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ABSTRACT
Objectives Cannabis has been proposed as a potential 
treatment for Parkinson’s disease (PD) due to its 
neuroprotective benefits. However, there has been no 
rigorous review of preclinical studies to evaluate any 
potential treatment effect. This systematic review was 
undertaken to provide evidence in support or against a 
treatment effect of cannabinoids in animal models of 
PD.
Methods Databases were searched for any controlled 
comparative studies that assessed the effects of 
any cannabinoid, cannabinoid- based treatment or 
endocannabinoid transport blocker on behavioural 
symptoms in PD animal models.
Results A total of 41 studies were identified to have 
met the criteria for this review. 14 of these studies 
were included in meta- analyses of rotarod, pole and 
open field tests. Meta- analysis of rotarod tests showed 
a weighted mean difference of 31.63 s for cannabinoid- 
treated group compared with control. Meta- analysis 
of pole tests also showed a positive treatment effect, 
evidenced by a weighted mean difference of −1.51 s 
for cannabinoid treat group compared with control. 
However, meta- analysis of open field test demonstrated 
a standardised mean difference of only 0.36 indicating 
no benefit.
Conclusion This review demonstrates cannabinoid 
treatment effects in alleviating motor symptoms of PD 
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METHODS
Search strategy
We searched Medline (Ovid), Embase (Elsevier), CINAHL 
(Ebsco) Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials, 
Proquest Dissertations and Thesis Global, Web of Science 
(Clarivate) and PsycINFO (Ebsco) on 22 July 2022. The 
search was conducted with no limits for date published, 
language or study type. The search strategy was developed 
in Medline using subject heading and keyword terms for 
Parkinson’s and Cannabis and translated for the other 
databases (refer to Table S1- S8) for full search strategy 
on https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3). 
No filter for finding animal studies or preclinical studies 
were used as this was part of a wider project on Cannabis 
and Parkinson’s Disease.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria
We searched for any controlled comparative studies 
(randomised controlled trial (RCT), quasi- RCT and non- 
randomised) that assessed the effects of any cannabi-
noid, cannabinoid- based treatment or endocannabinoid 
transport blocker on behavioural symptoms in PD animal 
models, at any stage of the disease process, by any route, at 
any dose and for any duration. As such, the meta- analyses 
presented here aim to increase the probability of iden-
tifying the presence of any treatment effect rather than 
increasing the accuracy of an unknown but consistent 
treatment effect.

Studies that measured any behavioural PD symptoms 
were included in this review. This included motor symp-
toms of PD assessed by objective motor observations such 
as rotarod, pole and open field tests, and non- motor 
symptoms of PD assessed by neuropsychological evalua-

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
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method. Meta- analyses of rotarod and pole tests were 
performed using weighted mean differences (WMD) 
while meta- analysis of open field tests used standardised 
mean differences (SMDs) due to the lack of consistency 
in field dimensions or test duration. Summary means 
are presented with their 95% CIs. All studies for rotarod 
performed three tests per mouse and the mean time 
from the three trials was used to calculate an overall 
mean for each of the treatment and control groups. 
Consequently, the SEs of the means presented for these 
studies are comparatively smaller than the SEs from the 
single trial studies. To adjust for this, so that the three trial 
studies could be combined with the single trial studies, 
the conversion SE1=SE3  

√
3  was used where the subscript 

refers to the number of trials.  
√
n ), where n is the sample 

size of the treatment or control group. Heterogeneity, or 
the degree of between study differences, was measured 
using the I2 statistic, which describes the percentage 
of total variation across studies that is due to heteroge-
neity. Forest plots (figure 1) and funnel plots (Fig S4) on 
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3)18 are 
presented. Sensitivity analyses were performed in which 
certain studies were excluded due to a potentially influen-
tial difference in methodology. For example, Pasquarelli 

et al19 used an oral route of administration while other 
studies used an intraperitoneal (i.p.) route and20 20 used 
a transgenic animal model whereas other studies used 
toxins to induce the animal analogue of PD.

RESULTS
Design of studies
Electronic and hand searching resulted in 3079 poten-
tial articles with 66 of these were found to be eligible 
for full texts screening. Of these, 42 met all criteria and 
were included in this review. One conference abstract21 
was replaced in the review by its full article22 making it 41 
articles included. Figure S1 (https://doi.org/10.6084/ 
m9.figshare.19695004.v3)18 presents the PRISMA flow 
diagram of the search, screening and selection process of 
studies. The reasons for excluding each article during the 
full- text review are also presented.

Of the 41 studies included in this review, 2 studies20 23 
used transgenic animal models (ie, Parkin (Park- 2) and 
leucine- rich repeat serine/threonine kinase knock out 
mice), 3 studies used MPTP- treated marmosets,24–26 1 
study used MPTP- treated drosophila27 while the rest 

Figure 1 Meta- analyses for rotarod, pole and open field tests.
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of the 41 studies used MPTP or 6- hydroxydopamin 
(6- OHDA)- treated rodents (mice or rats).

