aTedT 31T 27|

Comparator: dlg Hi deled — 31TH e feiaHT, fUe@el 24 wd folddT, 3R
foia T, afcT fotee, IT GART WRTA | 3TTHIR 31TH 53 Joi-T gl ATl

Primary outcomes: 3TTRIT (M &1 3FHTE AT ST 3TRIT BT FhIT), 37T T,
3R AATET (Sfta Ty, BeAT-BedT, IT HAT-S[elT defaite) | fadr 31k
3CTAT & ofevT foid 17| d 73 7t |

Years: 2001-22 September 2026.

Study designs: RCT 3R dh¢leg graet ToiH detdT T4 & 37dhed U bl Ugad-
dTe St Sirgd & 9T |

Language of publication: 3T0efl AT A2, Carrillo &1 A | A HIST T
et adt, ST 30T S5 B diepT fAdhdl 371U

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis 7/23
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Study selection and
extraction
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Databases: PubMed, PsycINFO, Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar,
CTRI (India), ClinicalTrials.gov, OSF preprints| Carrillo &7 < November
2017 A i | Heekerens 37RR Eid 9G¥ 2019 ddb 9¢T4T| $4 37UsC 4 9gt Hod
&1 22 September 2026 dh GIgTs |

Full search strings:

PubMed. ("best possible self"[tiab] OR "best possible
selves"[tiab] OR "best-possible-self"[tiab]) AND
(randomix[tiab] OR RCT[tiab] OR "controlled trial"
[tiab] OR "control group"[tiab])

PsycINFO. TI("best possible self" OR "best possible
selves") OR AB("best possible self" OR "best possible
selves") AND (randomi* OR "controlled trial" OR RCT)

Scopus. TITLE-ABS-KEY ("best possible self" OR "best
possible selves") AND TITLE-ABS-KEY(randomix OR RCT OR

"controlled trial")

Web of Science. TS=("best possible self" OR "best possible
selves") AND TS=(randomix* OR RCT OR "controlled trial")

Google Scholar. "best possible self" OR "best possible
selves" randomix OR RCT (first 200 hits; cited-by search on King
2001 and Carrillo 2019).

CTRI / ClinicalTrials.gov / OSF. "best possible self" OR "best

possible selves".

Core terms, as specified: ("best possible self" OR "best
possible selves") AND randomix.

Carrillo 2019, Loveday 2018, Heekerens and Eid 2021, 37R Malouff and
Schutte 2017 &1 HeH Gt €1/ & ¢&T 718 | King 2001 oI AT §1T 71T |

Sl RE3R 7 er8ed 37 UsHeare 3TaTT-37aTT ¢ | 20182026 37USE TR gt
Tl Iedt | Hadg STd<id § Goist|

& UTH IUh <A I I Hles ol UgdT oikddh 3R IToT; St Uifadel doh
31 37R deted 31 T n; f39T8T (randomised AT controlled); 22r; 3 &t
YTYT; 3Tof fafeT 3k gfd fafen fiqe &; et fie Siel feid &F; T (face-
to#ace,on“ne,app,nﬂxed);ﬂTg?H}:RﬂTﬁEFTQTq;¥FFJf§§;fﬁﬁ?Té?(one;

three-to-four; other) |

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis 8/23
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Risk of bias and
certainty

Analysis plan
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ST & A0 & Herg WUTH & et | Carrillo & “length in days” dioiH &
& | King 2001 &I IR fATST 71T TAT1 Carrillo ¥ 38 Tab &7 3R $et 20
THTC foTET &I | IE TeTd! STl bl et & felT §Et €1 ST&l King 37TV, 98l I8
EEEGUI

RCT & YeqTd T SiITH RoB 2 & &aT 7T | STHA: ISHTSSRM; T &IH I
geAT; T AdTolT SeT; Tdtot T ATd; I gV AdTol bl R | foia a1 Heun
o HTH H UTfEfAUC sATe ST gl aldl | T ATddh a1y A8l |11 747 | Ig f3aired
&1 4T HTHT 7T TS |

A b1 UahhTd GRADE & FTUT T1AT| RCT ol B3 3t &t | &UTd, 37,
3TYIEMAT, 3TERT ATY IT UfscTdhA STIRT WR fIRTE T2 | 3T creldT ol g1
oTTITS 773 | Maastricht &1 ¥¢8¢ HRATY 3iTftha Tl 2|

gol I dg Hisel random-effects T, REML & AT | Hedges g 95% CI &
qref| 12, tau?, 3R 95% prediction intervall BIc-Iesl 3T: Egger’s test 3tk
trim-and-fill | TaeT2AToTdT: leave-one-out | UgaY & d HTgIe3: fOfeTT (Vh
ST dH-TR); TelRg=T I9TH HedHT; Blall-319 (dId §TH Tds g0rdT IT §1¢) |

