
 

 

Evidence table 

Table 26: Evidence table „Developing health information including versus not including the target group into the developing process” 

Certainty assessment Summary of findings 
 No. of participants per 

group 
Effect estimates 

Outcomes 
[No. of studies] 

Study 
design 

Risk of bias Inconsis-
tency 

Indirect-
ness 

Impreci-
sion 

Interven-
tion 

Control Effects Quality of 
evidence 

Importance 

Developing health information involving versus not involving the target group into the developing process  
 

Knowledge [1] 
Chumbley (3) 

RCT very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 50 
 

N= 50 
 

In one study 
effect for 
involvement (3). 

low critical 

 

Comprehensibility / 
readability [2] 
Atkinson (2) 
Chumbley (3) 

RCT very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 127 
 

N= 50 In one study 
effect for 
involvement  
(clarity) (3). 
In one study no 
effect (clarity) (2), 
but an effect for 
involvement 
regarding ease of 
navigation (2). 

low important but 
not critical 

 

Acceptance / 
attractiveness [2] 
Aabakken (4) 
Atkinson (2) 

RCT very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 120 N= 115 In two studies 
effects for 
involvement (2, 4)  

low limited 
importance 

 

Relevance oft he 
information [2] 
Atkinson (2) 
Chumbley (3) 

RCT very 
serious 
(-2) 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

not 
serious 

N= 127 N= 50 In two studies 
effects for 
involvement (2, 3) 

low not defined 
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