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A randomized controlled trial evaluated the influence of decision aid éDA)
on matching older stroke patients and their families® values concerning decisional conflict an
participation in discharge destination decisions. Participants were randomly allocated to
intervention and control groups. DA was provided to the intervention group, and brochures to the
control group. The primary endpoint was decisional conflict, while the secondary endpoints assessed
the decision-making roles and participation rate. Ninety-nine participants (intervention group n=51;
control group n=48) were included in the full analysis set. No significant group differences were
found in decisional conflict and decision-making roles scores. However, a significant group
difference was found in the participation rate [t (99) = 2.24, p = 0.03, d = 0.45].
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