
 

 

Evidence tables 

Table 17: Evidence table „Text with anatomical images versus text 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 

Text with anatomical images versus text only 
 

Knowledge [n=1] 
Bol (1) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 73 
 

N= 70 
 

In one study 
no effect (1). 

moderate critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=1] 
Bol (1) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 73 
 

N= 70 
 

In one study 
no effect (1). 

moderate important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=2] 
Bol (1) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 73 N= 70 
 

In one study 
effect for 
anatomical 
images (1). 
 

moderatet limited 
importance  

Trust / credibility 
[n=1] 
Hollands (7) 
 

RCT not serious not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 450 
 

N= 451 
 

In one study a 
small effect for 
anatomical 
images (7). 

high limited 
importance 

  



 

 

Table 18: Evidence table „Text with cartoons versus text 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 

Text with cartoons versus text only 
 

Understanding 
[n=1] 
Delp (8) 
 

RCT not serious not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 103 N= 102 
 

In one study 
effect for 
cartoons (8). 

high critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=1] 
Delp (8) 
 

RCT not serious not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 103 N= 102 
 

In one study 
effect for 
cartoons (8). 

high important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=1] 
Delp (8) 
 

RCT not serious not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 103 N= 102 
 

In one study 
effect for 
cartoons (8). 

high limited 
importance 

 

  



 

 

Table 19: Evidence table „Text with photos versus text 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 

Text with photos versus text only 
 

Knowledge [n=1] 
Bol (1) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 73 
 

N= 70 
 

In one study 
no effect (1). 

moderate critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=1] 
Bol (1) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 73 N= 70 
 

In one study 
no effect (1). 

moderate important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness 
[n=1] 
Bol (1) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 73 N= 70 
 

In one study 
no effect (1). 

moderate limited 
importance 

 

  



 

 

Table 20: Evidence table „Text with pictograms versus text 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 

Text with pictograms versus text only 
 

Understanding 
[n=1] 
Mansoor (5) 
Thompson (10) 
Yin (11) 
 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 237 N= 222 In two studies 
effects for 
pictograms (5, 
11), 
in one study 
no effect (10). 

moderate critical 

Knowledge [n=4] 
King (3) 
Mansoor (5) 
Sahm (9) 
Thompson (10) 
 

RCT very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 136 N= 132 In one study 
effect for 
pictograms (5), 
in three 
studies no 
effects (3, 9, 
10). 

low critical 

+ N=94 (total, random 
allocation on three 
groups) 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=2] 
Mansoor (5) 
Thompson (10) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 82 
 
 

N= 78 
 
 

In one study 
effect for 
pictograms (5), 
in one study 
no effect (10). 

moderate important but 
not critical 

 

Akzeptanz / 
Attraktivität[n=2] 
Mansoor (5) 
Thompson (10) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 

not 
seriouscrit
ical 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 82 
 

N= 78 
 

In two studies 
effects for 
pictograms (5, 
10). 

moderate limited 
importance 

  



 

 

Table 21: Evidence table „Text with illustrative drawings versus text 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 

Text with illustrative drawings versus text only 
 

UNderstanding 
[n=4] 
Austin (12) 
Brotherstone (13) 
Kools (14) 
Liu (4) 
 

RCT serious 
(-1) 
 

serious 
(-1) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 162 N= 159 In two studies 
effects for 
drawings (12, 
13), 
in one study 
no clear effect 
(14), 
in one study 
no effect (4). 

low critical 

Knowledge [n=1] 
Henry (15) 

RCT very 
serious 
(-2) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 23 
 

N= 28 
 

In one study 
no effect (15). 

low critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [n=2] 
Kools (14) 
Liu (4) 

RCT serious 
(-1) 
 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 78 N= 77 In two studies 
no effects (4, 
14). 

moderate important but 
not critical 
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