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24  Abstract

25 Background: Due to the high burden of mental health issues among students at

26 higher education institutions world-wide, animal-assisted interventions (AAls) are being

27  increasingly used to relieve student stress. The objective of this study was to systematically
28 review of the effects of AAls on the mental and cognitive health outcomes of higher

29  education students.

30 Methods: Randomized controlled trials using any unfamiliar animal as the sole
31 intervention tool were included in the systematic review. Study quality was assessed using
32 the Cochrane Risk-of-Bias tool. Where possible, effect sizes (Hedges' g) were pooled for
33 individua outcomes using random-effects meta-analyses. Albatross plots were used to
34  supplement the data synthesis.

35 Results: Of 2.401 identified studies, 35 were included. Almost al studies used dogs
36 as the intervention animal. The quality of most included studies was rated as moderate.
37  Studies showed an overall reduction of acute anxiety (g= -0.57 (95%CI -1.45;0.31)) and
38  stress. For other mental outcomes, studies showed an overall small reduction of negative
39  affect (g= -0.47 (95%CI -1.46;0.52)), chronic stress (g= -0.23 (95%Cl -0.57;0.11)) and
40 depression, as well as small increases in arousal, happiness and positive affect (g= 0.06
41  (95%CI -0.78;0.90)). Studies showed no effect on heart rate and heart rate variability, a small
42  reduction in salivary cortisol and mixed effects on blood pressure. No effect on cognitive
43  outcomes was found.

44 Conclusion: Overall, evidence suggests that AAls are effective at improving mental,
45  but not physiological or cognitive outcomes of students. Strong methodological heterogeneity
46  between studies limited the ability to draw clear conclusions.

47

48


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.11.22273607
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.11.22273607; this version posted April 16, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

I ntroduction

As highlighted by ongoing events such as climate change and the COVID-19
pandemic, which is strongly suspected to have zoonaotic origins [1], it is essential to
acknowledge the interconnectedness of humans, animals and the environment. This thought
is at the core of the One Health concept, which aims to highlight the “ synergistic benefit of
closer cooperation between human, animal and environmental health sciences’ [2]. One
example of a benefit derived from the connection between humans and animalsis animal-
assisted interventions (AAls). The term “AAI” has become an umbrella term in the human-
animal interaction (HAI) field, referring to all interventions that incorporate some element of
HAI to achieve the desired outcome [3,4]. Based on the definition presented by Lopez-
Cepero, in this review AAls are defined as any intervention that incorporates an element of
HAI with an unfamiliar animal, with the aim of improving a human health outcome [4].
Unfamiliar animals are defined as animals that are not owned by or living with participants.
Most commonly AAIs use dogs as the intervention animal, but other animals such as cats,

horses, birds or fish are also sometimes used [5,6].

Past research has predominantly focused on the benefits of AAls for clinica
populations, and has found generally beneficial effects [7,8]. Among autism and dementia
patients, AAls have been found to improve socia interaction as well as reduce problematic
behaviors such as aggression or agitation [9-12]. AAls are especially beneficial for patients
with mental disorders. Several systematic reviews have shown reductions of clinical
symptoms of disorders such as anxiety, depression and schizophrenia after an AAI [6,13].
Simultaneously, AAls have improved engagement and social interaction among patients with

mental disorders [14]. In addition, AAls have been shown to reduce stress and improve well-
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73  being among non-clinical populations, including the elderly, children and higher education
74  students [6,15,16].

75 There is a particularly strong need for stress-reducing interventions among students at
76  higher education institutions. A higher education institution is “any postsecondary institution
77  of learning that usualy affords, at the end of a course of study, a named degree, diploma, or
78  certificate of higher studies* [17]. Due to a multitude of factors including navigating a new
79  environment, a high academic workload and financial pressures, the prevalence of stress as
80 well as symptoms of depression and anxiety disorders are worryingly high among higher
81  education students worldwide (27). According to the Anxiety and Depression Association of
82 America, for example, 85% of students feel overwhelmed by academic expectations and
83 demands, 40% of students state that anxiety is a top concern, and 30% of students state that
84  dress negatively affects their academic performance [19,20]. Similar results have been
85 replicated among higher education students around the world [18,21,22]. The burden of
86 mental health problems among students has been continuously increasing over the past years,
87 and has been further exacerbated by decreased social contact and increased worries about
88 hedlth and finances during the COVID-19 pandemic [22,23].

89

90 In light of these findings, AAls are becoming increasingly common at higher

91 education institutions to improve and promote student mental health [24]. Such programs
92  most commonly take the form of drop-in events where groups of students can freely interact
93 with dogs and their handlers [25]. AAlsin higher education settings are low-cost and easily
94  scalable, allowing them to reach a large proportion of the student body [24,26-28]. In

95 addition, AAlsare not stigmatized like other traditional mental health services due to the
96 overwhelmingly positive perception of AAls among higher education students [24]. This

97 makes AAlsanideal universal intervention for mental health promotion efforts at higher
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education institutions [29,30]. To confidently implement AAIs in higher education settings, a
comprehensive overview of the current state of research and good evidence on the effects of

AAls on the mental and cognitive outcomes of students is needed.

The objective of this systematic review was therefore to estimate the effects of AAls
implemented in higher education settings on (1) the mental health outcomes and (2) the
cognitive outcomes of students. This review also aims to contribute evidence to the “shared

medicines and interventions’ subgroup of The Lancet One Health Commission.
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118

119 Methods

120 Protocol and registration

121 A systematic review protocol was developed in keeping with the PRISMA-P 2015
122  statement [31]. This protocol was registered on PROSPERO on August 12" 2020 with the
123 registration number CRD42020196283 [32].

