
 

 

Evidence tables 

Table 10: Evidence table „Supplementary graphic presentations in texts or tables versus numerical presentation only“ 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Supplementary graphic presentations in texts or tables versus numerical presentation only  
 

Understanding / 
risk perception 
[n=6] 
Brewer (10) 
Hawley (7)  
Ruiz (8) 
Sprague (9) 
Tait (11) 
Tait (12) 

RCT serious  
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

serious  
(-1) 

N= 1776 
 

N= 3537 
 

In two studies 
effects for 
graphics (9, 11), 
in one study 
effect for tables 
(7),  
in three studies 
no effects (8, 
10, 12). 

low critical 

+N= 2518 
(allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

Knowledge [n=7] 
Brewer (10) 
Hawley (7) 
Lee (14) 
Tait (11) 
Tait (12) 
Tait (13) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(15) 

RCT 
 
 

serious 
(-1) 
 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

serious  
(-1) 

N= 1932 
 

N= 3561 
 

In three studies 
effects for 
graphics (7, 11, 
12), 
in four studies 
no effects (10, 
13-15). 

low critical 

+N= 3149 
(allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Comprehensibility 
[n=4] 
Hawley (7) 
Tait (11) 
Tait (12) 
Tait (13) 
 

RCT 
 
 

serious (-1) 
 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 1696 
 

N= 3189 
 

In two studies 
effects (11) or 
rather tendency 
(7) for graphics, 
in one study 
effect for text 
(13), 
in one study no 
effect (12). 

moderate important but 
not critical 

+N= 2412 
(allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

Readability [n=1] 
Brewer (10) 
 

RCT 
 
 
 

serious (-1) not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 106 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study no 
effect (10). 

moderate important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=1] 
Tait (13) 

RCT serious (-1) not 
serious 

not 
serious 

serious  
(-1) 

N= 150 
 

N= 50 
 

In one study 
effect for 
graphics (13). 

low limited 
importance 

Trust / Credibility 
[n=2] 
Hawley (7) 
Tait (11) 
 
 

RCT 
 
 
 

serious (-1) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

serious  
(-1) 

N= 1546 
 

N= 3139 
 

In two studies 
effects for (11) 
or rather against 
(7) graphics. 

low limited 
importance 

+N= 2412 
(allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

 

  



 

 

Table 11: Evidence table „Various types of graphics in comparison with each other“ 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Various types of graphics in comparison with each other 
(i.e. pie or bar charts, pictograms,…) 

Understanding / 
risk perception 
[n=2] 
Ghosh (16) 
Hawley (7) 
 

RCT serious (-1) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 2562 
(total, allocation 
on intervention 
and control 
unclear) 

In one study effect for 
pictograms vs. other 
graphics (7). 
In two studies no effects 
for bar charts vs. 
pictograms (7, 16).  

moderate critical 

Knowledge 
(verbatim and gist 
knowledge) [n=2] 
Hawley (7) 
Tait (13) 

RCT serious (-1) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 2612 
(total, allocation 
on intervention 
and control 
unclear) 

In one study effect for 
pie charts vs. other 
graphics and effect for 
pictograms vs. other 
graphics (without pie 
charts) (7). 
In one study no effect 
(pie charts, bar charts, 
pictograms) (13). 

moderate critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=2] 
Feldman-Stewart 
(17) 
Hawley (7) 
 

RCT very 
serious (-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 2628 
(total, allocation 
on intervention 
and control 
unclear) 

In one study effect for 
bar charts and sorted 
pictograms vs. pie 
charts (17).  
In one study a tendency 
for pictograms (7). 

low important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness [2] 
Ghosh (16) 
Tait (13) 
 

RCT serious (-1) Keine 
Inkonsis-
tenz 

Keine 
Indirekt-
heit 

Schwer-
wiegende 
Impräzi-
sion 
(-1) 

N= 350 
(total, allocation 
on intervention 
and control 
unclear) 

In two studies a 
tendency for pictograms 
and bar charts (13, 16). 

low limited 
importance 

  



 

 

Table 12: Evidence table „Pictograms sorted vs. unsorted“ 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Pictograms sorted vs. unsorted 
 

Understanding / 
risk perception 
[n=1] 
Kasper (4) 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 111 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
no clear effect: 
effect for 
sorted 
pictograms to 
present side 
effects, no 
effect to 
present 
benefits (4). 

moderate critical 

Knowledge [n=2] 
Wright (20) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(18) 

RCT 
 
 

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 6342 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for 
sorted 
pictograms, 
larger effect 
for high 
numeracy 

(18). 
In one study 
no effect (20). 

moderate critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=2] 
Feldmann-Stewart 
(17) 
Wright (20) 
 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 356 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study a 
tendency for 
sorted 
pictograms 
(17), 
in one study 
no effect (20). 

low important but 
not critical 

 