Cannabinoid interventions from included studies 
varied from cannabinoid receptor (CBR) agonists such 
as HU308, CBD, WIN55,212–2, HU210, nabilone, THC, 
CP55,940, ACEA, CBGA- quinone (CBGA- Q), GW842166x 
and AM1241,20 23 24 26–52 endocannabinoid enzyme 
inhibitors (FAAH and MAGL) which increase available 
endocannabinoids such as JZL184, URB597, KML29, 
PF- 3945,19 21 22 25 29 34 45 53–56 a putative endocannabinoid, 
noladin ether which is an endocannabinoid agonist,32 57 58 
an endocannabinoid modulator blocking anandamide 
reuptake called AM40459 preserves the supply of endo-
cannabinoids and beta- caryophellene, which is a terpene 
commonly found in cannabis.60

There were 14 studies included in 3 meta- analyses 
(green highlights on Table S9) https://doi.org/10.6084/ 
m9.figshare.19695004.v3).18 One study51 was initially 
considered for rotarod meta- analysis however the study 
used percentage of baseline as a measure rather than 
seconds, which prevented its inclusion in meta- analysis 
(orange highlight on Table S9) https://doi.org/10.6084/ 
m9.figshare.19695004.v3).18 Seven studies measured 
both rotarod and pole tests.19 20 22 30 41 50 53 Two additional 
studies measured rotarod31 47 only, giving a total of nine 
studies included in the meta- analysis. There was also one 
additional study45 that assessed pole test only giving eight 
studies in the meta- analysis. Another six studies presented 
data on open field test.20 23 34 53 54 59 One of these six 
studies20 performed both rotarod and pole tests which 
was also included in those meta- analyses while the other 
five studies were not.

Of the nine studies in the rotarod meta- analysis, eight 
used toxin- based rodent models of PD19 22 30 31 41 47 50 53 
while seven of the eight studies in pole meta- analysis used 
toxin- based rodent models.19 22 30 41 45 50 53 One study 
(included in both rotarod and pole test groups)20 used 
a transgenic PD animal model. Subgroup analyses of 
studies that used only toxin (MPTP or 6- OHDA)- based 
rodents in rotarod and pole tests were undertaken as well 
as studies that used only MPTP- based rodents.

Of the six studies included in the open field meta- 
analysis, four used toxin- based animal models: two 
6- OHDA- treated rodents54 59 and two MPTP- treated 
mice.34 53 The four studies that used toxin- based animal 
models were also separately meta- analysed.

Detailed characteristics of all included studies for this 
review are presented in Table S9, which can be accessed 
on https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3.18

Reported study quality
The overall quality of 42 included studies was assessed as 
mostly unclear and high RoB (Fig S2- S3), (Table S10) on 
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3).18 
There is uncertainty from included studies in deter-
mining whether different biases were addressed. This is 
compounded by the lack of international guidelines in 
conducting PD preclinical studies causing variabilities 

on the study design, methods of performing different 
tests, consideration of proper randomisation techniques, 
behavioural assessments and the use of blinding.

Meta-analysis of rotarod
Nine studies19 20 22 30 31 41 47 50 53 performed rotarod tests 
and were considered for meta- analysis. Cannabinoid 
interventions used varied: URB597, an FAAH inhibitor,53 
JZL184 and KML29, both MAGL inhibitors,19 22 and 
CBD, HU308, HU210, THC, GW842166x and AM1241, 
all CB agonists.20 30 31 41 47 50 Treatment periods ranged 
from 28 to 60 days,19 22 30 53 except for three studies where 
treatment periods were either 180 days20 or between 12 
and 26 days.41 47 50 Interventions were administered i.p. 
except for one study,19 which was administered orally. 
All but one study31 administered the cannabinoid- based 
treatment ranging from 8 hours to 1 week after the toxin 
induction. Sensitivity analyses were undertaken based on 
treatment timing, and genetic or toxin- based models—
weighted and SMDs did not significantly change the 
result (figure 1A–D)

Of the total nine studies for rotarod test, a random 
effects model was used in the meta- analysis. A WMD of 
31.627 s (95% CI 10.98 to 52.27 s; p=0.003) on the rotating 
rod was seen for cannabinoid treated compared with 
control PD animal models (figure 1A). Heterogeneity 
was high (I2=90.2%) (figure 1A) indicating considerable 
heterogeneity.

We then meta- analysed studies that used only toxin- based 
animal models, that is, MPTP- treated or 6- OHDA- treated 
rodents, producing an outcome from a less heteroge-
neous animal group of nine studies. Only one study used 
a transgenic PD animal model.20 The remaining arti-
cles used either MTPTP (n=6) or 6- OHDA (n=2) toxins 
in rodents. A WMD of 35.34 s (95% CI 11.67 to 59.01; 
p=0.003) on the rotating rod was seen for cannabinoid- 
treated mice compared with control (figure 1B). Again, 
heterogeneity was high (I2=91.5%) (figure 1B) indicating 
considerable heterogeneity.

We further investigated whether there was a treatment 
effect when just assessing the MPTP- based studies. A WMD 
of 26.30 s (95% CI 1.33 to 51.27; p=0.039) on the rotating 
rod was seen for cannabinoid- treated mice compared 
with control (figure 1C). Heterogeneity was slightly lower 
but still high ((I2=87.4%).