124
125  Sources, search methods and dligibility criteria

126 The literature search was conducted from June 10" to June 20" 2020, and was
127  designed to identify all published and unpublished experimental and observational trials on
128  AAls conducted in higher education settings. Medline/PubMed, Psycinfo, CINAHL, Web of
129 Science, Embase, ERIC, and Scopus were searched. In addition, WALTHAM Science,
130 HABRI Central and Anima and Society Institute as well as the database OpenGrey were
131  searched. Reference lists from relevant systematic reviews and included studies were hand-
132  searched for potentially relevant publications. Due to the large number of retrieved results,
133  only randomized controlled trials (RCTs) that were published in a peer-reviewed journal
134  were included in this review. Studies were included if they assessed the effect of an
135 intervention using a living animal that was unfamiliar to participants as the sole intervention
136 tool, for any mental health or cognitive outcome of higher education students. Mental health
137  outcomes were considered those that describe a person’s emotional or psychological state
138 [33], for example through self-perceived assessments of stress, anxiety or depression. We
139 dso included physiological outcome measures that reliably correlate with acute stress, such
140 as blood pressure (BP), heart rate (HR) or cortisol levels [34]. By contrast, we considered

141  cognitive outcomes those that describe a person’s cognitive functioning [35], for example
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142  through assessments of intelligence, concentration or attention. Specifically in the higher
143  education context, we also considered cognitive outcomes to include academic outcomes
144  such as test performance. Details on the €ligibility criteria can be found in S1 Table, while
145  details on the search strategy can be found in S2 File and S2 Table.

146
147 Study selection

148 The selection process was conducted in two steps, using Covidence [36]. First, two
149  independent reviewers (AH and EW) screened articles by title and abstract and voted on
150 €ligibility. Potential disagreements were resolved through regular discussions. Second, the
151  full text of remaining articles was evaluated by both reviewers (AH and EW). If articles
152  could not be found, the corresponding author was contacted. If there was no response within
153  two weeks, the articles were excluded. Articles both reviewers agreed upon were included in
154  the systematic review.

155
156  Quality assessment

157 Only quantitative outcomes that were assessed by at least three studies and could thus
158  be meaningfully combined in a quantitative synthesis were included in the quality assessment
159  process. Therisk of bias of the included studies was assessed independently by two reviewers
160 (AH and EW), using the Cochrane Risk-of-Bias tool for Randomized Trials 2 (RoB 2) [37].
161 The version for individually randomized, parallel-group trials as well as the version for
162  crossover trials were used [38,39].

163

164 Data extraction
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165 Data extraction was independently conducted by AH and EW using an Excel sheet.
166 Data was collected on the study design, study participants, the intervention condition, the
167 control condition, and reported outcomes. Conflicts were resolved through regular
168 discussions. A full list of the extracted dataitems can be found in S3 File.

169
170 Data synthesis

171 All studies were grouped according to the qualitative or quantitative outcomes they
172  assessed. For stress, anxiety and depression, we further differentiated between chronic (long-
173 term) and acute (short-term) outcomes. We defined acute outcomes as measuring how a
174  person is feeling in a given moment, and chronic outcomes as measuring how a person is
175 feeling over alonger period of time.

176
177 Qualitative synthesis

178 Quantitative outcomes reported by less than three studies, as well as al qualitative
179  outcomes, were summarized in a qualitative synthesis. Study results were briefly summarized
180 for each outcome. Studies assessing mental health outcomes, physiologica outcomes and
181  cognitive outcomes were grouped together, and common trends in results were described.

182
183 Quantitative synthesis

184 Quantitative outcomes reported by three or more studies were included in the
185 quantitative synthesis. For both the meta-analyses and the albatross plots, potential
186 multiplicity was eliminated by applying the following rules: First, if an outcome was reported
187  across multiple time-points, the last reported measurement of the outcome which was not yet
188 part of follow-up measurements was chosen. Second, if an outcome was reported using

189  multiple measures and the reported measures were assumed to be interchangeable, only one
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190 of theincluded measures was chosen. This was the case in studies reporting both systolic and
191 diastolic BP, where systolic BP was chosen, and in studies reporting both HF (high-
192  frequency) and rMSSD (root mean square of successive differences) heart rate variability
193 (HRV), where HF HRV was chosen.

194

195 To be included in a meta-analysis, studies needed to supply an effect size (Hedges' g)
196 of the post-test difference in mental health or cognitive outcomes between an intervention
197 group and a control group, and had to be of good quality (rated as “low risk” or “some
198 concerns’ by the RoB 2). In addition, studies had to use comparable intervention and control
199 conditions. Interventions generally fell into two categories. (1) interventions that allowed
200 participants to freely interact with animals and their handlers (active intervention), and (2)
201 interventions where an animal was present while participants' primary focus was on a task
202  (passive intervention). These tasks typically aimed to increase the stress levels of participants
203  (stressors), such as timed math tasks. Interventions were additionally categorized based on
204  the animal species used in the intervention condition. Control conditions broadly fell into
205 four categories: (1) control groups that replaced the presence of an animal with a human
206  (active human control), (2) control groups that replaced the presence of the animal with a
207  different animal, a toy animal, or pictures/videos of an animal (active animal control), (3)
208  control groups with an active component that was not a human or a different animal like yoga
209 (active other control), and (4) control groups without any active component (no-treatment
210  control). Meta-analyses were conducted for all outcomes where at |east three studies reported
211 aneffect size, were of good quality, and used comparable intervention and control conditions.
212  Due to the small number of studies included in each meta-analysis, it was not possible to
213  conduct moderator analyses.

214
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215 For eligible outcomes, meta-analyses were conducted using RStudio Version 1.3.959
216  [40]. Summary effect sizes as well as the corresponding 95% confidence interval (Cl) were
217  calculated using a random-effects model, and visualized using forest plots. The heterogeneity
218  between included studies was assessed using the Q and 1? statistics. If Hedges' g and its
219 standard error (SE) was not reported in the original study, it was computed in RStudio
220 Version 1.3.959, using the package “esc” [41]. Details of the conducted calculations can be
221 found in 44 Table. Funnel plots were used to explore publication bias, and Egger’s test for
222  funnel plot asymmetry was conducted.

223

224 Due to the limited number of studies included in the meta-analyses, albatross plots
225 were used to extend the quantitative data synthesis. The abatross plot is a graphical tool that
226  alows an approximation of effect sizes based on p-value and sample size. A detailed
227  explanation of the albatross plot and the mathematical background can be found in the
228  corresponding paper by Harrison et a. [42]. The digibility criteria in place for the meta-
229  analyses were not required for inclusion in the albatross plots. Albatross plots were created
230 using Stata/SE 16.1 (Stata Statistical Software. College Station, TX: StataCorp LLC; 2019).
231  Effect size contours were calculated based on the standardized mean difference (SMD).
232  Contours corresponded to the effect sizes 0.2 (small effect), 0.5 (medium effect) and 0.8
233  (large effect). Since all included studies were randomized, an equal group size was assumed.
234  Assuggested by Harrison et al., if a p-value was presented as a threshold instead of an exact
235 vaue (e.g. p<0.05), the threshold value was used as the exact value [42]. In addition, for any
236  non-significant outcome without an exact p-value (e.g. p>0.05), a p-value of 1 was
237  substituted [42]. If not reported in the original study, p-values were calculated by conducting

238  unpaired two-sided Student’s t-tests in RStudio Version 1.3.959, using the command “t.test”

10
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and the mean, standard deviation and sample size provided [40]. If not otherwise specified in
the study, a normal distribution of the data was assumed.

