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Abstract

Background: Lack of adherence and compliance with drug regimensamong breast cancer patients represent substantial problems
in oral therapies, leading to significant impacts on mortality. Where other systems have failed, electronic health (eHealth) could
be a possible solution to improve medication intake, along with the doctor-patient relationship. Initial results from studies
concerning new interventions for therapy support are promising, but reports suggest that general acceptance of new treatment
support tools is needed among patients and physicians alike.

Objective: The aim of this study was to investigate the actual use of the Internet and other modern media among physicians
involved in breast cancer treatment.

Methods: Using a standardized questionnaire, actual utilization of new media among physicians was analyzed. Internet-related
behaviors in private, as well as in business life, were investigated. Attention was focused on physicians opinions regarding
modern eHealth tools and how patients could be best supported to enhance adherence.

Results: A total of 120 physicians, al participating in breast cancer care, completed the questionnaire (median age 41 years).
Almost all participants (99.2%, 119/120) used the Internet for general purposes and 98.3% (118/120) used it for medical issues
aswell. Virtually all medical professionals (99.2%, 119/120) reported that they owned a computer, while more recently invented
technologies such as tabl ets and smartphones were owned by 31.9% (38/119) and 73.1% (87/119), respectively. The Internet was
favored by 66.4% (79/119) of the physicians in our survey as a source for patient support; 71.2% (84/118) would also favor
modern mediafor side effect registration. Based on our analysis, the most frequent Internet-utilizing physicians were characterized
by age <60, worked in a hospital, and were employed as ajunior physician.

Conclusions: This study demonstrated a high usage of Internet-related technol ogies among physicians, indicating that the use
of eHealth for advanced and individualized support in breast cancer care is a promising addition to treatment management. Such
technologies have the potential to enhance adherence and compliance in therapy among cancer patients.

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):e14) doi:10.2196/cancer.5132
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Introduction

The Internet has become increasingly relevant for daily use
across the globe. General Internet usage among the population
of the European Union hasincreased from 49% in 2006 to 72%
in 2013 [1]. In total, approximately 3 billion people around the
world used the Internet in 2014, which constitutes an increase
of 0.6 billion users since 2012 [2,3].

As reported in 2003, 4.5% of all queries performed on the
Internet concerned health-related issues, which represented
approximately 67.5 million heath-related searches being
performed every day [4]. Electronic health (eHealth) and mobile
health, as modern mechanisms of patient management, are
enhancing the support systemsfor many different diseases[5,6].

eHealth applications are being successfully used in industrialized
countries. Particularly in chronic diseases, such ashypertension,
heart failure, or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, many
studies demonstrate that patients could benefit from using online
eHealth support systems[7-10]. Many eHealth-related research
studies have indicated that patients suffering from diabetes
mellitus demonstrate positive, and often significant,
improvements in therapy [11-13]. As reported by Appel et al,
in the case of obesity among adults, weight loss in the
interventional group (which was assigned to different types of
online support or assistance by telephone) was higher than in
the control group without such support. Reducing the body mass
index among participantsfor 2 years demonstrated that eHealth
systems also work over longer time periods [13]. In countries
with few resources concerning medical care (eg, Nigeria),
mobile phones are being used to improve the health status
among cancer patients who cannot afford to visit their doctor
every day [14].

A recently published article concerning breast and prostate
cancer reported that patients experienced significantly lower
symptom distress by using eHealth modalities compared to the
control group [15]. Kuijpers et a reported that the usage of
eHealth may not just work for chronic diseases, but may also
have a positive effect on empowerment and physical activity
(and therefore on quality of life) for cancer patients [16].

Breast cancer had aworldwideincidence of approximately 1.67
million in 2012, and is one of the most likely causes of death
among women [17]. The implementation of antihormonal
medication in endocrine-sensitive disease, or targeted therapies
for patients with a human epidermal growth factor receptor
2-positive carcinomas, brought significant new trestment options
for women suffering from breast cancer [18]. These advances
have resulted in patients undergoing oral treatments for ten
years or more, during which time patients have minimal contact
with their physicians.

Hershman et a were the first group to specify that early
discontinuation and nonadherence during oral antihormonal
therapy with tamoxifen or aromatase inhibitors had a significant
impact on mortality. Among all patients who were included in
the study (8769), 31% discontinued therapy (early
discontinuation, meaning patients discontinued therapy after
180 days elapsed from prior prescriptions) [19]. The Patient's
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Anastrozole Complianceto Therapy program also reported that
even adding special educational materials to standard patient
information did not have a significant positive effect on
compliance or persistence with adjuvant endocrine therapy in
breast cancer care [20]. However, some studies using eHealth
interventions to enhance adherence have demonstrated
promising results regarding improvements for these problems
[21]. These trials suggest that using an eHealth-based support
system may have apositive effect on compliance and adherence
among breast cancer patients.

Before attempting to improve the connection between physicians
and their patients by using the Internet during medical care, and
to ameliorate the treatment of early and metastasized breast
cancer, it is necessary to first investigate physicians' general
attitudes concerning new media and Internet usage. Gund et al
indicated that the majority of the health care professionals
queried in their study had a positive attitude towards current
and future eHealth tools for out-of-hospital care for patients
with chronic heart failure [22]. The Telemedical Interventional
Monitoring in Heart Failure trial also indicated that eHealth
acceptance among medical professionals was very high [23].
Theauthorsal so reported that it is necessary for implementation
of online support systems to evaluate the acceptance among
patients, but aso among physicians who have a central rolein
disease treatment [23].

The aim of this survey was to investigate Internet usage
behaviors, and usage of other modern media (eg, smartphones),
among health care professionals who were involved in the
treatment of patients suffering from breast cancer. This study
examined how physicianswere equipped with electronic devices
(eg, computers, mobile phones) and how they used them in
general, and for medical matters in particular. This study also
examined physicians' opinions regarding future eHealth
applications, and the persona demographic information given
by the participants (eg, age, quaification).

Methods

This study was submitted and accepted by the local ethics
committee of the medical faculty of Munich University.

Participants

Physicians involved in breast cancer treatment were invited to
participate in our survey. The questionnaire was handed out to
participants on two occasionsin 2012: First at the COMBATing
Breast Cancer conference in Munich, Germany, and later at a
breast cancer-specific meeting organized by Tumor Center
Munich. A paper-based questionnaire was provided for each
participant. No individuals were excluded from the survey; all
participants were given the opportunity to fill in the
questionnaires voluntarily and anonymously.

Questionnaire

The German-language questionnaire contained 4 sheets; three
listed questions and one contained information about the survey.
The questionnaire was designed by the study investigators
(Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitat Munich Breast Center). No
physician belonging to the study group completed the
guestionnaire, in an effort to prevent bias.
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The questionnaire contained 33 itemsin total, separated into 3
sections. In thefirst section, participantswere asked for general
demographic information, including age, sex, place of residence
and employment, year of examination, current qualifications,
and medical specialty. The second section examined Internet
usage in general and focused on participants habits using the
Internet for health-related topics. Participants were also
interviewed regarding their possession of computers, mobile
phones, and other electronic devices, how they use these
technologies, and who is allowed to use these media at their
place of employment (physicians only, or nurses and other
co-workers). Inthethird section, the medical professionalswere
asked to state their opinions on future eHealth tools: part one
asked about a telephone-hotline, which cancer patients could
turn to for support; the second part contai ned questionsfocused
on future support for patients using the I nternet or smartphones,
and collecting information regarding side effects of therapy via
electronic devices. The responses for this part could be rated
on afive-point scale from agreement (1) to denial (5).

Anonymity was assured by not collecting personal information
such asnamesor birth dates. | n each questionnaire, participants
were asked to complete every single question, even though this
was not absolutely necessary for data analyses. Each participant
completed the survey once during one of the meetings. During
each convention, participants were given written and verbal
instructionsto refrain from compl eting the questionnaire twice.

Statistical Analyses

Results were analyzed using IBM SPSS-Statistics. Student
t-tests were used to examine differences between groups. To
describe disparities between different parameters, odds ratios
were used and P-values were computed with a level of
significance <5%.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e14/
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The questionsin the questionnaire could be answered assingle-
or multiple-choice answers. In the third section, which focused
on opinions regarding future eHealth tools, there were single
answer possibilities of Grades 1 (agreement) to 5 (denial). For
analytical purposes, Grades 1 and 2 were collected together as
agreement, Grade 3 as neutral, and Grades 4 and 5 as denial.