Lastly, we excluded Chung et al31 as it included treat-
ment both before and after toxin induction. A WMD of 
35.94 s (95% CI 14.36, 57.52; p=0.001) on the rotating rod 
for cannabinoid- treated mice compared with control.

Meta-analysis of pole test
Eight studies presented data on pole tests.19 20 22 30 41 45 50 53 
Cannabinoids used in each study were: URB597 and KML- 
29, FAAH inhibitors,19 53 JZL184 a MAGL inhibitor,22 CBR 
agonists CBD, HU- 308, GW842166x and AM124120 30 41 47 50 
and a cannabinoid precursor, CBGA- Q.45 All studies admin-
istered treatments ranging from 8 to 24 hours after the 
toxin delivery. Treatment periods for most studies lasted 

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
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between 35 and 60 days, with three studies41 45 50 having 
treatment periods lasting between 12 and 26 days. Treat-
ments were administered i.p. except for one19 where the 
oral route was used. A WMD of −1.51 s (95% CI −2.85 
to –0.16; p=0.028) descending time from pole was seen 
for cannabinoid- treated mice compared with control 
(figure 1E). The eight studies included in pole meta- 
analysis had low heterogeneity (I2=48.7%) (figure 1E).

Seven of the eight studies used toxin- based C57BL/6 PD 
mice while the other study used transgenic PD mice.20 The 
seven studies that used toxin- based PD mice were meta- 
analysed. Two studies used 6- OHDA- treated C57BL/6 
mice19 50 while the remaining five studies used MPTP- 
treated C57BL/6 mice.22 30 41 45 53 Cannabinoid- treated 
C57BL/6 mice produced a WMD of −2.03 s in descending 
time (95% CI −3.20 to –0.87; p=0.001) compared with 
control (figure 1F). Heterogeneity of these seven studies 
is very low (I2=0.0%).

Meta- analysis of studies that used MPTP- based mice 
was undertaken. Five studies included in this subgroup 
analysis. Cannabinoid- treated mice produced a WMD 
of −1.72 s in descending time (95% CI −2.97 to –0.47; 
p=0.007) (figure 1G).

Meta-analysis of open field
Six studies20 23 34 53 54 59 presented data on the open field 
test. Studies differed on how distance travelled on the 
open field was measured and the duration of observation 
being 5 min,20 23 53 10 min34 59 or 15 min.54 There were 
also variations in the cannabis intervention used in each 
study: AM404, an endocannabinoid modulator,59 THC 
and HU- 308, both CB agonists20 23 and URB597, an FAAH 
inhibitor.34 53 54 Treatment duration ranged from 5 days 
to 6 months, and all studies delivered treatment ranging 
from 2 hours to 1 month after toxin induction.

Due to how distance was measured in each study, meta- 
analysis was conducted using the SMD. An SMD of 0.36 
(95% CI −0.58 to 1.29; p=0.453) was observed between 
cannabinoid treated and control rodents (figure 1H). 
Of these six studies, four used toxin- based animal 
models.34 53 54 59 These were meta- analysed with an SMD 
of 0.75 (95% CI −0.70 to 2.19; p=0.311) between cannabi-
noid treated and control rodents (figure 1I).

Heterogeneity was high (I2=71.3%) (figure 1H) likely 
due to the different measurement protocols used for 
open field in each study.

For each meta- analysis, small study bias was assessed 
by visual inspection of funnel plots.18 Asymmetry in the 
rotarod and pole funnel plots suggest potential small 
study bias but also reinforce the observation of hetero-
geneity between studies. Distinct groups of methodolog-
ically dissimilar studies may be the prime driver of the 
observed asymmetry.

Effects of cannabinoids on PD non-motor symptoms
Three studies assessed non- motor PD symptoms. One 
study evaluated the effect of a FAAH inhibitor, URB597, 
on psychosis in MPTP lesioned marmosets- treated with 

L- DOPA.25 Psychosis was operatively defined as hyperki-
nesia, response to nonapparent stimuli (representing 
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stability, common symptoms in PD.61 The rotarod test 
requires animals to stay on the rod that is rotating faster 
than normal walking speed, and to have sufficient dopa-
mine and reticulospinal tract function12 to execute this 
activity. Pole test involves forelimb grasping and manoeu-
vring to turn and climb down from the top of the pole, 
which requires intact basal ganglia and sufficient rubro-
spinal tract function.12 Although these two measurements 
are reliable and often used in PD animal experiments, 
there are identified limitations.

Both tests require animal models to be pretrained prior 
to the actual testing.62 Most of the studies in this meta- 
analysis described pretraining of their animal models. 
Additionally, as with any animal testing, there are always 
external factors that create stress to animals being tested, 
which may influence their overall performance and 
behaviour.63 64 For instance, mice are naturally social 
animals and follow social hierarchy. A male mouse may 
dominate other mice in the same cage by guarding food 
supply thereby limiting intake in other mice.65 66 Given 
the variability in animal testing environments, there 
are factors possibly impacting the results of behavioural 
examinations: the timing, dosage and total duration of 
interventions administered, the degree of dopamine loss 
in the disease course and when the behavioural assays 
were measured. Some mice were considered reverse 
cycled (nocturnal)67 but tested during daylight. Despite 
these limitations, there is no single behaviour assay in 
rodents that captures all the motor deficits of human 
PD. The rotarod and pole tests are the more common 
and reliable tests we have readily available for preclinical 
testing in PD.