QY HHT3T 3 7T YT b AT | Ugedl, B U ¢raedl o fAfem &8 w Ueh off
TdTol 37R Udh o A9 & 31Hd 31R SD Tl et | gAY, Carrillo 31R
Heekerens Ugal & 31 el € gob & | 37 ©Y d 31R g B 74T REML FdrT
18T AT Bl |

AfIV fIAwoT i URd T &
URd Ueb Carrillo 3T Heekerens &I STid €U e el ol dRg 3Wdl &l

TRd l & Sl 9k Tl ol Ush fafer, di9-ar fafer, a1 377 § 1gdt
21 3R d3 & &9 T §aTd1 TRIT | AfHTd g I8l & oigl Tld 7 BI4T| d¢ 7T
TE T

U Tt 379s¢ &l SerHl 21 Carrillo & §T¢ 3178 TSt Sl Stal, F¥pid AT
Blcl-379 Seeidi 2|

JICIhicl bl BicTad T | Ui A &H YT grIel &l al ol 7 &1 | a8 faq 78
AT | GolAl TP el 2| T ATeT Woch W& HH dTdsd dTell Higdcd 21 I8
EIGEGIEEINAGECIRIED
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Position against prior
evidence
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King 2001 HeT MelhlaT & | Loveday 2018 98 T R & o geT west
HiTf | Carrillo 2019 Y& T 37&R Hel-UATIATG™ 21 Malouff and Schutte
2017 371R(T §¢T dTeil Tt BT HT-UATI 4™ 21 3FH e Ul fide] Aath
A1 faferat & 98T 90T (g = 0.41 Poi) | Heekerens and Eid 2021 SITGT
Tqdch, FHY-Hdc! Yol 81 I8 UIR 3 YT S&ATdoll & HUR §6dl | I8 dgt sraf
TqdTeT U&AT & Sif 3 ol BI M|

06

PRISMA 2020 flow

Study characteristics

Results

Carrillo & Tf November 2017 @b 350 serad Repie 37k 2 37fafih Rapie
o118 | 3fteidhe EeT & dTg 236 G bl ad 1T 55 YR SR Ue V| 26
oIl bl 29 TS ATMHA B (N = 2,909; S UTf&ee] Aot 31TH 1,270, dglel
1,178, 3R 461) | Carrillo & 9-31T8cH Thel WX 31Td ddTfoic! 6.58 / 9 Tar
(ST 4-8) | 3TTchedd TEUTAT 29 H ¥ 1 TSl H AT| Intention-to-treat 29 H &
15 7 2|

Heekerens 371 Eid 7 @3 2019 doh W@Isidh 34 RCT & (N = 3,675) |

2018-2026 3793c 7 3iR B RCT T dheles el oirst | fAfen-Hhiss o
H I ST 979 & Carrillo and colleagues 2021 (GT ¢1aa), Boselie and
colleagues 2023, Heekerens and colleagues 2022 (n = 432 STHA dd%h),
COVID &hTc] ohl IR-B%d dTei! e (Heekerens and colleagues 2024),
Booth and colleagues 2025, Radstaak and colleagues 2025, Wu,
Hanssen and Peters 2024 and 2025, Auyeung and Mo 2019, 3tk Duffy
and colleagues 2025 (3To1-33ATESS; fadr 53) | TR ¢ 3iR fAal-oet
JIITH ST TRARATS ol 3TeA™T el hid, Ia¥h Yol & a1 32|

CTRI, ClinicalTrials.gov, PubMed, PsycINFO, Scopus, Web of Science,
Google Scholar IT OSF TR hig ddih HRA T CIdel Aal THel |

YD ATE DT TR ATH ¢ T | Hgell | Fgsc | Bier | afgHT a1 gdi-
Ufrare gfAafdct arer|

Carrillo & oiITT ohT 37HAd 39 23.56 I off (¢St 371d 17.83 ¥ 35.62) |
HIZATT T 37T fERAT 74% 7| 20 T JAafdct &Fsc W &ff| 4 ¥&¢se
3R aeTg fHerar 2 fadh aqera i ot | fEaftadt 25 § aftha 3k 4 & 70
ft | 23 3MTHA-ATHA, 6 3{TTATSA| 15 TSt H ST T TZRT ATI 21 H YIIdrT
T | e led oTTTHIT EHRIT 31TH folRd &1 hIH T | U Teal 7 afer foiie 3aT|