The threshold for statistical significance was set at p<0.05 for all conducted
caculations. The code used for all calculations can be found under DOI:

10.6084/m9.figshare.19368047.

11
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258

259  Results

260 Study selection

261 A complete search of al databases as described above yielded a total of 2.431 search
262  results. Screening of the reference lists of included articles and identified systematic reviews
263  contributed an additional 63 search results, giving a total of 2.494 identified results. Details
264  on the exact number of results obtained from each database can be found in S2 Table. After
265 removing duplicates and screening the articles by title and abstract, a total of 218 articles
266 remained for full text screening. After the full text screening, 32 articles remained for
267 inclusion in this systematic review. Of these 32 articles, three reported two separate eligible
268 studies [43-45], bringing the total of individual studies included in this review to 35.
269  Common reasons for study exclusion can be found in the PRISMA flow chart (Fig 1). Of the
270 35 studies, 30 were included in the quantitative data synthesis. After assessing dligibility,
271  eight studies were included in the meta-analyses and 28 studies were included in the albatross
272  plots.

273

274 Fig 1. PRISMA flow chart. 'Quantitative outcomes assessed by less than three
275 studies as well as qualitative outcomes were not eligible for inclusion in the meta-analyses.
276  *Methodological heterogeneity = heterogeneous for type of intervention condition
277  (active/passive), animal used or type of control condition (active animal/active human/active

278  other or no-treatment).

12
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279 Study characteristics

280 An overview of the most important extracted data items and study results can be
281 found in the data extraction table (Table 1). Information on additional important study
282  characteristics can be found in S5 Table. In general, most studies had more female than male
283  participants, and participants were mostly of “typical” undergraduate age (mean 20.2 years,
284 median 19.7 years). In amost al studies (n=29) the intervention animal was a dog
285 [43/43,44,46-70]. Most studies (n=27) used active intervention conditions [43—
286  45,45,46,50,52-55,57,59-62,64-69,71-74], with most taking place in a group setting. In
287 studies with active interventions, the animal-to-participant ratio was generally 1:3-5
288  participants. The remaining studies (n=8) [47—-49,51,56,58,63,70] used passive intervention
289  conditions that mostly took place in individual settings and included a stressor. In studies
290 with passive interventions, the animal-to-participant ratio was generally 1:1. The most
291 common control condition was a no-treatment control condition (n=27) [43,45,48-60,62—
292  67,69-72]. In most studies (n=28), intervention sessions took place only once per participant
293  [43,43-45,45,47,48,50-58,60,64—66,68,70-74]. In general, intervention sessions were
294 relatively short (mean 20.7 minutes, median 15 minutes).

295

296

297

298
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299 Table 1. Dataextraction table (n=35).
Animal | Year of Reference | Design N Results of studiesincluded in qualitative synthes &° Direction of Results of studiesincluded in quantitative synthesis®® Direction
publication effect® of effect®
Dog 2020 Caparelli RCT 64 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs no treatment control:
[56] Performance on a memory task: p=0.8 Null
Dog 2020 Pendry RCT 309 Activeintervention vs other control (alternative stress N/A N/A
[46] management techniques only): Positive
WIL L-subscale: p=0.021 Null
SELFREGULATION-subscale: p=0.215 Null
SKILL-subscale: p>0.05
Activeintervention vs other control (human-animal Null
interaction and alternative stress management techniques): N/A
WIL L-subscale: p>0.05 Null
SELFREGULATION-subscale: N/A
SKILL-subscale: p>0.05
Dog 2019 Gebhart RCT 57 Active intervention vs no treatment control (no exam): Active intervention vs no treatment control (no exam):
[67] 1gA: N/A N/A Acute self-perceived stress. p<0.01 Negative
Acute anxiety: p<0.01 Negative
Active intervention vs no treatment control (exam): Salivary cortisol: N/A N/A
1gA: N/A N/A
Active intervention vs no treatment control (exam):
Activeintervention vs other control: Acute self-perceived stress: p>0.5 Null
1gA: N/A N/A Acute anxiety: p>0.5 Null
Sdlivary cortisol: N/A N/A
Active intervention vs other control:
Acute self-perceived stress: N/A N/A
Acute anxiety: N/A N/A
Sdlivary cortisol: N/A N/A
Dog 2019 Pendry RCT 228 Active intervention vs other controls (alternative stress N/A N/A
[61] management techniques only; human-animal interaction
and alternative stress management techniques):
Behaviour change: p=0.31
Changes in home-practice: p=0.44 Null
Qualitative interviews revea ed students favourite part of Null
dog interaction was positive effect on mood. Positive