Subgroups were formed to further examine which type of
physician was most likely and willing to use the Internet or
smartphone-related health support systems.  Significant
differences were evaluated, taking into account gender, age
groups, medical facilities, qualifications, and size of the city in
which physicians were employed.

Results

Participants Sociodemographic Characteristics

A total of 120 active medical professionals completed the
guestionnaire, out of 154 participants who attended one of the
events in which data was collected. The median age of
participants was 41 years, and the cohort was 57.5% (69/120)
female and 40.8% (49/120) mae (Table 1). More than half
(60.8%, 73/120) of all participants worked in a hospital
institution; of these, 65.7% (48/73) worked in a university
hospital. Approximately one quarter (26.7%, 32/120) of
respondents were employed in any sort of practice
Approximately two thirds of the attendees were gynecol ogists
(68.3%, 82/120), and 46.7% (56/120) were treating patients as
gynecological oncologists. A small number of physicians with
origins in other medica specidizations completed the
guestionnaire (hematologists and oncologists: 9.2%, 11/120;
radiation therapists: 7.5%, 9/120; radiologists: 1.7%, 2/120).
All participants were German, which was assured by reporting
the region of Germany in which participants were employed.
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Table 1. Physicians' sociodemographic characteristics.
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Participants’ characteristics % n/N
Gender
Female 575 69/120
Mae 40.8 49/120
Not available 17 2/120
Median age in years (range) 41 (25-68)
Age
20-29 16.8 19/113
30-39 239 27/113
40-49 30.1 34/113
50-59 221 25/113
60-69 7.1 8/113
Current qualification
Medical student 25 3/120
Junior physician 16.7 20/120
Board certified specialist 26.7 32/120
Senior physician/head of department 21.7 26/120
Chief physician 175 21/120
Others 6.7 8/120
Not available 8.3 10/120
Interdisciplinary specialization
Oncology (gynecological specialist) 46.7 56/120
Genera gynecology 21.7 26/120
Hematology and oncology 9.2 11/120
Radiation therapy 75 9/120
Radiology 17 2/120
Genera surgery 0.0 0/120
Others 9.2 11/120
Not available 4.2 5/120
Medical facility
Ambulatory/private practice 2538 31/120
Medical care center 0.8 1/120
General hospital 5.0 6/120
Hospital with high grade of specialization 17 2/120
Teaching hospital 14.2 17/120
University hospital 40.0 48/120
Others 5.0 6/120
Not available 75 9/120

Usage of Modern Media and Internet

Almost al participants used a telephone and 73.1% (87/119)
of the participants owned a smartphone (Table 2). The
ownership of private computers among physicians was very
high. The most favored computer was the notebook (83.2%,
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99/119), followed by 60.5% (72/119) of physicians who were
in possession of adesktop personal computer. Tablet computers
were owned by 31.9% (38/119) of the participants. Above age
60, the percentage of physicians owning a tablet declined to
lessthan 12.5% (1/8). With regards to more recently devel oped
devices, smartphones were owned by 71.3% (75/105) of the
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participants younger than 60, and by 50% (4/8) of those above
60 years of age. Most physicians (89.7%, 105/117) used the

Table 2. Actual usage of modern media by breast cancer specialists.

Kirkovits et d

Internet at work, and in most cases nurses and physicians
assistantswere able to usethe Internet at work (74.6%, 88/118).

Technology and media % n/N
Phone
Any type of phone 99.2 119/120
Landline phone 89.9 107/119
Any mobile phone 100.0 119/119
Mobile phone (no Internet) 47.1 56/119
AppleiPhone 53.8 64/119
Smartphone using Android 134 16/119
Smartphone (others) 59 7/119
Private computer
Any type of computer 99.2 119/120
Persona computer with Internet access 60.5 72/119
Notebook with Internet access 83.2 99/119
AppleiPAD 26.9 32/119
Tablet using Android 5.0 6/119
Tablet (others) 0.0 0/119
I nternet access at workplace
Internet access 89.7 105/117
Divided patient-network and Internet access 103 12/117
No Internet access 0.0 0/117
Internet usage at wor kplace
Physicians 975 115/118
Nurses/physicians’ assistants 74.6 88/118
Other coworkers 66.1 78/118
M obile phone usage
Alwayswith me 78.0 92/118
Only en route 16.1 19/118
Mostly at home 0.8 1/118
Mostly out of use 51 6/118
Smartphone usage
Business and private 90.9 80/88
Private only 9.1 8/88
Business only 0.0 0/88

Almost all (99.2%, 119/120) participants used the Internet for
genera purposes (Table 3). Approximately 84.9% (101/119)
of medical professional s used the Internet in their daily routine,
whiletheremaining 15.1% (18/119) used the I nternet more than
once per week. The majority of respondents took advantage of
the Internet at home aswell asat work. For health-related issues,
the Internet was used by 98.3% (118/120) of physicians, and a
smartphone was used by 38.1% (45/118) of respondents. Email

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e14/

communication was the most frequently used function
concerning the Internet, followed by reading online news or
articles. Approximately one third of the participants (35.8%;
43/120) used the Internet for social networks and 31.7%
(38/120) used the Internet for making calls via computer.
Concerning health-related platforms, PubMed was the most
used resource among physicians, followed by online guideline
search (84.2%, 101/120) and Google (79.2%, 95/120).
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Table 3. Internet usage among breast cancer specialists.
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Usage % n/N
Internet usage in general 99.2 119/120
Freguency of Internet use
Daily 84.9 101/119
>0Once per week 151 18/119
<Once per week 0 0/119
Site of Internet use
At home only 0.9 /115
At work only 26 3/115
Both 96.5 111/115
Typesof Internet use
Email 98.3 118/120
Reading news/articles online 66.7 80/120
Wikis/online encyclopedia 60.0 72/120
Gain health information 41.7 50/120
Social networks (private) 35.8 43/120
Making calls via the Internet 317 38/120
Educational online courses 225 27/120
Social networks (business) 175 21/120
Types of Internet use (health-related platforms)
PubMed 87.5 105/120
Online guideline search 84.2 101/120
Google 79.2 95/120
Adjuvant! 575 69/120
Wikipedia 525 63/120
Rote Liste (collection of all medications available) 48.3 58/120
Internet usage for health-related issues
Yes 98.3 118/120
No 17 2/120
Smartphone usage for health-related issues
Yes 38.1 45/118
No 61.9 73/118

Future Use of eHealth Tools

The desire to support patients via new media was accepted by
the majority of participants. Table 4 givesaview of physicians
opinions regarding future eHealth tools. Grades 1 and 2 were
summed, and therefore demonstrate agreement, Grade 3
demonstrates neutral, whereas Grades 4 and 5 represent denial..

Two-thirds of respondents (66.4%, 79/119) favored the option
of their patients using the Internet as a source of support, while
more than half (51.3%, 60/117) favored therapy assistance via
smartphone. The online registration of side effects via new

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e14/

media was favored among the majority of physicians (71.2%,
84/118).

If a system existed for the online registration of side effects,
most respondents would want to be informed about problems
concerning their patients' treatment viaemail (43.2% agreement,
51/118; vs 28% denial, 33/118) or vialnternet-based platforms
(35.7% agreement, 40/112; vs 33.0% denial, 37/112). Phones
and fax machineswere disliked for receiving information about
side effects (phones: 14.0% agreement, 16/114; vs67.5% denial,
77/114. Fax machines: 7.9% agreement, 9/114; vs69.3% denial,
79/114).

JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2| iss. 2 |14 | p.7
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Kirkovitset a
Table 4. Physicians opinions regarding future use of eHealth tools.
Description Total (N) Agreement, % (n) Neutral, % (n) Denial, % (n)
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5
Support for patientsvialnter- 119 28.6 (34) 37.8 (45) 22.7(27) 0.8(1) 10.1 (12)
net
Support for patients via 117 24.8 (29) 26.5(31) 25.6 (30) 9.4 (11) 13.7 (16)
smartphone
Registration of side effects 118 31.4(37) 39.8 (47) 12.7 (15) 7.6 (9) 8.5 (10)
via electronic devices
Getting information about 118 17.8(21) 25.4(30) 28.8(34) 75(9) 20.0 (24)
side effects viaemail
Getting information about 112 9.8 (11) 25.9(29) 31.3(35) 8.0(9) 25.0(28)
side effects via Internet
Getting information about 114 6.1(7) 7.9(9 18.4(21) 19.3(22) 48.2 (55)
side effects via phone
Getting information about 114 26(3) 5.3(6) 22.8 (26) 14.9 (17) 54.4 (62)

side effects viafax

To further examine how physicians wanted to receive
information regarding side effects (Table 5), only the
participants who accepted or disapproved new forms of

Table 5. Acceptance of documentation of side effects via new media.

communication were considered. The majority of medical
professionals who accepted online side effect registration
preferred to be informed via email or the Internet.

Delivery method of registered side ef-

Acceptance of side effect documentation, % (n/N)

Disapproval of side effect documentation, % (n/N)

fects

Viaemail 53.0 (44/83) 36.8 (7/19)
Vialnternet 46.8 (36/77) 21.1 (4/19)
Viaphone 12.7 (10/79) 15.8 (3/19)
Viafax 10.0 (8/80) 26.3 (5/19)

Correlationsand Further Analyses

To determine if there was a typical type of physician whose
affinity for new media was particularly high or low, further
evaluationswere undertaken (Table 6). High rates of acceptance
for Internet support were evident among physicians up to the
age of 60. Above age 60 there was adistinct drop in acceptance
levels, although acceptance rates never declined lower than 50%
in the older age group. Concerning the acceptance of online
side effect registration among physicians, acceptance decreased
with increasing age, with the lowest approval ratesin the 50-59
age group (68.4%, 13/19). With regardsto medical professionals
favoring smartphonesfor patient support, the highest percentage
(90.5%, 19/21) was found in the 30-39 age group.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e14/

According to the physicians' place of employment, those who
worked in hospitals (genera or university hospital) preferred
support and side effect documentation via the Internet more
than physicians working in out-patient practices. Concerning
participants’ grade of qualification, junior physicians were the
most likely to use new media for patient support regarding all
three eHealth methods (Internet, smartphones, and online side
effect registration). Gender was not a factor that influenced
physicians' opinions on Internet support. Further analysis
indicated that physicians who owned a smartphone were more
willing to support their patients online (odds ratio 1.70, 95%
Cl 1.32-20.25, P=.012) than physicians who were not in
possession of such technology.
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Table 6. Subgroup-specific results for supporting patients via eHealth tools.
Characteristics Acceptance of support vialnternet, Acceptance of support viasmart-  Acceptance of side effect

% (n/N) phone, % (VN) registration, % (n/N)
Sex
Femae 85.5 (47/55) 65.5 (36/55) 80.0 (48/60)
Male 86.5 (32/37) 77.1(27/35) 84.1 (37/44)
Age
20-29 88.2 (15/17) 73.3 (1115) 88.2 (15/17)
30-39 95.7 (22/23) 90.5 (19/21) 88.0 (22/25)
40-49 85.7 (24/28) 66.7 (18/27) 81.3 (26/32)
50-59 81.3 (13/16) 65.0 (13/20) 68.4 (13/19)
60-69 66.7 (4/6) 33.3(U3) 71.4 (5/7)
Medical facility
Practice 78.3(18/23) 68.2 (15/22) 76.0 (19/25)
Hospital 89.5 (17/19) 63.2 (12/19) 86.4 (19/22)
University hospital 87.2 (34/39) 73.7 (28/38) 82.2 (37/45)
Workplace city size
Less than 1000 0.0 (0/0) 0.0 (0/0) 0.0 (0/0)
1000-9999 100.0 (2/2) 100.0 (2/2) 100.0 (3/3)
10,000-49,999 75.0 (12/16) 40.0 (6/15) 64.3 (9/14)
50,000-99,999 83.3 (5/6) 83.3 (5/6) 100.0 (7/7)
More than 100,000 88.4 (61/69) 75.8 (50/66) 82.5 (66/80)
Qualification
Medical student 100.0 (3/3) 66.7 (2/3) 66.7 (2/3)
Resident physician 100.0 (18/18) 88.2 (15/17) 94.7 (18/19)
Medical specialist 90.9 (20/22) 72.7 (16/22) 82.1(23/28)
Senior physician 80.0 (16/20) 59.1 (13/22) 82.6 (19/23)
Chief physician 86.7 (13/15) 71.4 (10/14) 76.5 (13/17)
Others 42.9(3/7) 40.0 (2/5) 60.0 (3/5)
Discussion experience using eHealth technologies. Future improvements

The aim of this study was to describe Internet usage behaviors
among breast cancer physicians, and to evaluate their opinions
regarding future eHealth applications that may further improve
breast cancer treatment. Many surveys have aready
demonstrated that it is possible to implement a patient support
system using eHealth [7,10-13,24-31], but littleis known about
physicians acceptance of such technologies. Our study provides
information regarding actual Internet usage and modern media
habits among gynecological oncologists, breast cancer
specidists, and other physicians treating patients with breast
cancer. Many surveysare being conducted in specialized centers
that already make use of eHealth technologies, and therefore
these physicians are considered to beinterested in using modern
media to communicate with their patients.

This study focused on breast cancer and oncological specialists
employed in different work settings (practices and clinics), and
participants were not considered to have had a great deal of

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e14/
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in the management of early and metastatic breast cancer may
benefit from physicians’ acceptance of new media, in addition
to the patients using these resources themsel ves.

When examining general Internet usage among the participants
(Table 3), aimost all respondents were Internet users (99.2%,
119/120). This finding is comparable to another international
study that examined physicians characteristicsregarding online
database usage in regiona hospitals (99.6%) [32]. Compared
to the general population of Germany (where this survey was
conducted), theincidence of daily Internet use (84.9%, 101/119)
was higher among participants than the general population
(81%) [33]. Email was favored as a communication tool by
98.3% (118/120) of survey respondents (compared to 93% of
the general German population), while a similar percentage
(66.7%, 80/120; vs 68%) used the Internet for reading news or
articlesonline [33].
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Examination of participants and the general population’s
possession of new mediaindicated that asimilar percentage of
people owned any type of phone (99.2%, 119/120 vs 99.7%)
[34]. The rate of computer ownership among medical
professional s was 99.2% (119/120), which was higher than the
general German population (85%) [34]. General Internet usage
was lower among Germany’s population (daily use 76%)
compared to the participants in this survey (84.9%, 101/119)
[35]. In contrast, the participantsin our study belonged to ahigh
end collective that uses the Internet and different mediain their
daily practice, aswell asfor conducting trials. It isassumed that
this population owns more electronic devices (and may have
more experiencein using the Internet) than the general German
population. By attending breast cancer-specific meetings (where
this study was conducted), participants were considered to be
very interested in general research, and therefore might have
interests in modern media for patient support. This study only
reflects the indicated use of modern media in a specific cohort
of participants, which limits the broader applicability of our
findings.

Although the questionnaires for this study were completed in
2012, we consider our findingsto be up-to-date. General Internet
usage (daily use or more than once per week) among German
employeesincreased only 1% from 2012 to 2014 (from 96%in
2012 to 97% in 2014) [36]. Regarding the use of a computer,
the percentage of the German population that owned acomputer
increased from 79% in 2012 to 82% in 2014 [37]. These facts
indicate that there should not be a substantial change in
percentages now, athough we cannot easily calculate these
data

In addition to the high percentage of physicians using the
Internet and being interested in future eHealth support, datawas
provided that 25.4% (30/118) of nursesor physicians' assistants
had no access to the Internet in their workplace. Regarding this
issue, we have conducted another survey, which will display
nurses opinions on eHealth and modern media use.

The typical physician that is most likely to use modern media
for patient support and online therapy assistance (according to
the data compiled in this study) is characterized by age <60,
working in a hospital, and having the position of a junior
physician (Table 6). Other characteristics (eg, gender or the
population of the physicians' city) did not have an impact on
opinions concerning future eHealth solutions. Chiu et al reported
that age <50 is a significant factor for the usage of online
databases, and that having a faculty position is a significant
factor concerning online database usage [32]. This effect was
not present in our study. Chiu et al also demonstrated that gender
does not affect the likelihood of using the Internet for gaining
information [32].