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis 10/ 23
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Sittings, extracted
exactly
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Hid IR § STeT Ueb 20 THAC fATST A 3176 89 & gdTdR ol ddb &l Carrillo
A SeTE 1 8 56 &7 9d1g (37d 14) | digar 10 & 75 THAe Ufd gwrdr (37Had
24) | et fA-C 20 T 170 (371 45) | & R Ueh-TAIET oiF ¢e 3R FHe-gohd
& gIHdeh ol Hell ad 81 3 FafeT &t &1

ST gaEes e ol HTST 370t 51, THRI, ST o7 It 21 g Siidt erdel
HRATT HTST H &l TedT |

One sitting. 3TTH IfGUT: 15 THAC foi@H1 ©id 5 fHAC dodHT, AT 20 TAAC
ToldHT, Udh SR | STid g8k ¢&c: Peters and colleagues 2010 (n = 44
versus 38); Harrist and colleagues 2007; Hanssen and colleagues 2013
(n =79); Boselie and colleagues 2014, 20163, 2016b and 2017 (cell
sizes 61 to 81); Geschwind and colleagues 2015 (n = 50); Meevissen and
colleagues 2012 (n = 72); Renner and colleagues 2014 (n = 40); Peters
and colleagues 2016; Heekerens, Eid and Heinitz 2020 (n = 188);
Heekerens and colleagues 2022 (n = 432 STHq d8&h; 9% UIfdde] Aoth
§ATH 37THR 93 §9TH Aoh-HH R §TH dhglet; effdh 3MTRIT dhelel 4 301;
¥ UTfaaa dob 31R 3R 95 & b 81); Boselie and colleagues 2023
(n = 141); Booth and colleagues 2025 (n = 240); Wu, Hanssen and Peters
2024 (n = 70, mainland China) | T&l &3 33t feq & 31 43 37R uifeifed
3nIE &1 79d &l

Three-to-four sittings. 37TH &G 15 & 20 fHAC, A9 a7 IR IR | ATAR
&9 I 8% H Ueh IR, IR 89 | ST 9%k ¢ King 2001 (AR &R fed
x 20 TAe; faAfd TR -Aeh dof BT 19 §4TH hglcd 16, n = 81 TR-
31TH TSt o 31cR); Layous, Nelson and Lyubomirsky 2013 (8%d H Uds x IR
g9d); Heekerens and Heinitz 2019 (wﬁaﬁqﬁrr g &I eRdTdR gIHdch);
COVID T &l dR-8%d 2Tl (8%d H Ueh x IR &%Rd; n = 87 / 85/ 82);
Wu, Hanssen and Peters 2025 (Uah 89Rd & di9 20-fAe fafem, 2 fea &
3T W; n = 61 THT 31R 48 59 | Duffy and colleagues 2025 U §4TH &f
SATH o9 §ATH IR T3 Bl dledt A Sied! 81 &7 AdTsiT ArHT=tdhd fadr
&, 3TTRIT IT JeTaTaT At |

Other doses. & T el a1 & (ol UTH & | Uh §TH dI-aR i1 o
ST&X 21 Sheldon and Lyubomirsky 2006: T oid Tt T IR 89 &R &1
Yfeed | Meevissen, Peters and Alberts 2011: T §-T9 dTail AT e 14
&9 31 5 fA9¢ He9T1 Enrique and colleagues 2017: d1d 30 fe, ot
170 TH9<| Liau and colleagues 2016: TATIYR 37gTS[Ue, 30 feT # adla
40 %o A1 Boehm, Lyubomirsky and Sheldon 2011: ®g g%d, 8%hd H 10
fA9c| Lyubomirsky and colleagues 2011: 3716 89 | Auyeung and Mo
2019: BE &MTdR f&T 3{Heirs, T ¥s¢e, n = 1001 Carrillo and
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Overall effects — the
verified pools

1T A 36aT1g, 3-4F e Sl &: g = ...

colleagues 2021: TI I, ITd e, 37dtd T adHTH a7 HfTST s -doth
§ATH fUel 24 ©¢ &l delel| Radstaak, Carrillo and colleagues 2025: G-
&% 0T, n = 2901

Carrillo §FTH &l

e Wellbeing: k =29, d+ = 0.325, 95% CI 0.189 to 0.461, Q significant, I?
=73.8%.

e Optimism: k =13, d+ =0.334, 95% CI 0.246 t0 0.422, Q not
significant, I2 = 0%.

e Positive affect: k =13, d+ =0.511, 95% CI 0.257 to 0.765, Q
significant, I2 = 79.3%.