14
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Dog 2019 Trammell RCT 44 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs no treatment control:
[63] Acute self-perceived stress: p=0.03 Negative
Arousal: p>0.05 Null
Happiness: p>0.001 Positive
Performance on amemory task: p=0.34 Negative
Dog 2018 Banks[53] | RCT 56 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Cognitive test anxiety: p=0.62 Null Acute anxiety: p=0.023 Negative
Concentration: p>0.05 Null Negative affect: p=0.84 Null
Chronic self-perceived stress: p=0.042 Negative
Positive affect: p=0.97 Null
Dog 2018 Hall [59] RCT 98 N/A N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Acute anxiety: p=0.008 Negative
Dog 2018 Ward- RCT 246 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Griffin Social support: p=0.25 Null Negative affect: p=0.5 Negative
[64] Life satisfaction: p=0.87 Null Chronic self-perceived stress: p=0.95 Null
Happiness: p=0.89 Null
Positive affect: p=0.76 Null
Dog 2017 Barker [55] | RCT 74 Active intervention vs no treatment control: N/A N/A
Distance between self and family members. p=0.562 Null
Distance to personal stressors: p=0.02 Negative
Distance to other stressors. p=0.05 Null
Dog 2017 Binfet [66] | RCT 163 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Homesickness: p<0.05 Negetive Chronic self-perceived stress; p=0.019° Negative
Sense of belonging in school: p=0.002 Positive
Dog 2017 Fiocco & RCT 61 Active intervention vs no treatment control: N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control: N/A
Hunse [65] Galvanic skin response: N/A Negative affect: N/A
positive affect: N/A
Dog 2017 Grajfoner RCT 132 Active intervention vs human control vs animal control: Active intervention vs human control:
[68] Mood: p=0.011 Negative Acute anxiety: p<0.001 Negative
(higher in
animal control | Active intervention vsanimal control:
than other Acute anxiety: p<0.001 Positive
conditions)
Well-being: p<0.001 Positive
(higher in
intervention
and animal
control
compared to
no treatment
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control)
Dog 2017 McDonald | RCT 48 N/A N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control:
[60] BP: p<0.001 Negative
Dog 2017 Trammell - | RCT 44 Active intervention vs animal control: Active intervention vs animal control:
Study 2 Study effort for final exam: p>0.43 Null Acute self-perceived stress: p=0.02 Negative
[44] Performance on a memory task: p=0.62 Null
Dog 2017 Trammell - | RCT 45 Active intervention vs animal control: Active intervention vs animal control:
Study 3 Study effort for final exam: p>0.10 Null Acute self-perceived stress: p=0.30 Negative
[44] Performance on a memory task: p=0.67 Null
Dog 2016 Barker [54] | cRCT 57 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
SAA: p=0.356 Null Acute self-perceived stress: p=0.0001 Negative
sNGF: dropped from analysis N/A
Dog 2016 Gonzalez- RCT 14 Active intervention vs no treatment control: N/A N/A
Ramirez Stress caused by public spesking: p>0.05 Null
[69] Stress management: p=0.805 Null
Dog 2015 Crossman RCT 67 N/A N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control:
[57] Acute anxiety: p<0.0001° Negative
Negative affect: p<0.0001° Negative
Positive affect: p=0.076 Positive
Active intervention vs animal control:
Acute anxiety: p<0.0001° Negative
Negative affect: p<0.0001° Negative
Positive affect: p=0.1 Positive
Dog 2015 Crump - cRCT 27 N/A N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Study | Acute self-perceived stress: p=0.029 Negative
[43] Arousal: p=0.006 Positive
HR: p>0.05 Null
BP: p=0.039 Positive
Dog 2015 Crump - RCT 61 N/A N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Study 11 Acute self-perceived stress: p=0.046 Negative
[43] Chronic self-perceived stress. p>0.05 Null
Arousal: p=0.007 Positive
Sdlivary cortisol: p>0.05 Null
Dog 2015 Gee [58] cRCT 31 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs no treatment control vs animal
control vs human control:
HR: p=0.55 Null
HRV: p=0.49 Positive
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Passive intervention (touch) vs no treatment control vs
human control:
Performance on a memory task: p<0.05

Negative
Passive intervention (no touch) vs no treatment control vs
human control:
Performance on a memory task: p>0.05
Null
Dog 2015 Shearer RCT 74 Active intervention vs no treatment control vs other Active intervention vs no treatment control:
[62] control: Null Acute anxiety: p<0.05 Negative
Mindfulness: p>0.5 Negative affect: p=0.001 Negative
HRV: p>0.05 Null
Active intervention vs other control:
Acute anxiety: p<0.05 Positive
Negative affect: p>0.05 Null
HRV: p<0.05 Negative
Active intervention vs no treatment control vs other
control:
Chronic depression: p>0.05 Null
Dog 2014 Gee [47] cRCT 53 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs animal control vs human control:
HR: p=0.046 N/A
HRV: p=0.88 Null
Performance on a memory task: N/A N/A
Dog 2014 Hunt & RCT 107 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs no treatment control:
Chizkov Chronic depression: p<0.05 Negative
[49] Negative affect: N/A N/A
Acute anxiety: N/A N/A
Dog 2014 Polheber & | RCT 48 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs no treatment control vs human
Matchock control:
[70] Acute anxiety: p>0.05 Null
HR: p>0.5 Null
Passive intervention vs no treatment control:
Sdlivary cortisol: p=0.024 Negative
Passive intervention vs human control:
Sdlivary cortisol: p=0.045 Negative
Dog 2013 Stewart & RCT 128 N/A N/A Passive intervention vs no treatment control:
Strickland Acute anxiety: p=0.09 Negative
[48]
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Dog 2004 Charnetski | RCT 55 Active intervention vs no treatment control vs animal N/A N/A
[50] control:
IgA: p>0.05 Null
Dog 1997 Straatman RCT 36 Passive intervention vs no treatment control: Passive intervention vs no treatment control:
[51] MAP: p=0.0338 Null HR: p=0.338 Negative
BP: p=0.338 Positive
Acute anxiety: N/A N/A
Dog 1987 Wilson cRCT 92 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
[52] MAP: p=0.0005 Positive Acute anxiety: p=0.937 Null
Chronic anxiety: p=0.761 Null HR: p=0.001 Positive
BP: p=0.0005 Positive
Active intervention vs other control:
MAP: p=0.0005 Negative Active intervention vs other control:
Chronic anxiety: p=0.317 Null Acute anxiety: p=0.0005 Negative
HR: p=0.0005 Negative
BP: p=0.0005 Negative
Dogs, 2019 Pendry & RCT 249 N/A N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control:
cats Vandagriff Salivary cortisol: p=0.033 Negative
[71]
Active intervention vs animal control (slideshow):
Sdlivary cortisol: p=0.046 Negative
Active intervention vs animal control (observation):
Sdlivary cortisol: p=0.04 Negative
Dogs, 2019 Pendry RCT 192 Active intervention vs no treatment control vs animal N/A Active intervention vs no treatment control vs animal N/A
cats (Clinical control: control:
depression) Irritability: N/A Acute anxiety: N/A
[73] Contentness: N/A Chronic depression: N/A
Acute depression: N/A
Dogs, 2018 Pendry RCT 182 Active intervention vs animal control: Active intervention vs animal control:
cats [72] Contentness: p<0.01 Positive Acute anxiety: p<0.01 Negative
Irritability: p=0.03 Negative
Acute depression: p>0.05 Null Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Acute anxiety: p=0.03 Negative
Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Contentness: p<0.001 Positive
Irritability: p=0.02 Negetive
Acute depression: p>0.05 Null
Fish 2019 Gee- cRCT 35 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Experiment Relaxation: p=0.001 Positive Happiness: p<0.001 Positive
1[45] HR: p>0.05 Null