The toxin rodent PD models are appropriate to use 
when investigating neuroprotective interventions such as 
the case with cannabinoids because of the high replica-
bility of PD motor symptoms in this category of animal 
models.62 However, there are also known limitations with 
neurotoxic animal models such as absence of typical PD 
intraneural proteinaceous Lewy’s bodies, particularly in 
MPTP- treated or 6- OHDA- treated rodents.62 Toxin- based 
PD rodents are currently one of the most widely accepted 
experimental models that has been invaluable in better 
understanding PD mechanisms and in screening potential 
treatments. In fact, PD medications such as amantadine, 
a glutamate antagonist widely used for dyskinesia, were 
successfully translated to clinical use because of experi-
ments conducted using MPTP- treated animal models. 
Deep brain stimulation for advanced PD is another treat-
ment that was pioneered on toxin- based rodent models.62

There are also known differences of PD animal models 
even within the toxin- based category. Toxins used for PD 
animal models such as reserpine produce parkinsonian 
symptoms, however, their effects are temporary and do 
not lead to dopamine (DA) neuronal death.68 A better 
yet imperfect alternative is the 6- OHDA toxin which is 
more reliable in damaging DA neurons and producing 
parkinsonism. However, its effects are acute and does 
not produce complete composite symptoms of PD. This 

toxin is also often injected unilaterally rather than bilat-
erally into the substantia nigra, the nigrostriatal tract of 
the striatum. Bilaterally lesioned animal models often 
die from marked aphagia, adipsia and seizures.69 This 
outcome is similar with MPTP where effects are acute 
and insults to DA neuron are non- progressive. MPTP 
produces most but not all pathological hallmarks of PD.68 
MPTP is a more favourable model than 6- OHDA because 
it is able to produce bilateral lesions, which is more rele-
vant to PD since both hemispheres will have dopamine 
depletions consequently producing more PD- like symp-
toms.62 This bilateral lesion effect is achieved by systemic 
injections either i.p. or subcutaneously at higher doses 
in order to evoke desired PD symptoms while minimising 
toxic side effects of the intracranial injections. MPTP, 
when administered with probenecid, is more effective in 
producing similar pathological and clinical symptom in 
PD human as probenecid blocks MPTP clearance.62 This 
is, however, not to discount the significant roles of toxin- 
based animal models in the development of symptomatic 
therapies.69

We performed sensitivity analyses on different animal 
models used to assess if results changed. For rotarod anal-
yses, one study used transgenic animal model, while the 
rest used toxin based. Of the eight studies that used toxin- 
based animal models, six studies used MPTP while two 
studies used 6- OHDA. We also tried excluding Chung et 
al31 due to cannabis introduction before and after toxin. 
We found that these sensitivity analyses did not signifi-
cantly alter the overall results. This is similar to the pole 
test. Of the eight included studies, one study used trans-
genic mice, two studies used 6- OHDA toxin and the rest 
used MPTP toxin. The analyses did not significantly alter 
the results. For open field, of the six studies, two studies 
used transgenic animal models, two studies used MPTP 
and another two studies used 6- OHDA toxin. Due to the 
small number of studies included, we did not explore 
separating studies with these animal models. The aim of 
this review is to find if there is any effect of cannabinoids 
in PD animal models. Although there are significant 
differences between models, grouping all toxin- based 
animal models (with or without inclusion of the trans-
genic model) would make the most meaningful data for 
the review.

There are also differences with how human and animal 
models such as rodents metabolises environmental toxins, 
as well as differences in capacity in blood–brain barriers,62 
hence interpretations from animal model experiments 
are to be taken with caution.

Most of the toxin- based studies in this review used male 
mice model. It is known that higher doses of MPTP can kill 
female mice.70 Traditional animal studies in PD use male 
mice. For studies that used both male and female mice, 
they commonly fail to provide comparison of outcomes 
between sex. This is a known limitation in translating 
positive animal studies to humans.71 Development of PD 
is twice higher for male than female. However, the latter 
has faster disease progression and higher mortality rate.71
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Despite all the identified limitations, toxin- based 
animal models in PD are indispensable in understanding 
and finding therapeutic treatment. This review is not to 
investigate and present the histoclinical pathology of PD. 
This review aims to find any treatment effect of cannabis- 
based treatment in PD symptoms. Positive outcomes for 
both rotarod and pole tests did not significantly change 
even after analysing studies that only used MPTP- based 
animal models. A systematic review of cannabis derived 
phytocannabinoids (CDCs) in PD animal models demon-
strated neuroprotective effects evidenced by increased 
dopamine and dopaminergic neurons levels.72 Cannabis 
was able to reduce losses of dopaminergic neurons73 74 and 
increase TH- positive neurons.74–76 The authors account 
these results from CDC’s ability to combat oxidative 
stress, reduce neuroinflammation and their antiapoptotic 
effects. These results may provide some support to why 
this review detected significant motor improvement of 
PD animal models.

