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Verder gevorderd beeld

Loopstudie

� 23 verzorgingshuizen 

� 97 ouderen met matig gevorderde dementie

� Gemiddelde leeftijd 85.4 jaar

� RCT

Eggermont LH, Swaab DF, Hol EM, & Scherder EJ. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 2009
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Loopstudie

Geschikte activiteit?

� Aërobe activiteit?

Dank aan Opa Eggermont
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Aërobe inspanning?

Eggermont LH, van Heuvelen MJ, van Keeken BL, Hollander AP, & Scherder EJ. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2006

Loopstudie
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Assessed for eligibility  
(n=386)

Excluded  (n= 283)

Not meeting inclusion criteria (n=199)
Refused to participate (n=72)
Other reasons (n=12)

Analyzed  (n=51)

Excluded from analysis  (n=0)

Lost to follow-up  (n=0)

Discontinued intervention (n= 7)
- 7 refused to walk

Allocated to intervention (n= 53)

Received allocated intervention (n=51)

Did not receive allocated intervention (n= 2)
� 1 moved
� 1 withdrew consent

Lost to follow-up  (n=0)

Discontinued intervention (n= 0)

Allocated to intervention (n=50)

Received allocated intervention (n= 46)

Did not receive allocated intervention (n= 4)
� 2 moved
� 2 withdrew consent

Analyzed  (n=46)

Excluded from analysis  (n=0)

Allocation

Analysis

Follow-Up

Enrolment

RandomizedExperimental Control

Resultaten??



6

Resultaten??

Resultaten Loopstudie

Loopstudie: effecten op totale cognitie
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Mogelijke verklaring

Mogelijke verklaring
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Bewegingsinterventies

Alternatieve fysieke activiteiten
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Uitvoeren handbewegingen

Uitvoeren handbewegingen

� 10 verzorgingshuizen

� 61 ouderen met matig gevorderde dementie

� Gemiddeld 84.6 jaar 

� RCT

Eggermont LH, Knol D, Hol EM, Swaab DF, & Scherder EJ., Behav Brain Res 2009
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Handbewegingen of voorlezen

Assessed for eligibility  
(n=97)

Excluded  (n=31)

Not meeting inclusion criteria (n=14)
Refused to participate (n=17)

Lost to follow-up  (n=0)

Lost to follow-up  (n=0)

High compliance (n=23)
Low compliance (n=7)

Allocated to intervention (n=34)

Received allocated intervention (n=30)

Did not receive allocated intervention (n=4)
� 1 moved
� 3 withdrew consent

Lost to follow-up  (n=0)

High compliance (n=24)
Low compliance (n=7)

Allocated to intervention (n=32)

Received allocated intervention (n=31)

Did not receive allocated intervention (n=1)
� 1 withdrew consent

Lost to follow-up (n=1)
� too ill

Allocation

Analysis

Follow-Up

Enrolment

RandomizedExperimental Control

Analyzed  (n=30)

Excluded from analysis  (n=0)

Analyzed  (n=31)

Excluded from analysis  (n=0)

Follow-Up
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Resultaten Handbewegingsstudie

Conclusies

� Sterke neurobiologische basis 

� Niet bewegen niet goed

� Op maat gesneden interventies
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