¢ Negative affect: k =13, d+ =0.192, 95% CI -0.328 t0 0.712, I? =
94.9%. Uch q1-Ufered dheled 8l WX d+ = —0.047.

e Depressive symptoms: k = 3, d+ = 0.115, 95% CI -0.272 to 0.502.

Carrillo § Egger ¢¥&¢ WTH A&l fAdbol | Trim-and-fill 7 SITET 3TTATT SITE WX
T | 3TRTWR 4 TS S8l M8 | d+ 0.33 ¥ 0.28 WX 3T TAT| Sid H I&l SHTHCR
EERRECRIBIRY

Heekerens and Eid §HTH d¢le, Hedges g:

* Positive affect: g = 0.28, 95% CI 0.16 to 0.41.

e Optimism: g =0.21, 95% CI 0.04 to 0.38.

e Immediate-day positive affect: g = 0.39.

e Immediate-day optimism: g = 0.36.

 Follow-up at about seven days: §13T 378R &l |

o 3TIRMT UifSifed Hiqsg 30Te & & H 1% 2ff | Silad &l Yarh! 37Ted & B9
CERT

o 3{ATET S WX 37 HE T HIScR dhe WA &l fHhadl |

Malouff and Schutte, 3TTRIT ¢fATT ¢ IR, f™ S UIfAdel doh W al: g
= 0.411 9% UIfdde] Aot &l @t faferdi & HuR 931 | 31Rast 419

TRIRATSSl ob Udh fad & 37e? & dl 378R §37 fedT|

I YT 37T R R GgHd & | 33T a7 301 21 98 ©iel-Head g1 43 37k 39
TR AT 21 Yaeh 37Tad TR HH A% 21 Medhdl T g0 e 371U dl 31#R

[REECI

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis 12/ 23
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Forest-plot data table

1T A 36aT1g, 3-4F e Sl &: g = ...

eSl-ad B d¢ 77 IR T 78 §7| {71 IRTg & de A1esh &1 79 o
9ot 31k 9 fafen-ds graet 8 foiT dgee suT|

Table. Verified pooled effects and sitting-banded adult trials

Outcome and

Study or pool  Sittings gord 95% CI Weight timepoint

Carrillo 2019 Mixed d+ 0.325 0.189, 0.461 — Wellbeing, first

pool post

Carrillo 2019 Mixed d+ 0.334 0.246, 0.422 — Optimism, first post

pool

Carrillo 2019 Mixed d+ 0.28 = = Optimism, adjusted

pool, trim-and-

fill

Carrillo 2019 Mixed d+ 0.511 0.257, 0.765 — Positive affect, first

pool post

Heekerens Mixed g 0.28 0.16, 0.41 — Positive affect

2021 pool

Heekerens Mixed g 0.21 0.04, 0.38 — Optimism

2021 pool

Heekerens Mixed g 0.39 — — Positive affect,

2021, day-of same day

Heekerens Mixed g 0.36 — — Optimism, same

2021, day-of day

Heekerens Mixed ns — - Affect and

2021, ~7-day optimism, follow-
up

Peters 2010 1 Direction: BPS > control — — Positive

Heekerens 1
2022

Boselie 2023 1

Booth 2025 1

Wu 2024 China 1

BPS > control on momentary
optimism; BPS = gratitude letter

Writing = imagery = both

Large immediate
expectancies/mood; small-

expectancies and
PA, immediate

— Optimism,
immediate; n =432

— PA and
expectancies,
immediate

— Expectancies,
mood; anxiety

medium +expectancies at 1 indirect
week
Null on PA and wellbeing; NA and — — PA, WB, NA,

negative expectancies down

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis

expectancies

13/23



THRATY & - RP26

1T A 36aT1g, 3-4F e Sl &: g = ...

