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Evidenztables

Table 24: Evidence table ,Information with interactive elements versus information only*

Certainty assessment Summary of findings
No. of participants per Effect estimates
group
Outcomes Study | Risk of bias Inconsis- Indirect- Impreci- Interven- Control Effects Quality of Importance
[No. of studies] design tency ness sion tion evidence

Understanding / serious not serious | not not In one study moderate critical
risk perception (-1) serious | serious effect for
[n=1] interactive
Kuppermann (11) elements (11).
Knowledge [n=6] RCT serious not serious | not not N= 802 N= 753 In two studies moderate critical
Jones (3) (-1) serious | serious effects for
Alterman (4) interactive
Ruiz (5) elements (6, 11).
Rawl (6) In four studies no
Holbrook (10) differences
Kuppermann (11) between groups
(3-5, 10).
Acceptance / RCT serious not serious | not not N=410 N= 317 In two studies moderate limited
attractiveness (-1) serious | serious effects for importance
[n=3] interactive
Jones (3) information (5,
Ruiz (5) 11).
Kuppermann (11) In one study a
tendency for
interactive
information (no
test on statistical
significance) (3).
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Table 25: Evidence table ,Information in facts boxes versus description of drugs (advertisements)*

Certainty assessment Summary of findings
No. of participants per Effect estimates
group
Outcomes Study Risk of bias | Inconsis- Indirect- Impreci- Interven- Control Effects Quality of Importance
No. of studies design tenc ness sion tion evidence

Risik perception / RCT not serious | not not not N=233 N=217 In two studies high critical
Knowledge [n=2] serious serious serious effects for facts

Schwartz (symptom boxes (12).

& prevention trial,

two RCT in one

publication) (12)

Comprehensibility / | RCT, serious not not not RCT: RCT: Three studies moderate | important but
readability [n= 2] Survey | (-1) serious serious serious N=233 N= 217 showed that not critical
Schwartz (7) Survey: Survey: information could

Schwartz (symptom N= 274 - be found,

& prevention trial) comprehended

(12) and used (7, 12).
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