We also noticed the variations on how the different 
outcomes were measured between studies. For rotarod, 
most of the studies evaluated rotarod using accelerating 
rotating speed between 4 and 40 rpm over 5 min20 22 30 41 50 53 
while one study evaluated rotarod using accelerating speed 
up to 20 rpm over 20 min,31 4–20 rpm over 3 min51 and 
another study 10–60 rpm over 5 min,47 taking the average 
of three trials for most studies. For pole test, the height 
of the pole ranges from 50 cm to 60 cm high, with diam-
eter ranging between 0.8 cm and 1 cm between studies. 
Most of the studies took the average time to turn head 
and descend using the average of three trials, while one 
study measured time to descend to the floor. It is difficult 
to determine how these measurement variances affected 
the overall outcomes. However, because both tests have 
the same intent to measure motor performances and 
data were presented with similar measurement units, we 
decided to proceed to meta- analyses.

This improvement of motor function, however, was 
not replicated in the open field test with an SMD of 0.36 
(95% CI −0.58 to 1.29; p=0.453). This could be due to 
the high heterogeneity between studies which included 
genetic- based and toxin- based PD models and the use of a 
variety of cannabinoids (two CBR agonists, three MAGL/
FAAH inhibitor or endocannabinoid modulator) or more 
significantly, had variations in how the open field tests 
were undertaken in each included study. The duration of 
testing ranged from 5 min,20 23 53 10 min,34 59 up to 15 min54 
and the area of the test arena also differed between 
studies: 1 m × 1 m,59 45 cm × 45 cm20 23 and unspecified 
space measurements.34 53 54 There are significant variabili-
ties in published open field protocols in the literature,65 66 
and there is a lack of reproducibility in studies when the 
same open field is carried out in different laboratories63 64 
thereby making open field results challenging to compare 
and interpret.66

In some studies, multiple different doses of cannabi-
noid were used. For this meta- analysis, to ensure indepen-
dence of study results, it was predetermined that only the 

highest dose was included in meta- analyses. This was based 
on an assumption of a dose- response effect if there was a 
detectable effect. It is possible that such an assumption is 
in error, though results from Shi et al and Chung et al, in 
which multiple doses were used, suggest that the highest 
dose did produce the largest effect (although lesser doses 
may have also produced an equivalent effect).

Another limitation of this study is the potential effects 
of publication bias and unclear and high risk of biases. 
Most studies did not specify details about baseline symp-
toms, randomisation or blinding processes. These are 
known limitations and are inherently problematic when 
conducting systematic reviews of preclinical studies. 
Included studies in this review also have variability in the 
toxin dosing, delivery method as well as in the treatment 
schedule and when it was commenced after the toxin 
(Table S9) on https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare. 
19695004.v3).18 This would have likely influenced the 
extent of the disease observed in the animals and the 
subsequent behaviours. All these mentioned factors may 
have influenced the results of our meta- analyses. However, 
one potential benefit of the heterogeneity in the studies 
is that it might capture the different facets and diverse 
range of PD symptoms throughout disease progression. 
PD animal models are diverse and no one standard is 
used due to the difficulty in replicating the full myriad of 
PD symptoms in animal models.77

The results of this review do not guarantee successful 
translation clinically. In fact, the translation of preclinical 
results clinically has been elusive. Systematic reviews of 
medicinal cannabis in patients with PD showed subjective 
alleviation of motor and non- motor symptoms, however, 
the evidence is weak.8 9 More robust and symptom- specific 
RCTs are more required to further elucidate any cannabis 
effect. This review suggests that a study of cannabis on 
motor functions may provide the best clinical benefit for 
patients.

Overall, this systematic review and meta- analysis 
provides evidence of the benefit of cannabinoid treat-
ment in PD animal models, which warrants further inves-
tigations. This review supports clinical trial of cannabis or 
cannabis- based treatments in humans with PD.

CONCLUSION
This systematic review and meta- analysis provides evidence 
for the efficacy of cannabinoids in PD animal models. 
Meta- analysis of both rotarod and pole tests suggest an 
improvement in motor functions, and therefore, warrants 
further investigation of these outcomes clinically through 
cannabis clinical trials in patients with PD.

Acknowledgements The authors thank the authors of studies selected for this 
review.

Contributors BU study concept and design, data extraction, statistical analysis and 
interpretation of data, drafting and editing manuscript. Both BU and YL contributed 
equally to this paper therefore, are joint first authors. BU is responsible for the 
overall content as the guarantor. YL: study concept and design, data extraction, 
statistical analysis and interpretation of data, drafting and editing of manuscript. 

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3


8 Urbi B, et al. BMJ Open Science 2022;6:e100302. doi:10.1136/bmjos-2022-100302

Open access 

Both YL and BU contributed equally to this paper therefore, are joint first authors. 
IH: statistical analysis and interpretation of data, editing of manuscript. ST: literature 
search and editing of manuscript. SAB: analysis and interpretation of data, editing 
of manuscript. AS: analysis and interpretation of data, editing of manuscript. SH: 
analysis and interpretation of data, editing of manuscript.