Outcome and

Study or pool  Sittings gord 95% CI Weight timepoint
King 2001 4 SWB higher at 3 weeks; less — — Subjective
upsetting than trauma write wellbeing, 3 weeks
Layous 2013 4 weekly PA and flow up; testimonial = = PA, flow, 4 weeks
enlarged the gain; online =in
person
Heekerens ~3 Path r =.11 on thriving = = Thriving, 2 weeks
2019 thriving
COVID 4-week 4 weekly PA/mood up in week 1 only; = = PA, mood,
trial 2024 optimism ns optimism
Wu 2025 CN-  3in 1 week Dutch > Chinese on PA, trait - — PA, optimism, SWL
NL optimism, life satisfaction
Carrillo 2021, 7 days (other) All arms rose; BPS not > last-24- — — PA and wellbeing
two RCTs hours control
Duffy 2025 1 vs 2 vs 3 vs 4 Anxiety dropped at >2 sittings; 1 — = GAD symptoms
sitting null (not primary)
Radstaak 2025 ~14 (other) Some mental-health benefit; - — Life satisfaction
app engagement predicted, and mental health
adherence did not
31 T TTUTd ot HHT 8l 81 A el de A foidd &l Hhaell ol
Moderator table Table. Pre-specified moderators
Moderator Finding Certainty Source
Sittings: 1 vs 3— U fafem 34t feT pA 31k 30fie 3ordt | diH-IR Low Sitting-coded update;
4 AT King T doTe 81T WTeIhicl & | g R STIsT g Carrillo days ns; Carrillo
&1 feTdT foh 3-4 fafén 34t & ves fAfen &l &1dt 2 | minutes trend negative
Total minutes & &l Yfaed, SATST doTs 187 (trend p = .078) | Low Carrillo 2019
Length in days  W@TH g Low Carrillo 2019
Writing vs U fafe, 3TAae: foRkaAT, deddr, iR el aR1eR1 Moderate for Boselie 2023
imagery immediate
effects
Follow-up TR 3R HIAHE 8 | Heekerens: ~7 & TR 937 3R Moderate Heekerens 2021 plus
&l update
Age gl agED] | TS I8 ¢l bl 37R deid 127 bl 3 | Low Carrillo 2019
Delivery Layous 2013 H 3{AcIT8T = 3THA-ATHA | Heekerens H  Low Layous 2013; Heekerens
channel 3718 PA ns | 2021

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis
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Moderator Finding Certainty Source
Culture AT Tp-fafem: pA IT dardtem 7gl 38 | Tt-sa - Low (small n) Wu 2024; Wu 2025
Tafe: s wraer uifsifed Adtel R asT|
Testimonial / qreft &HF TaTET 7 AAS TS TG’y S5 bl | Low Layous 2013
rationale
Engagementvs  SIgTd A QU AdtolT arar | fat eTfsit 78T | Low Radstaak 2025
adherence

Heterogeneity

Publication bias

Risk-of-bias
summary

JeTST 37R 3121 48 faRaR €1 Carrillo &t dealaiT 12 74% ot | 37<8 8 &l
12 79% &t | Carrillo & 37TRIT Uk ot ft (12 = 0%) | I&t 2019 IR &I T4
& B ATAT AdtolT 21 o oI fafe & d1e Hfasy &t 39te 919dT € 9 Th
T BICT-HEIH 36T UTdl &1 STd 9 “doAaan” ol fHel-gjel Thel 37R Hel-glot
faeid I AT €, I feerar 21

Heekerens & B1¢ el g GHY 3R ITAT Bl BB DS B Bl HhIAd ol T8
HHT T, 70T 81 HE 3Teh ol 37Ted URad= s af it difsT § A1
AT | ST gt T8l 8 St a8 @< § edl 2|

95% prediction interval TV f&R A T&l AT | Carrillo & deTela T 12 74%
3 d U A deAala ¥¢et bl 3TaRTel Blel ThRTHS 3R HT FHE Fohdl 2|
HIUTH 1 $8hT dIRT @] eV

Carrillo & Egger ¢& WTH A&l A1 Trim-and-fill 4 37T2T 0.33 ¥ 0.28 T &1 |
STch! {3 3TTHT ¢ITTHTT del T8 | 37Usc H S8t b RTHD dd¥dh gldd ol
TSl A8 Aot | BY = IT HY-HHHd TdTsl fAd (Carrillo 2021; COVID
IR-ER TTIeA; Wu 2024 TTfSifed Tdteil W) | 3 9UR 5T 371R{hT bl & Hd
& o 1est aTfecy s | 4 2|

= Ac HI BT STt GIEH ¢TI 1T RoB 2 ST TR HH SifEH el 2

 Randomisation process: SATGTAR YR § & fIdT| oA 31X 37Tde
f&uTT 3TRR & forar|

* Deviations from intended intervention: f3aiTg" & H& foidl | &7 STHd &
b d THHAT Hias foia 38 2 T 319 HiTelaR |

* Missing outcome data: Uoh-ffeT oid H &H SIITAH; he-ghd 3THcArs
Yebol § FaT, STET 15% A 40% o7 ©ed 2|

