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Take home message





How about randomization, 
concealment, and blinding in Animal 

Studies?



Why might we need randomization 
and allocation concealment in animal 

studies, especially since animal models 
have been in-bred for generations?



Conclusions: Litter effects are common,large,and ignoring
them can make application of findings difficult and can
contribute to the low rate of translatingpreclinical in vivo
studiesinto successfultherapies. Only a minority of studies
reported using rigorous experimental methods, which is
consistentwith muchof the preclinicalin vivo literature



Why might we need blind outcome 
assessment in animal studies?









(1963)



Overview of systematic reviews was is 
a good place to start

ÅGives an overview of the field.

ÅCrossleyet al. recently conducted an overview of 
systematic reviews for stroke studies. They found 
that failure to conceal allocation (but not failure 
to randomize or blind) exaggerated apparent 
treatment benefits in animal studies.

ÅDespite this,  evidence-based principles have not 
yet been widely adopted in animal research.





Differences between the Crossleyet 
al. overview of reviews and ours

ÅDifferences between the reviews:

ïdifferent method (to measure effect sizes) that 
maps on to what clinical overviews of reviews do.

ïall clinical conditions rather than simply stroke

ÅBenefits of our review

ïIndependent replication

ïConfirmed need to reduce bias in animal studies.



We included reviews comparing
Å randomized versus not randomized
Åconcealed versus unconcealed treatment 

allocation;
Åblinded versus unblindedoutcome assessment.









The battle to introduce 
randomization, concealment, 

blinding, and systematic reviews has 
been successful (as Nathalie proved)



.ǳǘ Χ