Funding The authors have not declared a specific grant for this research from any 
funding agency in the public, commercial or not- for- profit sectors.

Competing interests None of the authors have financial disclosures related to 
this review. The authors report no conflict of interest except for BU, AS, SAB, and 
SH who are investigators for an upcoming investigator sponsored trial of cannabis 
in PD.

Ethics approval Ethical approval was not sought as there were no participants 
recruited for this review.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Data are available in a public, open access repository. 
All data relevant to the study are included in the article. Data are available in 
a public, open access repository. All data relevant to the study are included in 
the article or uploaded as supplementary information via the URL provided. All 
supplementary figures and tables can be viewed and accessed in Figshare: https:// 
doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3.18 Raw data can be viewed and access 
in Figshare: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1.78 Also, Stata codes 
for meta- analyses can be viewed and access in Figshare: https://doi.org/10.6084/ 
m9.figshare.21311169.v3.79 License: all are Creative Commons Attribution 4.0.

Open Practices

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits 
others to copy, redistribute, remix, transform and build upon this work for any 
purpose, provided the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https://creativecommons.org/ 
licenses/by/4.0/.

Open data 

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21311169.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21311169.v3
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21311169.v3
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8958-3737
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1474-4422(06)70471-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)60492-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mds.25898
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nn1265
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.expneurol.2005.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2018.00482
http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/1570159X14666161101095325
http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/1570159X14666161101095325
http://dx.doi.org/10.3233/JPD-212923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/17562864211018561
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.03.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.03.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2010.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mds.21010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1742-4658.2012.08491.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2012/845618
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://training.cochrane.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-14-43
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.19695004.v3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuint.2017.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.phrs.2016.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0924-977X(13)70332-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0924-977X(13)70332-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.05.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2005.04.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mds.10289
http://dx.doi.org/10.1124/jpet.110.169532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1124/jpet.110.169532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2007.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neures.2008.04.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jns.2013.07.505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2017.08.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.4049/jimmunol.1102435


 9Urbi B, et al. BMJ Open Science 2022;6:e100302. doi:10.1136/bmjos-2022-100302

Open access

 33 Dos- Santos- Pereira M, da- Silva CA, Guimarães FS, et al. Co- 
Administration of cannabidiol and capsazepine reduces L- DOPA- 
induced dyskinesia in mice: possible mechanism of action. Neurobiol 
Dis 2016;94:179–95.

 34 Escamilla- Ramírez A, García E, Palencia- Hernández G, et al. 
Urb597 and the cannabinoid WIN55,212- 2 reduce behavioral 
and neurochemical deficits induced by MPTP in mice: possible 
role of redox modulation and NMDA receptors. Neurotox Res 
2017;31:532–44.

 35 Maneuf YP, Crossman AR, Brotchie JM. The cannabinoid receptor 
agonist WIN 55,212- 2 reduces D2, but not D1, dopamine receptor- 
mediated alleviation of akinesia in the reserpine- treated rat model of 
Parkinson's disease. Exp Neurol 1997;148:265–70.

 36 Martinez A, Macheda T, Morgese MG, et al. The cannabinoid 
agonist WIN55212- 2 decreases L- dopa- induced PKA activation 
and dyskinetic behavior in 6- OHDA- treated rats. Neurosci Res 
2012;72:236–42.

 37 Morgese MG, Cassano T, Cuomo V, et al. Anti- dyskinetic effects of 
cannabinoids in a rat model of Parkinson's disease: role of CB(1) and 
TRPV1 receptors. Exp Neurol 2007;208:110–9.

 38 Moss DE, McMaster SB, Rogers J. Tetrahydrocannabinol potentiates 
reserpine- induced hypokinesia. Pharmacol Biochem Behav 
1981;15:779–83.

 39 Price DA, Martinez AA, Seillier A, et al. Win55,212- 2, a cannabinoid 
receptor agonist, protects against nigrostriatal cell loss in the 
1- methyl- 4- phenyl- 1,2,3,6- tetrahydropyridine mouse model of 
Parkinson's disease. Eur J Neurosci 2009;29:2177–86.

 40 Segovia G, Mora F, Crossman AR, et al. Effects of CB1 cannabinoid 
receptor modulating compounds on the hyperkinesia induced by 
high- dose levodopa in the reserpine- treated rat model of Parkinson's 
disease. Mov Disord 2003;18:138–49.

 41 Shi J, Cai Q, Zhang J, et al. Am1241 alleviates MPTP- induced 
Parkinson's disease and promotes the regeneration of dA neurons in 
PD mice. Oncotarget 2017;8:67837–50.

 42 Sonego AB, Gomes FV, Del Bel EA, et al. Cannabidiol attenuates 
haloperidol- induced catalepsy and c- fos protein expression in the 
dorsolateral striatum via 5- HT1A receptors in mice. Behav Brain Res 
2016;309:22–8.

