
Appendix 2: Scores of the Quality Assessment tool (50) 

 
Studies Selection Bias Study 

Design 
Confounders Blinding Data Collection Withdrawals Dropouts Intervention integrity Quality 

score*  

Malmberg et al 
(2011) (42) 

Weak 
- Randomization 96/53 
- Less than 60% agreed 
to participate 
Participation: 38% 
(149/395) 

Strong 
RCT 

Strong 
No differences between groups prior to 
intervention 

Weak 
Non blinded 

Moderate 
Reliability described 
for all measurements, 
validity not for all 

Moderate 
60-79% completed the study 
Intervention group 63,5% (61/96) 
Control group 79,2% (42//53) 

43% (41/96) completed the FGC 
intervention process 
24% (23/96) participated in major 
parts of the FGC process  
33% (32/96) failed to participate 
in the intervention 

3 

Malmberg et al 
(2014) (41) 
 

weak 
- Randomization 96/53 
- Less than 60% agreed 
to participate 
Participation: 38% 
(149/395)  

Strong 
RCT 

Strong 
No differences between groups prior to 
intervention 

Weak 
Non blinded 

Moderate 
Reliability described 
for all measurements, 
validity not for all 

Moderate 
60-79% completed the study 
Intervention group 63,5% (61/96) 
Control group 79,2% (42//53)  

43% (41/96) completed the FGC 
intervention process 
24% (23/96) participated in major 
parts of the FGC process  
33% (32/96) failed to participate 
in the intervention 

3 

Joling et al 
(2012) (60) 
 
 

Weak 
- equal randomization 
96/96, 
- Less than 60% agreed 
to participate 
Participation: 32% 
(192/602) 

Strong 
RCT 

Strong 
80-100% of confounders is controlled 
for. 
Imbalances found between intervention 
and usual care group on three of the 
baseline variables. One  is related to 
outcome and controlled for 

moderate  
Researcher was 
blinded to 
randomisation status, 
participants were 
aware of the 
intervention 

weak  
Primary 
outcome=nursing 
home placements 

Moderate 
60-79% completed the study 
Intervention group 76,0% (73/96) 
Control group 81,3% (78/96) 

The majority of the intervention 
program (i.e. preparation session 
plus at least 3 family meetings) 
was completed by 55% (53/96) of 
the caregivers 

 

3 

Joling et al 
(2012) (61) 

Weak 
- equal randomization 
96/96, 
- Less than 60% agreed 
to participate 
Participation: 32% 
(192/602) 

Strong 
RCT 

Strong 
80-100%  of confounders is controlled 
for. 
Imbalances found between intervention 
and usual care group on three of the 
baseline variables.  One is  related to 
outcome and controlled for which is 
related to the outcome 

Moderate 
Researcher was 
blinded to 
randomisation status, 
participants were 
aware of the 
intervention 

Weak 
Reliability and validity 
not described for 
measurements 

Strong 
80-100% completed the study 
Intervention group 84,4% (81/96)  
Control group: 89.6% (86/96) 

91/96 participated in the 
preparation session, 73/96 
attended 1 or 2 family meetings 
and 44/96 (45,8%)  adhered (i.e. 
completed the preparation 
session plus 3 or 4 family 
meetings within 12 months)  

3 

Joling et al 
(2013) (62) 
 

Weak 
- equal randomization 
96/96, 
- Less than 60% agreed 
to participate 
Participation: 32% 
(192/602) 

Strong 
RCT 

strong 
80-100% of confounders is controlled 
for. 
Imbalances found between intervention 
and usual care group on three of the 
baseline variables. Controlled for 3/3 
(100%) 

Moderate 
Researcher was 
blinded to 
randomisation status, 
participants were 
aware of the 
intervention 

Weak 
Reliability and validity 
not described for 
measurements 
 

Weak 
< 60% completed the study 
Carers: Intervention group: 46% 
(44/96), Control group: 59% ( 
57/96). Intervention group patients: 
50% (48/96). Control group: 56% 
(54/96)  

Caregivers completed 
intervention = 45,8% (44/96) 

 

3 

Havenon et al 
(2015) (63) 

weak 
The percentage of 
selected individuals 
agreed to participate is 
not mentioned 

weak 
non-
randomized 
prospective 
pilot-study 

Weak 
Not mentioned 

weak  
Non blinded, 

weak 
self-administered 
survey 

weak 
not mentioned 

Not mentioned 3 

 * Notes: Quality score 1 to 3: with 1 being the best score reflecting no “weak” domain rating; 2 reflecting one “weak” rating, and 3 reflecting two or more “weak” rating. 



 