Our study indicates that there is a great deal of interest among
physicians for implementing online support systemsto provide
additional therapy assistance. Oncologists who already owned
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smartphones were more willing to support their patients using
this type of media for therapy management than medical
professionals who did not own a smartphone. This finding
indicates that physicians who are already in possession of
modern media are more likely to utilize eHealth.

Implementing new eHealth tools could lead to increased
adherence and compliance, reduced health care costs, and
consequently to improvements in breast cancer survival, as
taking medication regularly is an important factor concerning
mortality [19]. eHealth may also help oncologists monitor
potential side effects more directly, and thus give physicians
the chance to react immediately. Such advances have the
potential to improve the doctor-patient relationship and
communication between breast cancer patients and their health
care teams.

Further studiesinvestigating the opinions of other occupational
groups working in breast cancer treatment (eg, nurses,
psychologists) regarding future inventions will be useful to
introduce a more personalized, patient-oriented approach for
managing side effects. Furthermore, clinical trialsusing eHealth
support in breast cancer therapy management are needed to
investigate the actual usage of modern media and supportive
tools, and their impacts on compliance and outcomes. Therefore,
our working group is currently developing an online support
system for therapy assistance (CanKado) [38], and futuretrials
will examine the impact of this system on breast cancer
treatment. CanKado, which will be one of the first projects to
provide additional patient support to breast cancer patients, is
an electronic support system that aims to increase therapy
success in oncology. Such technologies have the potential to
increase compliance, improve doctor-patient rel ationships, and
potentially even improve disease outcomes in the near future.

Conclusion

This survey shows a high rate of Internet and modern media
usage among physicians participating in breast cancer care.
Online support, as well as online side effect registration, is
favored by the magjority of health care professionals surveyed.
The routine usage of the Internet and modern media, and trust
in new interactive communication tools, may enable
improvements in doctor-patient relationships as well as in
compliance and adherence among patients suffering from breast
cancer.

Acceptance of such technologies by patients and other health
care personnd involved in therapy management (eg, nurses) is
also necessary. Moreover, the actual impact of new interactive
mediaon oncological practice can only beinvestigated viatrials
that use newly-developed online platforms (eg, the
CanKado-project [38]) for patient support. In conclusion, our
results suggest that eHealth tools may have a promising future
in pati ent-physi cian communication, and the treatment of breast
cancer.
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Abstract

Background: Useof electronic clinical trial portalshasincreased in recent yearsto assist with sponsor-investigator communication,
safety reporting, and clinical trial management. Electronic portals can help reduce time and costs associated with processing
paperwork and add security measures, however, there is a lack of information on clinical trial investigative staff’s perceived
challenges and benefits of using portals.

Objective: The Clinical Trias Transformation Initiative (CTTI) sought to (1) identify challenges to investigator receipt and
management of investigational new drug (IND) safety reports at oncologic investigative sites and coordinating centers and (2)
facilitate adoption of best practices for communicating and managing IND safety reports using electronic portals.

Methods: CTTI, a public-private partnership to improve the conduct of clinical trials, distributed surveys and conducted
interviewsin an opinion-gathering effort to record investigator and research staff views on electronic portalsin the context of the
new safety reporting requirements described in the US Food and Drug Administration’s final rule (Code of Federal Regulations
Title 21 Section 312). The project focused on receipt, management, and review of safety reports as opposed to the reporting of
adverse events.

Results. The top challenge investigators and staff identified in using individual sponsor portals was remembering severa
complex individual passwords to access each site. Also, certain tasks are time-consuming (eg, downloading reports) due to slow
sites or difficulties associated with particular operating systems or software. To improve user experiences, respondents suggested
that portals function independently of browsers and operating systems, have intuitive interfaces with easy navigation, and
incorporate additional features that would allow usersto filter, search, and batch safety reports.

Conclusions: Resultsindicate that an ideal system for sharing expedited IND safety information is through a central portal used
by all sponsors. Until thisis feasible, electronic reporting portals should at least have consistent functionality. CTTI has issued
recommendations to improve the quality and use of electronic portals.

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):€16) doi:10.2196/cancer.6701
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Introduction

Safety reporting is a necessary element of clinical trialsto help
ensure patient safety during the investigation of a new drug or
medical device. With advancesin technology, safety reporting,
along with other clinical trial data reporting, is moving to
electronic formatsfrom being largely paper-based. To encourage
electronic submissions and integration of other technological
capabilitiesinto trial document management, the US Food and
Drug Administration (FDA) has previously released guidance
on electronic submissions and source data[1,2].

Aligned with this progress is the increased use of electronic
portals to facilitate communication between sponsors and the
investigative staff during clinical trials. Few publicationsin the
scholarly literature have focused on portals, however, it is
acknowledged within the clinical research field that use of
portals is proliferating. Typically, clinical trial portals are
devel oped by sponsorsor contract research organi zations (CRO)
to provide a centralized location for trial-specific documents
and information (eg, regulatory and safety documents, protocols,
investigator brochures). Using clinical trial portals can reduce
thetime and cost associated with processing paperwork, among
other advantages. The portal also provides increased security
with document management and communication through the
use of log-in identification and password protection. Once the
portals are devel oped, investigators are given accessto the portal
through specific log-in credentials. Investigators can access
trial-specific documents provided by the sponsor or CRO.
Throughout thetrial, investigators periodically log in to review
safety reports.

The Clinical Triads Transformation Initiative (CTTI) is a
public-private partnership whose mission isto develop and drive
adoption of practicesthat will increase the quality and efficiency
of clinical trials. CTTl initiated theinvestigation new drug (IND)
Safety Advancement Project to investigate barriers to
implementation of the FDA final rule on expedited IND safety
reporting (Code of Federa Regulations [CFR] Title 21 Part
312) and propose solutions to address identified barriers, from
the perspective of both investigators and sponsors. The project
focused specifically on oncology research, where these issues
tend to be most acute.

Evidence gathered during the project indicated that investigators
have difficulty using clinical trial portals and that portals may

Textbox 1. Survey questions on clinical trial portals.

Perez et al

contribute to confusion and burden investigators' experience
related to the IND safety reporting system. Therefore, the CTTI
project team sought to identify best practicesfor managing IND
safety reports using electronic portals and formulated
recommendations based on data collected through
evidence-gathering activities.

Methods

Approach

The IND Safety Advancement Project team included 20
individual srepresenting awide range of stakeholders, including
industry, academic ingtitutions, ingtitutional review board (IRB),
regulatory, patient advocate, and other perspectives; al groups
were considered equal partners. The primary focus of the project
wasto investigate barriersrelated to the lack of implementation
of the final rule (21 CFR 312) and provide recommendations
for better compliance; however, a portion of this project was
specifically devoted to addressing the use of clinical trial portals.
The team employed 3 main research strategies to gather
evidence: surveys, expert interviews, and an expert meeting.

Survey

An online survey was designed to assess challenges related to
cancer researcher management of IND safety reporting
processes, with a subset of questions about the specific
challengesrelated to use of electronic portal s to manage safety
reports (Textbox 1). The survey was distributed to contact
networksviaCTTI, the American Society of Clinical Oncology,
the American Association of Cancer Institutes, and the US
Oncology Network. Recipients were encouraged to freely
forward the survey to colleagues; because no datais available
describing the number of potential respondents who had access
to the survey, aformal response rate cannot be determined. To
establish facevalidity, the survey was reviewed and pilot-tested
on asubset of the intended popul ation, but no formal validation
or interna consistency checks were performed. Participation
was voluntary, anonymous, and uncompensated. The survey
was distributed via Constant Contact, an online marketing
company, and completed through Qualtrics. Survey data
collected from November 18, 2014, through December 30, 2014,
were aggregated by the Duke Center for Learning Health Care
and distributed to project team membersfor descriptive anaysis.
The complete survey can be viewed online [3].

Questions on current issues:

« If IND safety reports are distributed via a sponsor safety reporting portal, do you have difficulty accessing the IND safety reporting portal ?
«  Please describe the difficulty you have accessing the IND safety reporting portal .