Active intervention vs animal control:
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Relaxation: p<0.001 Positive Active intervention vs animal control:
Happiness: N/A N/A
HR: p=0.006 Negative
Active intervention vs no treatment control vs animal
control:
HRV: p>0.05 Null
Fish 2019 Gee- RCT 39 Active intervention vs no treatment control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
Experiment Relaxation: p=0.001 Positive Acute anxiety: p<0.001 Negative
2[45]
Active intervention vs animal control: Active intervention vs animal control:
Relaxation: N/A N/A Acute anxiety: N/A N/A
Active intervention vs no treatment control vs animal
control:
HR: p>0.05 Null
Active intervention vs no treatment control vs animal
control:
HRV: p>0.05 Null
Cat 2017 Kobayashi | cRCT 30 Active intervention vs animal control: Active intervention vs no treatment control:
[74] Levels of oxygenated hemoglobin in prefrontal cortex: N/A | N/A Arousal: p>0.05 Null
Pleasure: p<0.0001 Positive
300  cRCT: crossover RCT.
301 N/A: not applicable (information not given, or no p-value or direction of effect available/cal cul atable).
302 N: number of participants.
%82 @Abbreviations for outcomes: Blood pressure (BP), heart rate (HR), heart rate variability (HRV), mean arterid pressure (MAP), salivary nerve growth factor (SNGF), salivary alpha amylase (SAA), Immunoglobulin A
1gA
305 ’SRgeszjlts for main effect of condition a post-test
306 °Negative direction of effect: levels of outcome were lower in intervention compared to the control group. Positive direction of effect: levels of outcome were higher in intervention compared to control group.
307 dEffect sizes were described as “null”, indicating no effect of the intervention on the corresponding outcome, if the p-val ue corresponding to the effect size was non-significant and the effect size was very small (less
308 than 0.2). If the effect size was above 0.2, the direction of effect was specified even if the associated p-value was non-significant.
309 °p-value cal culated by AH.
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310 Outcomes were grouped into mental health outcomes, physiological outcomes and
311 cognitive outcomes. Mental health outcomes were by far the most common (n=26) [43—
312  45,48,49,51-55,57,59,62-68,70,72—74], followed by physiological outcomes (n=14)
313 [43,45,47,50,51,54,58,60,62,65,67,70,71,74] and cognitive outcomes (n=9)
314 [44,46,47,53,56,58,61,63,69]. Most reported cognitive outcomes were related to students’
315 academic performance.

316
317 Risk of biaswithin studies

318 Thirty studies were included in the quality assessment. Overall, 60 outcomes from 27
319 studies were classed as “some concerns’ [43-45,47,48,51-54,56-58,60,62—68,70,71,73,74],
320 8 outcomes from 5 studies were classed as “high risk” [49,51,59,62,72], and no studies were
321 classed as “low risk”. Common limitations included not reporting the method of allocation
322 sequence generation or allocation sequence concealment. Additionally, blinding of
323 participants and study personnel to a participants alocated condition was generally not
324  possible due to the animal presence, although some studies tried to concea the true study
325  purpose from participants. Nonetheless, in most studies, both participants and study personnel
326  were probably aware of their assigned condition, which may have affected self-reported
327 outcomes. Finally, none of the included crossover RCTs gave information about potential
328 carryover effects. An overview of quality assessment results for RCTs and crossover RCTs
329 can be found in S6 and S7 Figs. Quality assessment results at the individual outcome level
330 canbefoundin S6 and S7 Tables.

331

332

333
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334 Synthesisof results

335 Qualitative synthesis

336 Consistent with the study hypotheses, most studies reporting on negative mental
337  health outcomes, including acute depression, homesickness and irritability, reported lower
338 levels of these outcomes in the intervention group compared to the control group at post-test
339 [52,66,72,73]. Only Wilson et al. did not report an effect of the intervention on chronic
340 anxiety [52]. Similarly, some studies reporting on positive mental health outcomes reported
341 higher levels of these outcomes in the intervention group compared to the control group at
342  post-test [45,55,61,66,68,72—74]. However, a few studies also reported no effect of the
343 intervention on positive mental health outcomes, including mood, life satisfaction and
344  mindfulness [55,62,64,68]. Most studies reporting on physiological outcomes reported no
345 effect of the intervention [50,51,54], athough Fiocco & Hunse reported a smaller
346  electrodermal response after a stressor in the intervention compared to the control group [65],
347 and Wilson et a. found mean arterial pressure (MAP) to be significantly higher in the
348 intervention compared to the control condition [52]. Similarly, most studies reporting on
349  cognitive outcomes showed no effect of the intervention [46,53,61,69]. Only Pendry et al.
350 found an improvement in test anxiety, attitude and study motivation [46] (Table 1).

351
352 Quantitative synthesis

353 The following outcomes were included in the quantitative synthesis. acute self-
354  perceived stress, chronic self-perceived stress, negative affect, acute anxiety, arousal, chronic
355  depression, happiness, positive affect, BP, HR, HRV, sadlivary cortisol, and performance on a
356 memory task. Of these, meta-analyses were conducted for chronic self-perceived stress,
357 negdtive affect, acute anxiety, positive affect and BP. All studies included in the meta-

358 analyses used an active intervention condition, a dog as the intervention animal and a no-
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359 treatment control condition. The most important results are presented below. Detailed results
360 for the remaining outcomes, including the albatross plots and the meta-analyses, can be found
361 inS8-S19Figs.

362

363 Mental health outcomes were most common. For acute anxiety and self-perceived
364  stress, most included studies showed a significant reduction at post-test. Acute anxiety was
365 reported by 14 studies, of which four studies were combined in a metaanalysis
366 [52,53,57,62]. The pooled Hedges g was -0.57 (95% CI -1.45, 0.31; Q=12.5, 1"2=76%,
367 p=0.006), indicating a medium-sized negative effect of the intervention (Fig 2). This result
368 was mirrored by the albatross plot, where most studies clustered around the 0.5 to the 0.8
369 negative effect size contours (Fig 3). Acute self-perceived stress was reported by seven
370  studies. Although not combinable in a meta-analysis, the albatross plot demonstrated that
371 included studies showed a reduction of self-perceived stress with a medium to large effect
372  size, with most results clustering around the 0.5 to the 0.8 negative effect size contours of the
373  abatross plot (Fig 4).