 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=3] 
Kasper (4) 
Schapira (19) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(18) 
 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 6567 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In three 
studies effects 
for sorted 
pictograms (4, 
18, 19). 

moderate limited 
importance 
 

Trust / credibility 
[n=1] 
Schapira (19) 

within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

very 
serious 
(-2) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 254 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for 
unsorted 
pictograms 
(19). 

low limited 
importance 
 

 

  



 

 

Table 13: Evidence table „Pictograms animated vs. static“ 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Pictograms animated vs. static  
 

Understanding / 
risk perception 
[n=1] 
Ancker (21) 

online 
survey 
with 
control 
group 

very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 165 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
no effect (21). 
 

low critical 

Knowledge [n=2] 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(22) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(18) 
 

RCT 
 
 

serious 
(-1) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 9556 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
no clear effect 
(22).  
In one study 
effect for 
single 
animations 
only, but not 
homogeneous 
for different 
level of 
numeracy 
(18). 

moderate 
 

critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=2] 
Ancker (21) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(22) 
 

RCT 
and 
online 
survey 
with 
control 
group  

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 3519 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for static 
pictograms 
(22),  
in one study 
no effect (21). 

moderate 
 

important but 
not critical 

 



 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=1] 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(18) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 6202 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for static 
pictograms, 
for few 
animations no 
effect (18). 

moderate 
 

limited 
importance 

Trust / credibility 
[n=1] 
Ancker (21) 

online 
survey 
with 
control 
group 

very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 165 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for 
animated 
pictograms 
(21). 

low limited 
importance 

 

  



 

 

Table 14: Evidence table „Various types of icons in comparsion with each other“ 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Various types of icons in comparison with each other  
Geometric icons with each other 

Anthropomorphic vs. geometric icons 
Understanding / 
risk perception 
[n=4] 
Gaissmaier (24) 
McCaffery (26) 
Price (25) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(23) 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

very 
serious  
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 1976 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for 
figures and 
photos vs. 
blocks (23).  
In three 
studies no 
effects (figures 
vs. blocks; 
blocks vs. 
ovals; shaded 
vs. not 
shaded) (24-
26). 

low critical 

Knowledge [n=2] 
Gaissmaier (24) 
McCaffery (26) 
 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 400 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In two studies 
no effects 
(figures vs. 
geometric; 
blocks vs. 
ovals) (24, 
26). 

low critical 

 



 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=3] 
Gaissmaier (24) 
McCaffery (26) 
Price (25) 
 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

very 
serious  
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 476 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In three 
studies no 
effects (figures 
vs. geometric; 
blocks vs. 
ovals; shaded 
vs. not 
shaded) (24-
26). 

low important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=5] 
Gaissmaier (24) 
McCaffery (26) 
Price (25) 
Schapira (19) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(23) 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

very 
serious  
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 2232 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In three 
studies effects 
for human 
figures / 
figurative 
representation 
/ figures and 
photos vs. 
geometric 
represen-
tations (19, 
23, 24).  
In one study 
effect for 
shaded vs. not 
shaded (25).  
In one study 
no effect 
(blocks vs. 
ovals) (26). 

low limited 
importance 
 

Trust / credibility 
[n=1] 
Schapira (19) 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

Sehr 
schwer-
wiegendes 
Risiko für 
Bias  
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 254 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
no effect 
(figures vs. 
geometric) 
(19). 

low limited 
importance 
 

  



 

 

Table 15: Evidence table „Simple versus combined risk presentation in graphics” 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Simple versus combined risk presentation in graphics  
 

Understanding / 
risk perception 
[n=3] 
Price (25) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(27) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(28) 
 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 2805 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for 
single 
presentations 
(28).  
In one study a 
tendency for 
simple 
presentation 
(2 vs. 4 
options, bar 
charts and 
pictograms) 
(27).  
In one study 
no effect (25). 

moderate critical 

Knowledge [n=1] 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(15) 
 

RCT 
 
 

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 663 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
no effect (15). 
 

moderate critical 

 



 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=3] 
Price (25) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(28) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(27) 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

serious  
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 2805 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect on 
comprehen-
siblity for 
combined 
presentations, 
no effect on 
readability 
(25).  
In one study a 
tendency for 
simple 
presentations 
(2 vs. 4 
options, bar 
charts and 
pictograms), 
no tests on 
statistical 
significance 
(27).  
In one study 
no effect (28). 

moderate 
 

important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=3] 
Price (25) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(28) 
Zikmund-Fischer 
(27) 
 

RCT, 
partial 
within-
sub-
ject 
design 
 

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

serious 
(-1) 

N= 2805 
(total, allocation on 
intervention and control 
unclear) 

In one study 
effect for 
combined 
grapics (25).  
In one study a 
questionable 
effect for 
single 
presentations 
(28).  
In one study 
no effect (27). 

low limited 
importance 
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