Questions on suggestions for improvement:

«  What things about the current IND safety reporting system should be changed?
« If you were starting from scratch, what would an ideal IND safety reporting system look like?

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e16/

JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e16 | p.15
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER

Qualitative I nterviews

A total of 20 in-depth, hour-long interviews were conducted by
aprofessiond interviewer asan opinion-gathering effort to more
fully understand sponsor and investigative staff perspectives
on the management of IND safety reporting processes. Interview
participants who were considered experts in the topic were
approached by CTTI. Survey respondents were also able to
volunteer for interview participation. In January and February
2015, 13 individuals representing investigative staff working
on oncology clinical trials and 7 pharmacovigilance leaders
from5largegloba pharmaceutical companieswereinterviewed.
Prepared questionswereincluded in aninterview guide[4]. The
goal was to understand the receipt and management of safety
reports. None of the questions explicitly asked about the desired
featuresof clinical trial portals; however, interview respondents
werefreeto comment on their experienceswith tria portalsand
were encouraged to elaborate on current chalenges and
suggestions for improvement.

The project, including the surveys and interview guides, was
designated as exempt research by the Duke University IRB.

Expert Meeting

The IND Safety Advancement Project team analyzed survey
resultsand interviews, devel oped draft recommendations based
on responses, and presented this information at a 2-day expert
meeting in July 2015 attended by 47 individuals representing
a variety of clinical trial stakeholders. Discussion from the
meeting was used by the project team to refine the
recommendationsthrough iterative, consensus-driven discussion,
and they were approved by CTTI’s Executive Committee prior
to official release (December 2015) [5]. Approximately half of
1 meeting day was devoted to discussing the common problems
with and desired features for clinical trial portals. A summary
of the expert meeting is available online [6].

Results

Overview

The survey had 201 respondents. The majority of the respondent
population had academic or community-based research
backgrounds with morethan 10 years of clinical trial experience.
A majority of the respondent-affiliated organizations conducted
more than 30 studies concurrently and represented all phases
of clinical trial development sponsored by industry and
government. Full results of the survey and interviews are being
reported concurrently elsewhere [7]. This manuscript focuses
only on data related to clinical trial portal use.

Current Issues

Responses from investigators and other study staff indicate that
80% (33/41) of investigators and 92% (133/144) of study staff
received IND safety reports through portals. Approximately
half (21/41, 51%) of investigators and 44% (64/144) of staff
reported difficulty accessing sponsors IND safety reporting

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e16/
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portals. When survey respondents were asked to provide
free-text responses specifying difficulties encountered accessing
a portal, a common answer was the problem of remembering
passwords for numerous individual sponsor portals. Other
difficulties voiced by respondents were challenges with
operating systems, software compatibility, and differing
application versions. Respondentsindicated that many interfaces
are difficult to navigate and do not incorporate intuitive design
elements. Additionally, many portals have slow processing
times, and their applications often crash or fail. For these
reasons, downloading reports can be time-consuming for the
investigative staff. Finally, respondents noted that generic email
notifications are not particularly helpful and many choose to
block these emails. The top-rated challenges were as follows:

«  Remembering numerous, complex passwordsfor individual
sponsor portals

- Encountering problems related to different operating
systems, software compatibility, and application versioning

« Navigating through nonintuitive user interfaces and slow
sites

- Encountering log-in or siteissues due to investigative staff
turnover

« Recelving too many generic email notifications

«  Time-consuming process of downloading reports

Although distribution of streamlined reports via electronic
portals was intended to improve the efficiency of the safety
reporting process, interviewees from investigative sites reported
that they continue to receive an unmanageable volume of IND
safety reports. Active sites described the volume of reports as

“staggering.”
Beneficial and Desired Features

Respondents described a number of benefits related to use of
portals for safety reporting, including automatic notifications
of trends or unexpected adverse events, which help guide
treatment decisions for patients. Investigative staff indicated
that it was easier to identify risks when reports were submitted
through the portal. Summary reporting and the defined
attribution and causality available on the portal can help filter
the safety information for study staff. With enhanced signal
detection, the investigative staff can identify information that
may generate important changesto the protocol or consent and
help them make determinations on the utility of the study and
other risk/benefit assessments. Additionally, electronic reports
are more efficient and easier to retain and track.

The attributes displayed in Textbox 2 were identified as
important and desired features of electronic portals based on
the project team’s analysis of the survey responses, which
highlighted the inconsistent functionality with current portals.
These desired attributes can be categorized as improving (1)
the overall system functionality, (2) the user interface, (3) report
management and analysis, and (4) report notification,
acknowledgement, and verification.
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Textbox 2. Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative official recommendationsfor attributes of electronic portalsfor expedited safety reporting: categories
and desired features.

Overall system functionality:

o Cross-browser compatibility; portal works seamlessly with all commonly used browsers

o  Operating system independent

o Mobilefriendly

o Quick report download time (ie, externally hosted, cloud-based)

«  Simplified security management system (eg, end-user control over password management, biometric identification in lieu of passwords, and/or
ability to integrate with various identity access applications)

User interface:

« Intuitive, easy-to-navigate interface requiring few clicks to access safety reports directly or via hyperlink contained in an email notification

«  Flexibility within the portal for use with varied institutional processes

Report management and analysis:

«  Print reports or download multiple reports with one click to a compact disc, computer, or electronic investigator site file
«  Filter reports by event so follow-up safety reports do not appear as new events

«  Search and display safety reports using custom dates, by country of origin and/or event name

. Export single reports as well as aggregated data

«  Drill down to access single reports and write-ups

« Reportsremain visible for thelife of thetrial

Report notification, acknowledgment, and verification:

« Ability to batch safety report notifications (per day/week) per investigative site user’s preference

« Ability for principal investigator to delegate the task of accessing safety reports via porta to another person at the site

.  Easy acknowledgement of safety reports by investigative site staff (eg, click on alink to the report, check a box, or check-all option)

« Ability to send and record acknowledgement of a safety report only once across multiple trials for the same investigational product yet still show
the report under each trial

« End-to-end audit trail that can be printed and saved or stored for future reference by both the sponsor and investigative site

« Ability of the sponsor to document delivery of reports within the portal if an alternative means of reporting is required (ie, the sponsor cannot
access the portal and requires hard copy)

. Two-way communication between the investigative site and sponsor regarding safety reports

This approach may reduce the number of passwords and avoid
technological issues (eg, software incompatibility) by
standardizing the use of a central portal. While literature
i ) o . ) ) describing clinical trial portal use is limited, some reports
As described elsewhere [8], investigative sites are still being | 5jjgate survey respondents’ perceived obstacles, indicating
inundated with individual safety reports despite new reporting  h4t investi gative staff and investigators struggle to recall 7 to
requirementsissued inthefinal rule. A priority for investigators 15 passwords per individual user [9]. Until use of a single,

istoidentify and review important safety signalstohelpensure  cenirg) portal is feasible, electronic reporting portals should at
patient safety during atrial; this can be particularly challenging | eaqt have consistent functionality.

when there is a large volume of lengthy paper-based reports.

Electronic portals have features that can assist with filtering The attributes listed in Textbox 2 are suggested to increase
reports, easing the burden on investigators; however, in the portal efficiency and ease of use. As noted, important features
opinion of the investigative staff, certain features still need include the following:

Discussion

Summary

improvement. . Browser and operating system independence so that all
Survey results indicated that an ideal system for sharing users can access the portal regardiess of software
expedited IND safety information with investigative sites is preferences

through acentral portal used by all sponsorsinordertoimprove *  An intuitive interface that is clearly labeled and provides
efficiency and reduce paperwork burden (recognizing that easy navigation

electronic systems may not be feasible for all study sponsors).
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- Ability to filter and search reports to quickly access only
the relevant documents needed at the time

« Increased functionality to batch reports so that all files can
be downloaded simultaneously

- Ability to acknowledge receipt quickly with a check-box
option and to update this acknowledgement across multiple
trials for the same product

Portal features to more accurately track audit trails can be
particularly helpful, as reports can be categorized or searched
by date, number, compound, trial number, upload/availability
date, download/access date, identity of users who accessed the
report, and any actions (eg, downloading, printing, saving)
conducted by a specific user. As indicated in Textbox 2,
notifications can be useful for study staff; however, given the
high volume of reports received, some may be treated as spam.
Another desired feature could provide a reminder to designate
the source of the email so that it is routed and recognized
appropriately. Currently, CTTl does not recommend an
electronic signature requirement by the principal investigator
or other investigative staff to access portal content, which is
consistent with the FDA guidance.

