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1.4.1 Mean scores for affectiveNT outcome immediately post-intervention

3IDecelle (2015) 1548 379 29 1257 38 23 30% 078[0.21,1.35]
5 Lapkin (2011) 429 16784 19 10222 1108 19 30.4% 1.70[0.95,2.45
11Rodgers (2009) 736 177 16 645 156 18 327%  053F0.15,1.22)
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 60 100.0%  0.98[0.33,1.62]

Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.21; Chi
Test for overall effect 2= 297 (

59,
0.003)

=2(P=006) F=64%

1.4.2 Mean Scores for affective/NT outcome after repeated measures training mid term (-1.5 months)
1 Blum (2010) 1151 220 3 1188 182 16 100.0% 047 [0.76,0.42]
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 16 1000%  -0.47[0.76,0.42]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Testfor oversll effect. 2= 0.56 (P = 0.57)

1.4.3 Mean scores for affectiveiNT outcome after repeated measures training end of term (-3 months)
1 Blum (2010) 1388 183 3 1413 141 16 100.0%  -0.25[0.84,0.34]
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 16 1000%  -0.250.84,0.34]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Testfor oversll effect: 2= 0.82 (P = 0.41)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

997 df=7 (P=0.010) F=78.3%
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