 Measurement of the outcome: %& fddT | Fdtol T-RUTE 21 3fichaiT
f&UTT gofH (Carrillo 29 7 1) |

¢ Selection of the reported result: $& fafar | 91-3fSTER 94T 81 Booth
2025 3181 Be &l
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Uh-TATST qid ATfecd BT Hol haal: e fddT | He-gohd detdlg dlfecd:
S8 AT & 31, Be 37k faA1 ud 1 &@-Rulé &1 Duffy 2025 37l fafer-
¥sATESS et &1 98 03 get H A1 aifes Actor fadr &l

GRADE table Table. Certainty of evidence

Outcome Effect k / source GRADE Why

Immediate positive ~ BIeI-H&H 35T (g 0.28 Heekerens 34  Moderate TaRI Ueb Si¥t, 7S A9, foT

affect Pot; g 0.39 34T f&; Carrillo  RCTs; Carrillo 13 qd ¥-RUVe, 34t e ot gt

d+ 0.51)

Immediate optimism  BIeT-HeIH 35T (g 0.21 Heekerens; Moderate Carrillo ® Teb o1dT; Heekerens

as future Pol; g 0.36 341 fa; Carrillo  Carrillo 13 T AT1-ddet

expectancies d+ 0.33; trim-and-fill 0.28)

Trait optimism BleT a7 3Mufed Heekerens Low 3R THIR &b SR fehr

(standing score) construct cut

Wellbeing BIeT-AeH (d+ 0.33), fda=T  Carrillo 29 Low to 12 74%; THel Tohet; THel faais

moderate
Follow-up > 1 week  ®IcT IT 31ufed Heekerens; Low 3T8R AR Wikl USdl &
update trials
Writing vs imagery, EREES Boselie 2023, n  Moderate for T WW@E
one sitting =141 immediate
effects

Sittings: 1 vs 3-4 on  Tarhl 0T &1 Sitting-coded Low TH PIC DI WHT Yo T&1; HT

optimism or update 39T U 3T&T; 3Thait fAfeT-

wellbeing 3gATESS RCT A foar Ardt

Applicability to Indian 3731Td Zero adult Very low 3TvcTerdr & perl &

working adults Indian trials

emotionapp.in/research/best-possible-self-dose-meta-analysis
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07

What the number
means

Discussion

U fafem Mvp 8| di9-9R fafem asfa
1.0 21 S AT ST 98 Eteid ST T 8 St
HRAT WThRMe & R &1 ofT: HiTeTd R Id |

39 AR T B B Sl SATST Adeh YT A 9adl o | Heekerens 31X Eid T 318
HE W g =0.281 3MRMT W g = 0.21 | {5 &7 foidd &I, T 37ibs Hitd 0.39
3R 0.36 BT STTd &1 Uh &9 §T¢ d 86 SITd 21 Carrillo &7 79 d+ = 0.33
JIeTET 31 0.51 378 H8 W dg! ofdR 8| i disT 2l

TCS-379 1 HTNT H: ToRATSof 37T 3MAfHT ofich & | I8 & ¢ T AT &t 2l
HHIT BAdT & | HHIT o Tecd et seadT|

AI/ML &1 HTYT H: Uh epoch dc fEaTar &1 31fdfih epoch &1 3797 379
T8l TRTd | U &1 BIC UTFe W ¢ SIRT 3@ al 53 31dR (e & adbal

21 AfeT3A T 3Tl HiTeTdR gag &l a9 forar Hiawy 3ndt TR 21
ERCIERERT

ATt I HINT H: TS AT 37THTH BT folar Stard &, 37k 39 a1l Uah
8307 93T &1 2T Td 21 23c1 ag 37TTcIl BICl BIH & ofl 39 2T H 37Tdl 21 gag
HI wldel H Ueh TATferee feiadt & fob 37Tel ATl 98 deiTac & AT Yoie
3 e &, g el A & | 35 dch g & YR 98 U HoT Wt g: T
T&AR &l it a8 B B Adhdl o? 30 HAST & 94T 29 ToidT 7T, TR heH
e T |

g TR U 2ATd BTH Ht hdt 81 Tl Tt fARTRI 3TTHTH Bl 3TTHTT i
e a8, §l ! dRE el | I8 fth o 98t &bl g8 gar 7l 1 ag ag Wl
& oI 31eRT Y8d gU MY 319 I i foid Adhdt 21 20 e AR &