374

375 Fig 2. Forest plot acute anxiety (n=4). TE: Hedges' g. seTE: standard error of Hedges' g.
376 N(i): number of participantsin intervention condition. N(c): number of participantsin control
377  condition.

378

379 Fig 3. Albatross plot acute anxiety (n=11).

380

381 Fig4. Albatross plot acute self-per ceived stress (n=7).

382
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383 Negative affect was reported by 6 studies, of which 4 studies were combined in a

384 meta-analysis[53,57,62,64]. The pooled Hedges g was -0.47 (95% CI -1.46, 0.52; Q=15.3,
385  1"2=80.4%, p=0.016), indicating a small- to medium-sized negative effect of the intervention
386 (Fig5). The albatross plot showed that while some studies showed a reduction of negative
387  affect, other studies showed no effect (Fig 6).

388

389 Figb5. Forest plot negative affect (n=4). TE: Hedges' g. seTE: standard error of Hedges' g.
390  N(i): number of participants in intervention condition. N(c): number of participants in control
391  condition.

392

393 Fig 6. Albatross plot negative affect (n=5).

394

395 The tendency for some studies to show the expected effect while other studies showed
396 no effect was aso observed for the remaining mental health outcomes. Accordingly, a small
397 negative effect of the intervention was observed for chronic self-perceived stress (pooled
398 Hedges g: -0.23 (95% CI -0.57, 0.11; heterogeneity: Q=1.44, 1"2=0%, p=0.49) and chronic
399 depression, and a small positive effect was observed for positive affect (pooled Hedges' g:
400 0.06 (95% CI -0.78, 0.90; heterogeneity: Q=3.97, 112=49.6%, p=0.138), arousa and
401  happiness. Forest plots and albatross plots for these outcomes can be found in S8 - S14 Figs.
402

403 Among the physiological outcomes, salivary cortisol was the only outcome to
404  demonstrate the expected direction of effect. Salivary cortisol was reported by four studies.
405  Although not combinable in a meta-analysis, included studies showed a small to medium
406 negative effect on cortisol, with most results falling between the 0.3 and 0.8 effect size

407  contours of the albatross plot. In contrast, among the 8 studies assessing HR, most included
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408 studies showed no effect on HR, with most results clustered around the middle of the
409  albatross plot (Fig 7). This trend was mirrored by the studies assessing HRV.

410

411 Fig 7. Albatross plot heart rate (n=8).

412

413 Interestingly, studies reporting on BP were very heterogeneous in terms of outcome.
414  BP was reported by four studies, three of which were combinable in a meta-analysis.
415 However, despite correcting for methodological heterogeneity, the results of studies included
416 in the meta-analyses were very disparate in terms of both size and direction of effect.
417  Additionaly, the forest plot showed a very high, statistically significant level of
418 heterogeneity between the included studies (Q=45.5, 1'2=95.6%, p<0.0001). These levels of
419 heterogeneity were significantly higher than for any other meta-analysis conducted.
420  Accordingly, it was deemed inappropriate to statistically combine BP outcomes, and no
421 pooled effect size was calculated. This strong heterogeneity was mirrored in the albatross
422  plot, where results were spread out throughout the plot. Forest plots and albatross plots for
423  physiological outcomes can be found in S15 - S18 Figs.

424

425 The only cognitive outcome included in the quantitative synthesis was performance
426  on a memory task, reported by six studies. Overall, included studies suggested a very small
427  negative effect of the intervention on memory task performance, with most results clustering
428 around the 0.2 effect size contour of the albatross plot. The albatross plot can be found in S19
429  Fig.

430

431 Risk of bias acrossstudies
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432 The funnel plot showed no evidence of publication bias, as confirmed by Egger's
433  regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (z= -1.74, p=0.081). The funnel plot can be found

434 in S20 Fig.

435 Discussion

436 Summary of findings

437 The aim of this systematic review and meta-analysis was to assess the effect of AAls
438 implemented in higher education settings on the mental and cognitive outcomes of students.
439  Additionally, we assessed the overall quality of included studies. In general, the results of this
440 review suggest that AAls in higher education settings are particularly effective at reducing
441  acute feelings of anxiety and stress. The evidence is less clear for other mental health
442  outcomes assessed in this review, but the included studies suggest a beneficial effect of AAls
443  on these outcomes as well. This review does not suggest a beneficial effect of AAls on
444 physiological or cognitive outcomes of students. Overall, the quality of included studies was
445  moderate, with most studies being classed as “ some concerns’.

446
447 Mental health outcomes

448 The beneficial effects on acute mental health outcomes found in this review are in
449  keeping with previous systematic reviews, which have shown AAls to improve mental health
450 outcomesin alarge variety of populations. Several previous systematic reviews have shown
451 dignificant reductions in self-perceived stress and anxiety in populations with and without
452  pre-existing health conditions [5,8,15]. Similarly, previous reviews have shown AAls to
453  promote a positive mood, increase happiness and reduce depressive symptoms [6,8,75,76].
454 While the overall direction of effect of the included mental health outcomes was beneficial as

455  expected, some studies reporting on mental health outcomes showed no effect of the
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456 intervention. Since forma moderator analyses were not possiblein this review, we cannot say
457  with certainty which, if any study characteristics are associated with this. The comparatively
458  smaller effect sizes of chronic stress and depression, both assessed with instruments designed
459  to detect changes in the mental state over longer periods of time, may point to limited long-
460 term effects of AAIS, as suggested in previous literature [77—79].

461

462 Another possible contributor to differences in study results could be related to
463 intervention design. Beetz et al. suggest that the beneficial effects of HAI could stem from an
464  activation of the oxytocin (OT) system through sensory stimulation [8]. Specifically, they
465  dtate that the closeness of the connection between human and animal, including the duration
466  of the gaze from the animal as well as the presence and duration of physical contact with the
467 animal, is an important factor in if and how much OT is released during HAI [8]. Since
468 participants in studies using a passive intervention and stressors were not able to focus
469 completely on the present animal and often did not even touch the animal in question, it is
470 possible that not enough OT was released, thus explaining the lack of expected effects on
471  mental health outcomes seen in some of these studies [48,49]. Since moderator analyses to
472  confirm this hypothesis were not possible in this review, future research could explore
473  whether the use of passive interventions and stressors is indeed associated with a reduced
474  effect of AAls on the mental health outcomes of higher education students.