 43 Song L, Yang X, Ma Y, et al. The CB1 cannabinoid receptor 
agonist reduces L- dopa- induced motor fluctuation and ERK1/2 
phosphorylation in 6- OHDA- lesioned rats. Drug Des Devel Ther 
2014;8:2173–9.

 44 Walsh S, Gorman AM, Finn DP, et al. The effects of cannabinoid 
drugs on abnormal involuntary movements in dyskinetic and 
non- dyskinetic 6- hydroxydopamine lesioned rats. Brain Res 
2010;1363:40–8.

 45 Burgaz S, García C, Gómez- Cañas M, et al. Neuroprotection with the 
cannabigerol quinone derivative VCE- 003.2 and its analogs CBGA- Q 
and CBGA- Q- Salt in Parkinson's disease using 6- hydroxydopamine- 
lesioned mice. Mol Cell Neurosci 2021;110:103583.

 46 Crivelaro do Nascimento G, Ferrari DP, Guimaraes FS, 
et al. Cannabidiol increases the nociceptive threshold in a 
preclinical model of Parkinson's disease. Neuropharmacology 
2020;163:107808.

 47 Komeili G, Haghparast E, Sheibani V. Marijuana improved 
motor impairments and changes in synaptic plasticity- related 
molecules in the striatum in 6- OHDA- treated rats. Behav Brain Res 
2021;410:113342.

 48 Leija- Salazar M, Bermúdez de León M, González- Horta A, et al. 
Arachidonyl- 2′-chloroethylamide (ACEA), a synthetic agonist of 
cannabinoid receptor, increases CB1R gene expression and reduces 
dyskinesias in a rat model of Parkinson’s disease. Pharmacol 
Biochem Behav 2020;194:172950.

 49 Wang L, Wu X, Yang G, et al. Cannabidiol alleviates the damage 
to dopaminergic neurons in 1- methyl- 4- phenyl- 1,2,3,6- 
tetrahydropyridine- induced Parkinson's disease mice via regulating 
neuronal apoptosis and neuroinflammation. Neuroscience 
2022;498:64.

 50 Yu H, Liu X, Chen B, et al. The neuroprotective effects of the CB2 
agonist GW842166x in the 6- OHDA mouse model of Parkinson's 
disease. Cells 2021;10. doi:10.3390/cells10123548. [Epub ahead of 
print: 16 Dec 2021].

 51 Giuliano C, Francavilla M, Ongari G, et al. Neuroprotective and 
Symptomatic Effects of Cannabidiol in an Animal Model of 
Parkinson’s Disease. Int J Mol Sci 2021;22:8920.

 52 Zhao J, Gao X, Zhao L, et al. Effects of cannabidiol on Parkinson's 
disease in a transgenic mouse model by gut- brain metabolic 
analysis. Evid Based Complement Alternat Med 2022;2022:1525113.

 53 Celorrio M, Fernández- Suárez D, Rojo- Bustamante E, et al. Fatty 
acid amide hydrolase inhibition for the symptomatic relief of 
Parkinson's disease. Brain Behav Immun 2016;57:94–105.

 54 Kreitzer AC, Malenka RC. Endocannabinoid- mediated rescue of 
striatal LTD and motor deficits in Parkinson's disease models. Nature 
2007;445:643–7.

 55 Lee J, Di Marzo V, Brotchie JM. A role for vanilloid receptor 1 (TRPV1) 
and endocannabinnoid signalling in the regulation of spontaneous 
and L- dopa induced locomotion in normal and reserpine- treated rats. 
Neuropharmacology 2006;51:557–65.

 56 Ebrahimi- Ghiri M, Shahini F, Zarrindast M- R. The effect of 
URB597, exercise or their combination on the performance of 
6- OHDA mouse model of Parkinson disease in the elevated plus 
maze, tail suspension test and step- down task. Metab Brain Dis 
2021;36:2579–88.

 57 Deshmukh R, Prabhakar M, Mehta A. Blockade of cannabinoid CB1 
receptors attenuates behavioral and biochemical changes following 
repeated MPTP assault to nigral neurons in rats. J Parkinsons Dis 
2013;3:75.

 58 Prabhakar M, Sharma V, Kumar P. Blockade of cannabinoid 
CB1 receptor attenuates repeated intranigral MPTP induced 
behavioural and biochemical toxicities in rats. Indian J Pharmacol 
2013;45:S227–8.

 59 Fernandez- Espejo E, Caraballo I, Rodriguez de Fonseca F, et al. 
Experimental parkinsonism alters anandamide precursor synthesis, 
and functional deficits are improved by AM404: a modulator 
of endocannabinoid function. Neuropsychopharmacology 
2004;29:1134–42.

 60 Flores- Soto ME, Corona- Angeles JA, Tejeda- Martinez AR, et al. 
β-Caryophyllene exerts protective antioxidant effects through the 
activation of NQO1 in the MPTP model of Parkinson's disease. 
Neurosci Lett 2021;742:135534.

 61 Blesa J, Przedborski S. Parkinson's disease: animal models and 
dopaminergic cell vulnerability. Front Neuroanat 2014;8:155.

 62 Potashkin JA, Blume SR, Runkle NK. Limitations of animal models of 
Parkinson's disease. Parkinsons Dis 2010;2011:658083.

