Evidence table

Table 22: Evidence table ,Narratives versus factual information only*

Guideline
evidence-based
health information

Certainty assessment

Summary of findings

No. of participants per
group

Effect estimates

Outcomes
[No. of studies]

Inconsis-
tency

Risk of bias

Indirect-
ness

Impreci-
sion

Interven- Control

tion

Effects

Quality of
evidence

Importance

Knowledge [n=4] very not not not N= 268 In four studies critical
Cody (24) serious serious serious serious no effects (7,

Dillard (7) (-2) + N=1600 16, 19, 24).

Mazor (16) (allocation on intervention

Rook (19) and control group unclear)

Recall of RCT very not not not N=73 N=70 In three studies | low critical
information [n=4] serious serious serious serious no effects (12,

Bollinger (12) (-2) + N=35 17, 20),

Kreuter (15) (allocation on intervention | in one study

McDonald (17) and control group unclear) | effect for

Rook (20) narratives (15).

Risk perception RCT very not serious not N=73 N=70 In six studies very low | critical
[n=9] serious serious (-1) serious no effects (15,

Betsch (27) (-2) + N=2626 18, 23, 24, 26,

Betsch (28) (allocation on intervention | 27),

Cody (24) and control group unclear) | in two studies

de Wit (23) effects for

Dillard (7) narratives (7,

Greene (14) 28),

Kreuter (15) in one study

Prati (26) effect for

Ricketts (18) statistics (14).




— Guideline

evidence-based

health information
Comprehensibility | RCT, very not not not N=50 N=95 In two studies low important but
[n=3] one serious serious serious serious T N=347 no effects (14, not critical
Greene (14) study (-2) : . . 21),
Prati (26) with (allocation on intervention in one study
Slater (21) within- and control group unclear) effect for
subject narratives (26).
Design
Readability [1] RCT very not serious, not 10 safety warnings each In one study no | very low important but
Ricketts (18) serious seriuous calcula- serious - narrative effect (18). not critical
(-2) tion of - specific example
scores, - warning only
no test
persons
(-1)
Information RCT very not not not N=388 N=434 In three studies | low important but
content [n=4] serious serious serious serious no effects (15, not critical
Greene (14) (-2) 19, 20),
Kreuter (15) in one study
Rook (19) effect for
Rook (20) statistics (14).
Credibility [n=2] RCT very not not not N=342 In one study no | low limited
Prati (26) one serious serious serious serious (allocation on intervention | effect (21), importance
Slater (21) study (-2) and control group unclear) | in one study
with effect for
within- narratives (26).
subject
Design
Attractiveness RCT serious Keine Keine Keine N=244 N=245 In one study moderate | limited
[n=1] (-1) Inkonsis- | Indirekt- Impréazi- effect for importance
Kreuter (15) tenz heit sion narratives (15).
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Persuasiveness
[n=7]

Betsch (27)
Betsch (28)
Fagerlin (13)
Rook (19)

Rook (20)

Ubel (22)
Winterbottom (25)

RCT

very
serious

(-2)

not

serious

not

serious

not

serious

N=5343
(total)

In seven
studies effects
(narratives
bias statistics
only,
pictograms
and a
proportional
number of
positive /
negative
narratives
lower this
influence) (13,
19, 20, 22, 25,
27, 28).

low

not defined
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