Studies of Development of Decision Aids

Evidence Table 4.13a.  Sebban (1995) General Characteristics
	Author/Study purpose
	Design
	Clinical situation
	Intervention
	Sample
	Outcomes

	Sebban C, 1995

Country:

France

RefMan ID:

117

Study purpose:

To design an instrument to help clinicians inform patients with chronic myeloid leukemia of the risks and benefits of two alternative treatments: Bone marrow transplant (BMT) and chemotherapy (Chemo)
	Study design: 

2 phases:

1) RCT

2) Test-Retest a
Duration of the study:

NR

Validity:

Content, consensus


	Setting:

Not clear

Type of cancer: 

Chronic myeloid leukemia

Type of decision: 

Treatment, advanced

Model of decisionmaking:

( Shared as stated by authors

( Informed as determined by reviewers

Phase of decision:

( Information transfer

( Deliberation

Context of decision: 

BMT vs. chemotherapy
	Description:

Intervention Group 1 (IG1) Short version of Decision Board (DB) b followed by DB c

Intervention Group 2 (IG2) DB c
Purpose: 

( increase knowledge

( help make a decision

( satisfaction with choice

Intervention administered by:

Researcher

Timing of the intervention:

( before the decision was made


	Number of subjects enrolled: 42

IG1: 20; IG2: 22

Characteristics:

( Healthy volunteers: individuals working at the hospital and individuals recruited from a small rural blood donor clinic

( Able to read

Age: Median: 36 years, Range:  23 – 61 years (both groups)

Gender: 29 female, 13 male

Education: NR

Ethnicity: NR

SES: NR


	Primary outcome measures:

( Psychometric properties of the intervention: construct validity and reliability

( Feasibility of DA 

( Clarity of DA 

( Decision (hypothetical)

( Knowledge

( Satisfaction with choice

Outcomes measured: 

( RCT: after the intervention 

( Retest: 2 weeks after the first evaluation.



	a Subjects enrolled in this phase were a subsample of 16/42 who participated in the RCT. 

b "Short version of the instrument displaying only the survival probabilities without details about the procedures and their outcomes." (p. 224)

c “The decision board was designed to present the information regarding treatment choices (BTM compared with Chemo), chances of survival at different points in time [3 months, 2 years and 5 years] (both favorable and unfavorable), and quality of life associated with choices and outcomes.  We used a white board made of light cardboard large enough to permit the respondent to read the display.  The final dimensions were 70 cm in width and 60 cm in height.  The board is empty when the interview begins.  Information card are held by the respondent while the interviewer reads aloud.  When finished, the card is attached to the board with Velcro.  By the end of the discussion all the information cards are on the board.  The cards are color-coded.  The board is easy to carry around and to store." (p. 223)  
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Evidence Table 4.13b.  Sebban (1995) Results 

	Author
	Intervention
	Outcome(s)
	Postintervention Results

IG1 vs. CG2
	Notes

	Sebban C, 1995

Country:

France

RefMan ID:

117


	n = 42

Intervention Group 1 (IG1): n = 20

Short version of Decision board (DB) followed by DB 

Intervention Group 2 (IG2): n = 22 DB
	construct validitya
	( in 16/42 subjects systematic changes of information were presented, all 16 subjects shifted in the predicted direction (p. 225)*

( the correlation between the two elicited preferences (with both DB versions) score was 0.7** 

( the correlation between age and choice was – 0.17
	*  Statistical analysis not provided

** Authors report that this correlation suggests, “that choices elicited by the two instruments differ”

	
	
	Reliabilityb
	( authors report that only 1/16 subjects shifted the direction of preference on the second application of the instrument*** (p. 225)
	*** Intraclass correlation coefficient was 0.87

	
	
	feasibility 
	The authors reported all the subjects approached agreed to participate. Each interview lasted from 20 to 30 minutes.
	

	
	
	acceptability of DA 
	Authors reported that subjects rated: 

( instrument: “very clear”: 26/42 (62%) and “clear enough”: 16/42(38%)

( amount of information: "about right": 32/42 (76%), and "not sufficient": 10/42 (24%)
	

	
	
	decision
	( chose bone marrow transplant (BMT): 13/20 (65%) vs. 10/22 (45%)

( chose chemotherapy (CHEMO):  7/20 (35%) vs. 11/22 (50%)

( chose no treatment: 0/20 vs. 1/22 (5%)

( mean: 3.7; SD 1.7 vs. mean 4.8; SD: 2.0 ****
	**** Between intervention groups p = 0.07 (Statistical analysis not provided) 

	
	
	satisfaction with choiced
	( mean: 3.7; SD: 1.06 vs. mean: 2.95; SD: 0.67
	Between intervention groups   p < 0.01 (ANOVA)

	Outcomes were measured postintervention and retested 2 weeks after the intervention in a subsample. 

a This outcome was measured with four constructs: (1) Systematic manipulations of scenarios (content and survival) should shift expressed choices. (2) DB short and complete versions were evaluated for whether they would shift subjects’ choices. (3) Correlation with choice and age of respondent. (4) The two DB versions would lead to different levels of satisfaction.

b Test-retest was assessed in 16/42 (38%) participants.

c This outcome was measured on a 7-point Likert scale with 1 = "I definitely prefer BMT” and 7 = "I definitely prefer CHEMO."

d This outcome was measured with a 5-point Likert scale with 5 = very satisfied.
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