 63 Richter SH, Garner JP, Zipser B, et al. Effect of population 
heterogenization on the reproducibility of mouse behavior: a multi- 
laboratory study. PLoS One 2011;6:e16461.

 64 Wahlsten D, Metten P, Phillips TJ, et al. Different data from different 
Labs: lessons from studies of gene- environment interaction. J 
Neurobiol 2003;54:283–311.

 65 Walsh RN, Cummins RA. The open- field test: a critical review. 
Psychol Bull 1976;83:482–504.

 66 Stanford SC. The open field test: reinventing the wheel. J 
Psychopharmacol 2007;21:134–5.

 67 Barraud Q, Lambrecq V, Forni C, et al. Sleep disorders in Parkinson's 
disease: the contribution of the MPTP non- human primate model. 
Exp Neurol 2009;219:574–82.

 68 Dawson T, Mandir A, Lee M. Animal models of PD: pieces of the 
same puzzle? Neuron 2002;35:219–22.

 69 Bezard E, Przedborski S. A tale on animal models of Parkinson's 
disease. Mov Disord 2011;26:993–1002.

 70 Antzoulatos E, Jakowec MW, Petzinger GM, et al. Sex differences in 
motor behavior in the MPTP mouse model of Parkinson's disease. 
Pharmacol Biochem Behav 2010;95:466–72.

 71 De Miranda BR, Fazzari M, Rocha EM, et al. Sex differences in 
rotenone sensitivity reflect the male- to- female ratio in human 
Parkinson's disease incidence. Toxicol Sci 2019;170:133–43.

 72 Prakash S, Carter WG. The neuroprotective effects of Cannabis- 
Derived phytocannabinoids and resveratrol in Parkinson's disease: 
a systematic literature review of pre- clinical studies. Brain Sci 
2021;11. doi:10.3390/brainsci11121573. [Epub ahead of print: 28 11 
2021].

 73 Ojha S, Javed H, Azimullah S, et al. β-Caryophyllene, a 
phytocannabinoid attenuates oxidative stress, neuroinflammation, 
glial activation, and salvages dopaminergic neurons in a rat model of 
Parkinson disease. Mol Cell Biochem 2016;418:59–70.

 74 García C, Palomo- Garo C, García- Arencibia M, et al. Symptom- 
relieving and neuroprotective effects of the phytocannabinoid 
Δ⁹-THCV in animal models of Parkinson's disease. Br J Pharmacol 
2011;163:1495–506.

 75 Viveros- Paredes JM, González- Castañeda RE, Gertsch J, et al. 
Neuroprotective effects of β-caryophyllene against dopaminergic 
neuron injury in a murine model of Parkinson's disease induced by 
MPTP. Pharmaceuticals 2017;10. doi:10.3390/ph10030060. [Epub 
ahead of print: 06 07 2017].

 76 Lastres- Becker I, Molina- Holgado F, Ramos JA, et al. Cannabinoids 
provide neuroprotection against 6- hydroxydopamine toxicity in 
vivo and in vitro: relevance to Parkinson's disease. Neurobiol Dis 
2005;19:96–107.

 77 Konnova EA, Swanberg M. Animal Models of Parkinson’s Disease. 
In: Stoker TB, Greenland JC, eds. Parkinson’s Disease: Pathogenesis 
and Clinical Aspects. Codon Publications, 2018.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nbd.2016.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nbd.2016.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12640-016-9698-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/exnr.1997.6645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neures.2011.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.expneurol.2007.07.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0091-3057(81)90022-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2009.06764.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mds.10312
http://dx.doi.org/10.18632/onco_target.18871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2016.04.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/DDDT.S60944
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2010.09.086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mcn.2020.103583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2019.107808
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2021.113342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2020.172950
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2020.172950
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2022.06.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/cells10123548
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms22168920
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2022/1525113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2016.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature05506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2006.04.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11011-021-00851-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.npp.1300407
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neulet.2020.135534
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnana.2014.00155
http://dx.doi.org/10.4061/2011/658083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/neu.10173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/neu.10173
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17582919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269881107073199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269881107073199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.expneurol.2009.07.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0896-6273(02)00780-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mds.23696
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2010.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/kfz082
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/brainsci11121573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11010-016-2733-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1476-5381.2011.01278.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ph10030060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nbd.2004.11.009


10 Urbi B, et al. BMJ Open Science 2022;6:e100302. doi:10.1136/bmjos-2022-100302

Open access 

 78 Urbi B. Raw data. figshare. Dataset, 2022. Available: https://doi.org/ 
10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1

 79 Urbi B. Stata code. figshare. Dataset, 2022. Available: https://doi.org/ 
10.6084/m9.figshare.21311169.v3

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21626600.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21311169.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21311169.v3

	Effects of cannabinoids in Parkinson’s disease animal models: a systematic review and meta-analysis
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Search strategy
	Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	Study selection
	Data extraction
	Study quality
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Design of studies
	Reported study quality
	Meta-analysis of rotarod
	Meta-analysis of pole test
	Meta-analysis of open field
	Effects of cannabinoids on PD non-motor symptoms

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