475
476  Physiological outcomes

477 Only three of the included studies provided results for cortisol, with two studies
478  reporting reductions and one study reporting no effect on salivary cortisol at post-test
479  [43,70,71]. Thistrend towards a reduction of cortisol at post-test isin keeping with other

480 literature [8,80]. By contrast, studies assessing BP showed very mixed outcomes. This mixed
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effect of AAls on BP has been reported in other systematic reviews, even though the overall
trend seems to be that BP decreases post-AAl [5,8]. One possible explanation for the large
discrepancies between BP results in this review and past reviews could be the poor reliability
of BP as an outcome measure. Indeed, a study by Kelsey et al. showed that measures of
cardiovascular reactivity, including BP, have a poor reliability across different typical
stressor tasks [81]. BP can be affected by variables such as the posture of the participant,
movement, respiration, sensory input or varying task demands [81]. All of these factors
differed between the studies included in this review. Additionally, while all studies used aBP
monitor, measurements were taken from different locations including the upper arm [43,52],
the wrist [60] or the finger [51], which may also have contributed to the heterogeneity in

results.

Interestingly, most included studies showed no effect of the intervention on HR or
HRV. Thisis different from findings of other reviews, which have found an overall reduction
of HR after an AAI in avariety of populations [5,82]. It is possible that AAls may have less
of an effect on physiological outcomes in ayoung, healthy population. Indeed, while Nimer
& Lundahl found a significant improvement of physiological outcomes after an AAl,
moderator analyses revealed that populations with disabilities showed significantly larger
improvements than healthy populations did [16]. Additionally, it is possible that differences
in effects between studies are again associated with intervention design: Most studies that
assessed HR and HRV included a stressor in their intervention, thus likely triggering an acute
stress response among participants. It is well established that, in response to an acute stressor,
HR increases while HRV decreases [83]. Accordingly, it is possible that in studies with a
stressor, the potential effect of an AAI on these physiological outcomes was not strong

enough to compete with or alter the effects of the acute stress response. More studies without
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505 anincorporated stressor would be needed to judge the effects of AAls on the physiological
506  outcomes of studentsin anon-stressful situation.

507

508

509 Cognitive outcomes

510 The studies included in this review showed no effect on the intervention on cognitive
511 outcomes. Thisis an interesting finding, especialy considering that past systematic reviews
512  assessing theimpact of AAIs on cognitive outcomes of children have found that the presence
513 of animals to helps to create a productive learning environment [8,84]. Although these
514  systematic reviews point out that there is little evidence that AAIs directly improve academic
515 performance, they have nevertheless been shown to improve related cognitive outcomes like
516  concentration, motivation, attention and social functioning [8,84]. However, Banks et al.
517  hypothesized that while the presence of an animal may be beneficial for children, whose
518 cognitive functions are still developing, there is less of an impact on these outcomes among
519 higher education students, who are aready at their peak of cognitive functioning [53]. The

520 primary benefits of AAls for this population therefore seem to be affective, not cognitive.

521

522 Limitationsof included evidence

523 Past systematic reviews in the AAI field have cited alimited availability of RCTsasa
524  centra limitation. However, our literature search yielded enough RCTs to answer our
525  research questions. Of the 32 papers included in this review, 25 were published in 2015 or
526 later, showing that thisincrease in RCT availability is quite a recent development. Thisis an

527  encouraging finding, signaling the strong interest in this field from the scientific community.
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528 The qudlity of the RCTs included in this review was also judged to be satisfactory by the
529 RoB2.

530

531 Nevertheless, some characteristics shared by the included studies may limit the
532  generalizability of the results found in this review. First, participants in included studies were
533 overwhelmingly female. This may be attributable to an increased interest in AAls among
534 females, as most studies recruited participants via self-selection, or to recruitment from
535 traditionally majority-female degree programs, such as psychology or nursing (150,151).
536  Since previous research has shown differences between males and females in, for example,
537  responses to stressors, it is possible that the results may not be generalizable to both male and
538 femae students (152,153). Second, although the search strategy was designed to find
539 publications using any intervention animal, aimost all included studies used dogs. This may
540 be due to the popularity of dogs as companion animals and the feelings of empathy and
541 companionship associated with them, making them a popular choice for AAls [85].
542  Additionally, dogs may have been the easiest option logisticaly since some studies
543  cooperated with established university-based AAI programs that were aready using dogs
544  [44,46,53-55,61,68,71-73], and some studies used pet dogs of the researchers [71-73].
545  Nonetheless, it should be kept in mind that the results of this review represent the effects of
546  AAlsusing dogs and are likely less applicable to AAls using other animals. Other limitations
547  of included studies were small sample sizes, lack of sample size calculations and general lack
548  of follow-up assessments.

549

550 Limitations of thereview process
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551 The strength of this review lies in the use of the albatross plots to enrich the
552  quantitative data synthesis, as well as the inclusion of RCTs only. Nonetheless some

553  important limitations remain.

554 First, the strong methodological heterogeneity severely limited the comparability of
555  included studies, as has been the case with many other reviews in the AAl field [5,6,13]. The
556  heterogeneity also limited the number of studies included in the individual meta-analyses and
557 limited our ability to conduct moderator analyses. This heterogeneity is at least partly

558 attributable to the broadly defined eligibility criteria used in this review. Kazdin et al. have
559  remarked that such broad eligibility criteria, where inclusion is based on the presence of an
560 animal intheintervention as opposed to the proposed mechanism of the intervention, is one
561 of thereasons for the methodological heterogeneity in most reviewsin the AAI field [86].
562 Thislack of aguiding theoretical framework in most reviews is exacerbated by the lack of an
563  unanimously accepted theory on the mechanism of AAI effectivenessin thefield [87]. In
564  order to limit thisissuein future research, systematic reviews should settle on a specific

565 theoretical framework to guide their digibility criteriain order to include only logically

566  comparable studies[86].