& ol Ueb 39 81 & W STavewdt WRI fea T gkl yisae 2|

VeU=TRIRT ot HTST H: Uk fafen MvP g1 di9-arR fafém asia 1.0 81 MvP
319 &1 AT UdT IAdT & UTED STAHTA HTT AT 78! | gof 1.0 T &7 ar
TdT IeTdT & UTgh ITT IT &1 | i1 il SAT TTé3Td T I9d STetTT &
Carrillo T fAE dTeTl 3 — HH Pt Ffarcd, SATET dofsis’ — Gotd Herg
TR 2 ST WTsae HAoR STa1 orar 21 3iAe3m 7d 9er3|
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Limitations
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fAfeT T AdTet, AT YBT, ATeT STaTd odT 2| Uas fafer 34t 7 &1 &
Bt &1 d-TR AT o deTsligT Wiciohict &1 & 3T 37ed ol diE
RIS fohaT ST ThdT &1 3TTafh AT 3 33t 5 BT g 7o &t fe@rar|
King & &1 7 d o9 %d a1¢ deds 81 & YT 861 | 916 o gl H, 37TR gof
&b agl RIUTH SIeRT &, 3 96 T8 |

Loveday ST 2018 Ufth foh SIERTH & 3R “SedT fadTs adl & el &3 ol
Sk UTG T | I8 SST ¢&e gl a1 2018 & dTC 31T ¢IIel dTel SATeT-ggd?
o 78 STt | Carrillo 2021 H 37dTd, gdAT, HfasT 37R fU@a 24 & &1
Shelel, dd FeR | COVID TR-EHd ¢rIdel H Edl-1 T g feitre 37TTed dl gohd
Tl Tl | Wu &l Aelg ot Ueh-TAfeT & 37<T Hg a7 defste T Tel 361 | Duffy
g1 g1 SareT fafe 3 fdr gerd, ues fafdm 3 7el | I8 Saf ddbd 8, gk
Ftel 9 | TTUTH BIscd b | SATST S1dT 7 &1 |

King &Y 2019 Jal H Teh &, 20 THAC &l TRRATS S feidl 77| 3214 IR
fafeT IeITs | ST 3ol T King &1 Ueh-TafeTT dels181 Sild §dTV, dg Teld
ST A B ardl el

Ig 3793cs ftehfedh R 81 39 [RT Yol T SiI8 37R 8 erdel &l fafer-
PHISS HAT 2| T8 & Ial-o7dd g bl 74T REML gl &1 TT¢ ¢ aTadl 7T Biie
el 21 Ig AT a1eh ol &, a9 &t A8t |

SATSTR ol #¢sc | SITETaR HigelTy &ff | SATeTaR i U4 el | SATeTaR e
T FfAAFHCET Tl ehIH W foid | SITeTdR Adlol gid ¥-RU1E &1 Blel-37q
TdT 8| TSR TaT 8| TIPHId bl IoT TahiT 81 37had! fATCT-{3HTESS
arget A faar ATt | U graet § S87d 4 Adtsl Sardr, ekt 3 98l | Adeld
“IEIA VT WeTr” Teld HIEs 919 2|

Carrillo T f&A-gATH-THC Ig FACT IS A€l o1 ABdT | g4 Ald g &
O3 bIg fohdT | STgl TUR A “GT 8% H” ToiddT 37R 96 ot IR Al 9dTg, Tetd
bt T Hebell 2

qfseT b SO T T81 &1 98 R dHarT HE 78l 81 376 &It /[ 31R
TII-HHd TR 1 UTadh BRI f-T B wile M 2d TopdT 21
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Research gaps,
naming the India gap

1T A 36aT1g, 3-4F e Sl &: g = ...

What this means for an Indian workplace programme

YUl &bl Udh ded 1 H AeT3713¢ TAT fa@dT 8| AR &l &Tg0Y R
HAST 37TAT 8, ATST | Ao dTedl o ol 7781 H, d1eht o Toiv f2et ar
ST 7 | 39H Uah 15-8-20 e fafem &: 31 31 ared ATed bl
fordY, 1 S 7§ @7 | I8t HedH Yoy dTedl Adiell & | fafer 34t
& g 3oTd1 8, 37k Ig 3781y <dl & fdh 37T Hidw JiaT SiT FehdT
&1 TS ITdTEIT bt 31Ted ITfy, 38 g § ol 3R fafer fieidi &,
FeTEC HITST Pl dRE Phoisd H §ah | I8 King BT Yieidld 6, 3R 31ed
P Poig? ARV | 37fAfh AT 3 Ugel € &1 FaR 937 98l fe@aran
21 $8 AT Aleqd® 1 fokad 81 8 o1 SITdl ¢4 § €7 ¢ad ¢