To support appropriate use of the portal, CTTI a so recommends
that there beimproved education for investigative sitesincluding
guidance not only on portal functionality but also regarding best
practices for incorporating portal management into site report
management processes. Finally, we recommend usability testing
for portal-related educational material.

Limitations

The main limitation of the study that should be acknowledged
isthe small sample sizethat was selected by convenience, which
may be susceptible to bias. Additionally, survey response rate
was not able to be determined. CTTI acknowledges these
shortcomings and that this research isexploratory and qualitative
in nature and not statistically measureable. However, change
often beginswith small steps, and it is our hopethat thisresearch
sparks a broader discussion across the industry. CTTI
encourages additional research on this topic. The perspectives
described in this manuscript are descriptive; in order to be
conclusive, an appropriately powered study would need to be
conducted. CTTI and other independent organizations cannot
require that sponsors adopt recommendations nor mandate

Acknowledgments

Perez et al

inclusion or standardization of portal features, whichiswhy we
urge portal devel opersto consider the perspectives of the portal
users to drive change.

Industry technology companies are investing in integrating
sponsor trial portals with enhanced capabilities including
interactive voice response, el ectronic data capture, clinical trial
management systems, and investigator databases [9,10]. The
ability to quickly identify and access individual reports can
reduce workload burden and time spent searching considerably;
however, it isimportant to assess how anewly introduced portal
affects overall workflow of the study team. CTTI suggests that
investigative site users receive more and improved education,
including guidance on portal functionality in addition to best
practices for incorporating portal management into site report
management processes. Depending on the changes, portal
management may need to bereevaluated. Finally, CTTI suggests
performing usability testing for portal-related educational
material in order to maximize the benefits of electronic portal
use for IND safety reporting.

Conclusions

The suggestions provided in this manuscript have been released
as CTTlI recommendations [5]. CTTI believes these
recommendationsaretimely, asanumber of groupsare currently
working on the functionality of clinical trial portals.
TransCelerate BioPharma Inc is one example; as noted in their
press rel ease, they have launched “atechnology that will allow
clinical trial sites to streamline investigative site information
and establish a central access point for interaction between the
siteand multipleclinical trial sponsors’ [10]. It isour hopethat
theseand similar effortswill improveclinical trial portals. These
recommendations combined with this description of desired
features, along with other CTTI-developed educational
materials, will be disseminated to stakeholders and the public
through publications, presentations, and the CTTI website. The
recommendations are intended to improve clinical trial portal
development, access, and functionality and to enhance user
experienceoveral. Clinical trial portalsdesigned to addressthe
current barriers can a so save money for sponsors because they
would no longer need alternate processes for safety reporting
receipt and management; could increase site user satisfaction,
compliance, and tracking; and may help investigators take
immediate action on patient safety issues.

The authors wish to acknowledge the contributions of the CTTI IND Safety Advancement Project team and those individuals
who participated in the surveys and interviews. Writing assistance was provided by Kelly Kilibarda, PhD, in affiliation with
Whitsell Innovations Inc.

Funding for this manuscript was made possible by the FDA through grant R18FD005292. Views expressed in this publication
do not necessarily reflect the officia policies of the US Department of Health and Human Services nor does any mention of trade
names, commercial practices, or organizations imply endorsement by the US government. Partial funding was also provided by
pooled membership fees from CTTI’s member organizations.

Conflictsof I nterest
None declared.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e16/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e16 | p.18

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Perez et al

References

1.

10.

Food and Drug Administration. Electronic Source Datain Clinical Investigations (Guidance for Industry). 2013. URL :
http://www.fda.gov/downl oads/Drugs/Gui danceComplianceRegul atory| nformati on/Gui dances’/U CM 328691. pdf [accessed
2016-12-05] [WebCite Cache ID 6mXWgJsut]

Food and Drug Administration. Providing Regulatory Submissionsin Electronic Format—Standardized Study Data (Guidance
for Industry). 2014. URL: http://www.fda.gov/downl oads/Drugs/GuidanceComplianceRegul atoryl nformati on/Guidances/
UCM 292334.pdf [accessed 2016-12-05] [WebCite Cache ID 6mXXOL3in]

Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative. Investigator survey. 2014. URL : https.//www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/sites/
www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/files/final_ctti_-_ind_sa _investigators survey.docx [accessed 2016-09-13] [WebCite Cache ID
6kUdAeDmy]

Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative. Investigator interview questions. 2014. URL: https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/
sites'www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/files/ind_sa investigator_interview_guestions 2jan15.docx [accessed 2016-09-13] [WebCite
Cache ID 6kUgjVOKV]

Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative. CTTI recommendations: desired attributes of electronic portals for expedited
safety reporting. 2016. URL : https.//www.ctti-clinicaltrial s.org/file/e-portal -recspdf-0 [accessed 2016-12-05] [WebCite
Cache ID 6mXXIFMGE]

Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative. Expert Meeting Summary. URL : https.//www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/ [accessed
2016-12-05] [WebCite Cache ID 6mXZ6ELTf]

Perez R, Archdeacon P, Roach N, Goodwin R, Jarow J, Stuccio N, et al. Sponsors and investigative staff's perceptions of
the current IND safety reporting process in oncology trials (forthcoming). Clinical Trials 2016.

Perez R, The Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative IND Safety Advancement Project Team. Findings from the Clinical
Trials Transformation Initiative IND Safety Reporting Advancement Project. 2015 Presented at: ASCO Annual Meeting;
2015; Chicago.

Borfitz D. Trial Portal Tightens Bond with Investigative Sites. URL : http://www.bio-itworld.com/bioit_article.
aspx?71d=93544& langtype=1033 [WebCite Cache ID 6kUdlyRaP]

TransCelerate BioPharma Launches the Shared Investigator Platform to Revol utionize Communications between Sites and
Sponsor. 2016. URL : http://www.busi nesswire.com/news/home/20160120005463/en [accessed 2016-12-06] [WebCite
Cache ID 6kUeEgTm5]

Abbreviations

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CRO: contract research organization

CTTI: Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative
FDA: Food and Drug Administration

IND: investigational new drug

IRB: institutional review board

Edited by D \Vollmer Dahlke; submitted 27.09.16; peer-reviewed by S Colen, A Bustos; comments to author 01.11.16; revised version
received 29.11.16; accepted 01.12.16; published 15.12.16.

Please cite as:

Perez RP, Finnigan S Patel K, Whitney S Forrest A

Clinical Trial Electronic Portalsfor Expedited Safety Reporting: Recommendations fromthe Clinical Trials Transformation Initiative
Investigational New Drug Safety Advancement Project

JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):e16

URL.: http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e16/

doi: 10.2196/cancer.6701

PMID: 28410179

©Raymond P Perez, Shanda Finnigan, Krupa Patel, Shanell Whitney, Annemarie Forrest. Originaly published in IMIR Cancer
(http://cancer.jmir.org), 15.12.2016. Thisis an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original work, first published in IMIR Cancer, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information,
alink to the original publication on http://cancer.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e16/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e16 | p.19

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/UCM328691.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6mXWgJsut
http://www.fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/UCM292334.pdf
http://www.fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/UCM292334.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6mXXOL3in
https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/sites/www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/files/final_ctti_-_ind_sa_investigators_survey.docx
https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/sites/www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/files/final_ctti_-_ind_sa_investigators_survey.docx
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUdAeDmy
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUdAeDmy
https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/sites/www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/files/ind_sa_investigator_interview_questions_2jan15.docx
https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/sites/www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/files/ind_sa_investigator_interview_questions_2jan15.docx
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUgjVOKv
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUgjVOKv
https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/file/e-portal-recspdf-0
http://www.webcitation.org/6mXXlFMGE
http://www.webcitation.org/6mXXlFMGE
https://www.ctti-clinicaltrials.org/
http://www.webcitation.org/6mXZ6ELTf
http://www.bio-itworld.com/bioit_article.aspx?id=93544&langtype=1033
http://www.bio-itworld.com/bioit_article.aspx?id=93544&langtype=1033
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUdlyRaP
http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160120005463/en
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUeEqTm5
http://www.webcitation.org/6kUeEqTm5
http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e16/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.6701
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28410179&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Dreweset d