567 Second, the albatross plots in this review were explicitly meant to allow a more

568 inclusive overview of available data than what was available based on meta-analyses alone
569  and were not meant to generate a usable summary statistic. The effect size contours

570  superimposed on the plot are only approximations of the actual effect size (100). While they
571 allow avisua interpretation of the general trend of the included studies in terms of effect size
572  and direction, they are not exact and are not to be interpreted as such (100).

573

574 Research gapsand implications
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575 If possible, future reviews in this field could conduct moderator analyses to assess
576  whether any study characteristics have an influence on study results, while future studies
577  could focus on comparing different aspects of AAIs, perhaps by using multiple intervention
578  conditions. For example, studies could explore whether incorporating a stressor in the study
579  design or conducting an AALI in either a group or an individual setting influences the effect of
580 AAlson health outcomes.

581 Additionally, while a recent review suggested that AAI participation has no adverse
582 effects for participating animals, research is limited and results remain conflicting [88].
583 There is even less research on potential benefits of AAI participation for animals [88].
584 Interestingly, research has suggested that following stress, trauma or abuse, animals can
585  exhibit behavior similar to symptoms of human mental disorders such as depression or post-
586 traumatic stress disorder [89,90]. Taking this into account, it is essential that the physical and
587 menta health of animals participating in AAls is protected. In the best case, AAls should be
588 mutually beneficial to animals and humans, thus making them a truly shared intervention in
589  the spirit of One Health.

590

591 One of the goals of this review was to provide an evidence base that administrators at
592  higher education institutions can use to decide whether to implement AAls at their own
593 campus. Despite the methodological limitations listed above, this review shows that AAls
594  can be effective in improving student mental health, especially acute feelings of anxiety and
595 stress. Taking into consideration the high burden of mental health issues among students at
596 higher education institutions, along with the unprecedented stress caused by the COVID-19
597  pandemic, higher education institutions will likely be facing an increasing demand for mental
598 health support [29,91,92]. Due to their low cost, easy scalability and high popularity, AAls

599  present a good option for higher education institutions to improve student mental health [26].
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600 Thisopportunity could be taken up particularly by universities outside of the US and Canada,
601 where AAI programs are still rare. It has to be kept in mind, however, that while stress
602 reduction efforts can certainly help, more structural changes should be implemented, which
603 aim to reduce academic, social and financial pressures that impact students’ mental health.
604 These could include, for example, an increased mental health budget at higher education
605 ingtitutions, reduced tuition fees and a mandatory salary for student internships [21,93,94].

606

607

608 Conclusion

609 Overall, the results of this review suggest that AAls in higher education settings can
610 be effective at improving mental health outcomes of students and are particularly effective at
611 reducing acute feelings of anxiety and stress. These findings have been replicated in many
612 different settings and with a variety of populations. However, contrary to prior research, this
613 review does not suggest a beneficial effect of AAls on physiological or cognitive outcomes
614  of students.
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included a stressor (yes), no stressor (no) or took place shortly before exams. "Whether the
intervention took placein a group or individual format. “Frequency sessions: whether
sessions took place once (1) or more than once (>1).

S6 Table. Quality assessment resultsfor RCTsat theindividual outcome level
(n(outcomes)=51).

S6 Figure. Overview of quality assessment resultsfor RCTs (n(outcomes)=51). Resultsin
%, absolute number of outcomes are inside the bars. Green corresponds to arating of “low
risk”, yellow to “some concerns”, and red to “high risk”.

S7 Table. Quality assessment resultsfor crossover RCTs at theindividual outcome level
(n(outcomes)=17).

S7 Figure. Overview of quality assessment resultsfor crossover RCTs
(n(outcomes)=17). Resultsin %, absolute number of outcomes are inside the bars. Green
corresponds to arating of “low risk”, yellow to “some concerns’, and red to “high risk”.

S8 Figure. Forest plot chronic self-perceived stress (n=3). TE: Hedges' g. seTE: standard
error of Hedges' g. N(i): number of participants in intervention condition. N(c): number of
participants in control condition.

S9 Figure. Albatross plot chronic self-per ceived stress (n=4).

S10 Figure. Albatross plot chronic depression (n=2).

S11 Figure. Albatross plot arousal (n=4).

S12 Figure. Albatross plot happiness (n=3).

S13 Figure. Forest plot positive affect (n=3). TE: Hedges' g. seTE: standard error of
Hedges' g. N(i): number of participants in intervention condition. N(c): number of
participants in control condition.

S14 Figure. Albatross plot positive affect (n=3).

S15 Figure. Albatross plot heart rate variability (n=5).
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S16 Figure. Albatross plot salivary cortisol (n=3).

S17 Figure. Forest plot blood pressure (n=3). TE: Hedges' g. seTE: standard error of
Hedges' g. N(i): number of participants in intervention condition. N(c): number of
participants in control condition.

S18 Figure. Albatross plot blood pressur e (n=4).

S19 Figure. Albatross plot performance on a memory task (n=5).

S20 Figure. Funnel plot (n=11).

S21 Table. Completed PRISM A 2020 Checklist.
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N(i) N(c) Standardised Mean

Study TE seTE Total Total Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Shearer (2015) -0.81 0.3280 25 22 —=— | -0.81 [-1.45; -0.17] 23.1%
Wilson (1987) 0.04 0.2090 46 46 D 0.04 [-0.37; 0.45] 28.3%
Crossman (2015) -1.25 03310 22 22 ——+— -1.25 [-1.89; -0.60] 23.0%
Banks (2018) -0.41 0.2700 29 27 : -0.41 [-0.94; 0.12] 25.6%

Random effects model 122 117
Heterogeneity: I = 76%, t° = 0.2436, p < 0.01 et
-151-050 05 1 15

-0.57 [-1.45; 0.31] 100.0%
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N(i) N(c) Standardised Mean

Study TE seTE Total Total Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Ward-Giriffin (2018) - RCT -0.08 0.1270 122 124 P -0.08 [-0.33; 0.17] 30.3%
Shearer (2015) -0.61 0.3220 25 22 j -0.61 [-1.24; 0.02] 22.7%
Crossman (2015) -1.39 03370 22 22 ——+— -1.39 [-2.05; -0.73] 22.1%
Banks (2018) -0.01 0.2670 29 27 — -0.01 [-0.53; 0.51] 25.0%

Random effects model 198 195 <$- -0.47 [-1.46; 0.52] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /% = 80%, t° = 0.2464, p < 0.01 ! !
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