Boselie 2023 F&dT & G111 &iaTol Udh &l HHR H Jeld & | Afthd
§CoT BT dTeT AT ardT | VeRIRATS Sl 3U &bl ag &1 oifdl 8| oid fopdt
BT U=T 0 HAA R g ST HIsed bl Tl ATHAT AIfET, ITddld sam
o BT H STt 21 37R Pig ool 82 Bl Maastricht T g oildbed ded
JdTh? &l fSETaT | wiichet a9d 31T 2 & & | €T 37Ted! et &
s 2, 20 e &1 Sfded Aeh o1 Iolg 78T | 98 =i aTeT o
gRferd, Tt 37R &= H Aeer et 2l

YRd dTceil hHT ATH 21 371RAT, 378 8 IT dofa 18T WX o ifasel doth
ST T PhIg g% HIRATT RCT A&l 81 CTRI & UTd &l | ClinicalTrials.gov
TR YR AT8e diedt A&l | PubMed, PsycINFO 37k OSF WR &l | 998 UTg
UfRIATE g%k 3T faTMYR (Liau 2016) 37R T (Auyeung and Mo 2019; Wu
2024; Wu 2025) ST 81 Wu & &1 U0 IdTd-1 oido & | Afxh-diod
(individualistic) TRIER -8 T&hte 50 TUct H 37<8 Jg ol TarRATS ol 9
JohdT & | i1 TUet § 98 ATed 43 Ter dTell &1 Gohdl & | HRATd 3iThd
U & aTad § fhiTd HedThielT 3iR URaR &l Bef 3ddT &1 Sff elidhial
s I8 “Tead 37<T g i ar?” 3R Bl T I8 “Tad 31<sT g9 i 82", I8
ST ST 31 aTe 21

qTch! HHT YT Tetdt g1 fopet Bt 3nHt Ues fafeT s diH-aR fafen &
HTHBTS TILD] B 3TTRIT 31X AT IR dAled! A diedl ¢l g8t T I@AT
21 Ueh 80 3T Uch HEl ohl Wlall-379 34T 8| AT fTd! 78, S[8ra
19T 2| et Y 12T, affed, defT, SiTelT 3TR ARTST fahe It 21 fohat
&I TAT & foh dex-3R-ufRaR a1t %H Wu aTeT o=t def sgetdr g a
&1 | gt &1 20 fHAC a1 W3T 371 & ThIR Bl Afthed Ad oIl HIAT 8¢
FRAT &1 HiaST & 3HIE SHTHCR TdToll 21 ¢8 ThiR T 31T% aTedT 1Y &
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1fafT A 3odT§, 3-4 Y 3Med ddl &: g =....

¢ BT Ueh TRM[ 379 H db1as Tt &l 3NaRfhfe 376 HT WdRT &1 37Tl A=A
§b BT | Teh &l UTFC &l Hg TS R ddb Hd IAT3T |

08

FAQ

T 379 Y 3 T & IR # feid & a1 & o giar
&2

&, oIS, 3 e | ST MR W SR BT g = 0.28 &1 3MRM W g
= 0.21 g foldq a1l fa9 I8 0.36-0.39 dob SITdT &1 Ig 37T 36T
21 I8 Ifthd gRadT 78 21

@ T v fAfeT Hroht 8, A1 fiF-9R A1fEe?
31 feq g8 3R uifoifed 3Wie & foiu Ueh AfeT o1t 81 dH-ar

fafeT King &l HeT detells Yiihid & | 3Tfaf<h fafen 3 34t g &1
3R 37 78l fe@mar| § IRy &7 37ed §7dt €1

forg o fad fam arg?
g T 1 2023 FF 3TTATST I § fAaHT, HodT, 3R g1 Th
AT aTE 317207 3TR HE W RTeR fAdbel | I8 Srarsll g1 forad aa |

Al | & SAMER HHe 30 R ddteh A d8a? & foid ara ¢d &l |

€D T TE 3T TR T TR
3TRR el | 2021 & dddh ToT H dild ATd fad §Te 927 378 et

THET 1 2025 &1 Uh ¢rael | Yififed 3m1e, Hg 8T, U T dadl |
Y TATT B | Teb §R T HTATIC T8 |

@D 1 forat A 98 R HTHBISIT dawen] R SiidT 82

Tl | [T TUTH HRATT RCT et | AR 37R Aeis o9 468 urd &
B St &1 1 32T PedT & fEpe o1 BT ad T8t IcidT | Ig HH
37TTeAt Tt 81 I8 20 fie &t Ufaed R Ak &l |
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