Original Paper

EHealth Acceptance and New Media Preferences for Therapy
Assistance Among Breast Cancer Patients

Caroline Drewes"; Thomas Kirkovits'; Daniel Schiltz}; Timo Schinkoethe', MSc, PhD; Renate Haidinger®; Ursula
Goldmann-Posch®": Nadia Harbeck?, MD; Rachel Wuerstleint, MD

Breast Center, University Hospital Munich, Department of Gynecology and Obstetrics, CCC of LMU, Munich, Germany
2Brustkrebs Deutschland e.V., Munich, Ulm, Germany

SMamazone e.V., Munich, Augsburg, Germany

Tdeceased

Corresponding Author:

Rachel Wuerstlein, MD

Breast Center, University Hospital Munich

Department of Gynecology and Obstetrics, CCC of LMU
Marchioninistrasse 15

Munich, 81377

Germany

Phone: 49 89 4400 77581

Fax: 49 89 4400 77582

Email: rachel .wuerstlein@med.uni-muenchen.de

Abstract

Background: Electronic health (eHealth) and mobile communication-based health care (mHealth) applications have been
increasingly utilized in medicine over the last decade, and have facilitated improved adherence to therapy regimens in patients
with chronic conditions. Due to the long duration of breast cancer therapy, and the long course of disease in metastatic breast
cancer, aneed for more intensified physician-patient communication has emerged. Various support mechanisms, including new
media such as mHealth and eHealth, have been proposed for this purpose.

Objective: The aim of this study was to analyze the correlation between sociodemographic factors, as well as health status of
breast cancer patients, and their current utilization of new media, or their willingness to use Internet and mobile phone apps for
improvement of therapy management.

Methods: The survey for this study was conducted anonymously during the 2012 Mamazone Projekt Diplompatient meeting
(Augsburg, Germany), which hosted approximately 375 participants per day. A total of 168 questionnaires were completed. The
guestionnaire aimed to assess sociodemographic status, disease patterns, and current use of new media(ie, Internet, mobile phone,
and mobile phone apps) in breast cancer patients. Habits and frequency of use for these new technologies, as well as patients
affinity towards eHealth and mHealth tools for therapy management improvement, were investigated.

Results: Almost al participants used the Internet (95.8%, 161/168), with 91.5% (151/165) also utilizing this technology for
health-related issues. Approximately 23% (38/168) of respondents owned a mobile phone. When asked about their preferences
for therapy assistance, 67.3% (113/168) of respondents were interested in assistance viathe Internet, 25.0% (42/168) viamobile
phone, and 73.2% (123/168) via call center. Patients diagnosed with breast cancer <5 years before the survey were significantly
more interested in acall center than patients diagnosed >5 years before survey participation.

Conclusions: Thevast majority of breast cancer patients accept the Internet for therapy assistance, which indicates that eHealth
is a promising medium to improve patient-physician communication. Such technologies may improve individual disease
management and ultimately |ead to an enhanced adherence to therapy regimens.

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):€13) doi:10.2196/cancer.5711
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Introduction

Breast cancer isthe most common cancer among women, with
aworldwide incidence of 1.4 millionin 2008 [1]. In Germany,
the mean age of breast cancer patientsis 65 years, but 25% of
newly diagnosed women in 2008 were younger than 55 years
of age [2]. Due to early diagnoses and therapy advances such
as adjuvant endocrine therapy, breast cancer survival rateshave
increased [3]. Patients with potentially curable breast cancer
may be viewed as having a chronic disease, due to adverse
treatment effects, other co-morbidities, and the burden of having
alife-threatening disease that might recur [4]. Endocrine agents
are useful breast cancer treatments, but therapy duration is
crucial for optimal treatment benefit [5]. A study by Hadji et al
revealed that breast cancer patients with a poor compliance to
drug regimensareat high risk for early treatment discontinuation
[6]. Thus, despiteimproved survival rates, breast cancer patients
are till at risk for cancer recurrence [ 7], partly dueto improper
therapy usage. Thelong duration of adjuvant therapiesmay lead
to diminished patient adherence (the World Health Organization
Adherence Meeting defined adherence as the extent to which
the patient follows the prescribed instructions[8]) and thus poor
health outcomes. Increased adherence may lead to better health
outcomes and decreased health care costs [8].

New technol ogies offer promising strategiesto reduce treatment
nonadherence. The Internet has becomeincreasingly important
and relevant for health-related purposes. In 2013, the Federal
Statistical Office estimated that 79% of the population had
Internet accessin Germany, and Internet use had increased from
65% in 2006 to 79% in 2013 [9]. Another survey stated that
almost two thirds of German Internet users search for health
information online [10]. Kummervold et a reported that the
sources that patients use for health information have changed
(with a transition to the Internet), and consequently there was
a decrease in patients contacting health professionals [11].
Rozenblum states that the Internet has become a powerful tool
for communication and involvement of patients in their own
health care [12].

Fogel and colleagues demonstrated a supportive benefit among
Internet userswith breast cancer [13], leading to moreindividual
responsibility. Patientsfeeling insecure or overwhelmed during
their face-to-face visits can better concentrate, and feel more
motivated to ask questions or retrieve information, when
communicating by email [14]. Breast cancer diagnoses often
cause differing levels of depression, anxiety, and distress (even
years after the initial diagnosis), necessitating further patient
support [15]. In addition, by providing clear and accurate
informative websites, breast cancer patientsfeel more prepared
for their diagnoses[16]. Y barraet al described the influence of
health-related websites as an important influence on patient
behavior, leading to less anxiety and increased self-efficacy

[17].

Another effect that can be facilitated by new media is
self-management. Self-management of patientsleadsto amore
actively involved patient population and positively affects
chronic disease management [ 18,19]. However, the prospective
Patients Anastrozole Compliance to Therapy study
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demonstrated that the mere provision of educational material
(without an interactive component) did not significantly improve
compliance with aromatase inhibitor therapy in postmenopausal
women with early, hormone receptor-positive, breast cancer
[20]. Nevertheless, patients who truly understand their therapy
concept may better adopt their care plans, and thus have
enhanced adherence, if a more interactive approach is taken.
The Internet already plays an established role in such
interventions by conveying personalized messages [21].
Furthermore, mobile communication-based health care
(mHealth) represents a highly developed tool, and another way
to meet the challenges encountered in medicine. In Germany,
44.0 million people owned a mobile phone in 2015 [22], and
according to an American survey, 25% of all mobile phone
owners already use health care apps [23]. In order to monitor
adherence, Morak et a proposed to record the intake of
prescribed medication via mobile phone apps[24]. In areview,
Fiordelli et al stated that the number of articles discussing
mHealth has substantially increased over the last 5 years, and
that the main focus of mHealth research is chronic conditions
[25].

New technologies may provide an opportunity to improve
physician-patient communication and secure better data
exchanges. Furthermore, patient education and self-management
may be achieved using el ectronic health (eHealth) and mHeal th,
eventually leading to better clinical outcomes. While many
studies have aready analyzed nonadherencein chronic diseases,
few have focused on factors influencing breast cancer patients
affinity towards modern technologies. This study aims to
identify breast cancer patients sociodemographic and health
factorsinfluencing their affinity towards new media (ie, Internet,
mobile phone apps, call centers), and their willingness to use
such technologies for health-related problems.

Methods

Questionnaire

A German-language questionnaire was developed with the
support of Mamazone and Brustkrebs Deutschland, two large
German breast cancer advocacy groups. The questionnaire
consisted of 33 items. To prevent any selection bias, the
guestionnaire was designed as a paper-based handout. This
study was approved by the local ethics committee of the Ludwig
Maximilian University. The questionnaire contained four parts:
closed questions with different choices (parts 1, 2, and 4) and
questions with multiple possible answers (part 3).

Part 1 included six sociodemographic itemsregarding age, sex,
residential area (by postal code) and population, number of
people per household, education, and employment. Education
was divided into either junior high school (9 or 11 years of
school attendance) or senior high school (13 years of school
attendance). Patients with a university or doctoral degree were
added to the group of patients who had a senior high school
degree, since a senior high school diplomais a prerequisite for
university studies or adoctoral degree.

Part 2 focused on the patient’s health condition by examining
thefollowing parameters. Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group
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(ECOG) score, diagnosis of breast cancer, time since initial
diagnosis, metastatic status, therapy, diagnosis of other cancer,
and menopausal status. ECOG was used to measure patients
current and subjective well-being and di sease-rel ated impairment
of their daily life. The measure ranges from 0 to 5 (0=no
restrictions from disease, 1=restriction in physically strenuous
activity, 2=capable of self-care but unable to carry out work
activities, 3=capable of only limited self-care, 4=incapable of
self-care, and 5=deceased) [26].

Part 3 assessed the frequency of technology usage, including
mobile phones, computers, the Internet, and apps via questions
such as, “ Which types of electronic equipment do you possess:
telephone, computer? ” Mobile phone and Internet habits were
also examined.

Part 4 measured patients' interest in future interactionswith new
media. This section assessed patients' interest in purchasing a
mobile phone for health support in general, the acceptance of
therapy assistance via the Internet and/or mobile phone, the
approval of the Internet and/or mobile phone for side effect
documentation, and the acceptance of call centers for support
(call centersthat contact patients to ask for their well-being vs
call centers that automatically transfer information to the
physician). Answers for this part were rated from 1 to 5 (1=the
highest acceptance, 2=high acceptance, 3=a neutral position,
4=low approval, and 5=no acceptance).

Participants

The survey was conducted during the 2012 Mamazone Projekt
Diplompatientin meeting in Augsburg, Germany [27]. This
meeting involved advanced training for breast cancer patients
(and physicians) and took place over 4 days, hosting an average
of 375 daily participants. The paper-based questionnaire was
handed out on one day with 393 attendants (one questionnaire
each), and was completed by the respondents during the meeting.
Parti cipation was voluntary and anonymous. There was ho prior
selection concerning sex, age, or ethnic groups.

Statistical Analyses

Descriptive statistics (ie, frequency, mean, and median) were
used to characterize user patterns. In order to better understand
patient preferences towards new media, a univariate analysis
was used to explore demographic factors associated with certain
response types. Odds ratios were used to compare the strength
of the correlation between acceptance of new media usage and
potential predictors. With the help of logistic regression, the
odds ratios between groups were cal culated, with a 95% CI. A
P value of <.05 indicated statistical significance. We analyzed
thedatausing IBM SPSS version 22 for statistical calculations.

Results

The questionnaire was completed by 168 of 393 participants at
the Mamazone Projekt Diplompatientin meeting (return rate of
42.7%). Some questions remained unanswered on otherwise
completed questionnaires (Table 1).
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Part 1. Sociodemographic Facts

The mgjority of the participants were female (98.2%, 164/167)
with a median age of 56.0 years (range 28-76 years). A small
proportion of participants (3.9%, 6/154) were younger than 40
years, 12.3% (19/154) were between 40-50 years, 49.3%
(76/154) were between 50-60 years, 26.0% (40/154) were
between 60-70 years, and 8.4% (13/154) were older than 70
years. Approximately 26.7% (43/161) of patients lived in a
household with at |east three people, 44.7% (72/161) lived just
with their partners, and 28.6% (46/161) lived alone. A senior
high school degree was accomplished by 66.5% (111/167) of
participants, and 33.5% (56/167) had graduated from junior
high school. Approximately one third (32.9%, 53/161) were
pensioners, 41.6% (67/161) were employed, 11.8% (19/161)
were sdlf-employed, and 1.2% (2/161) were unemployed (Table
1).

Part 2: Patients Health

Most participants (97.0%, 163/168) identified themselves as
breast cancer patients. Approximately half of all patients had
suffered from breast cancer for more than five years (46.0%,
75/163), while 15.3% (25/163) were confronted with first
diagnosiswithin the previousyear. Furthermore, 25.6% (43/161)
already had metastatic disease and 74.8% (119/159) were
postmenopausal. More than two thirds of respondents had
intravenous chemotherapy (72.6%, 122/168) and 9.5% (16/168)
had undergone oral chemotherapy. Most participants (75.0%,
126/168) had undergone anti-hormone therapy and 22.0%
(37/168) underwent antibody therapy. Almost all patients
(97.6%, 164/168) had undergone an operation and 81.0%
(136/168) had received radiation therapy. ECOG 0 and 1 were
the most common answerswhen patients were asked about their
physical status.

Part 3; Useof Media

Most participants (95.8%, 161/168) used the Internet. Table 2
outlines the reasons why, and how often, respondents searched
the Internet. Multiple answers were alowed. The majority of
participants used the Internet daily (61.3%, 103/168) or at | east
onceaweek (26.8%, 45/168), with 4.2% (7/168) rarely or never
going online. The majority of Internet users (88.1%, 148/168)
indicated that the purpose of their usewasfor reading or sending
emails, and 53.0% (89/168) confirmed the use of online
encyclopedias. In terms of web-based communication, 26.8%
(45/168) of the participants expressed their affinity towards
socia networksand 16.1% (27/168) of the participants expressed
their opinions online. Similarly, 92.1% (139/151) of patients
with health-related Internet use specified their search interests.
The performed tasks included: seeking general information
about breast cancer (92.7%, 140/151), searching for information
about physicianghospitals (66.9%, 101/151), contacting
physicians (12.6%, 19/151) or pharmacists (0.7%, 1/151),
exchanging information with other patients (34.4%, 52/151),
and searching for therapies (64.2%, 97/151) or scientific
information (68.2%, 103/151). Approximately 9.8% (15/153)
of the participants indicated mobile phone usage for
health-related issues.
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%

N (amount/total)

Total
Gender
Female
Male
Agein years, mean/median (range)
Education
Junior high school and below
Senior high school and above
Residentsin thelocal community
<1000
1000-9999
10,000-49,999
50,000-99,999
>100,000
Employment
Unemployed
Official
Employed
Self-Employed
Pensioner
Number of people per household
1
2
3
>4
Diagnosed with breast cancer
Time since onset
Last month
Last year
1-5years ago
>5 years ago
Metastatic disease
Therapies
Operation
Chemotherapy - intravenous
Chemotherapy - oral
Anti-hormonal therapy
Antibody therapy
Radiation
Other therapy
Menopausal status

Other cancer

168

98.2
18
54.6/56.0 (28-76)

335
66.5

7.9
194
29.7
55
37.6

12

124
41.6
118
329

28.6
44.7
137
13.0
97.0

0.6

147
38.7
46.0
25.6

97.6
72.6
9.5

75.0
22.0
81.0
17.9
74.8
7.3

164/167
3/167

56/167
111167

13/165
32/165
49/165
9/165

62/165

2/161

20/161
67/161
19/161
53/161

46/161
72/161
22/161
21/161
163/168

1/163

24/163
63/163
75/163
43/161

164/168
122/168
16/168
126/168
37/168
136/168
30/168
119/159
12/165
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% N (amount/total)
ECOG
0 71.2 116/163
1 252 41/163
2 3.7 6/163

Table 2. Internet usage by patients with breast cancer.

%

N (amount/total)

Internet usein general 95.8
Freguency of Internet use
Daily 61.3
>1/week 26.8
>1/month 3.6
Rarely/never 4.2
Typesof Internet use
Email 88.1
Social networks 26.8
Reading online news, articles 48.2
Usage of Wikig/online encyclopedia 53.0
Search for information about products/services 54.2
Read/express opinions on the web 16.1

Participation in counseling/vote (ig, city plan- 8.9
ning)

Participationin online coursesfor privateeduca- 5.4
tion/qualification

Internet use for health-related issues

General information about my disease 92.7
Search for information about physicians/hospi- 66.9
tals

Contact my physician 12.6
Contact my pharmacist 0.7
Exchanging information with other patients 344
Search for therapies 64.2
Scientific information 68.2

Mobile phone usefor health-related purposes 9.8

161/168

103/168
45/168
6/168
7/168

148/168
45/168
81/168
89/168
91/168
27/168
15/168

9/168

140/151
101151

19/151
/151
52/151
97/151
103/151
15/153

Internet and mobile phone usage was examined, as detailed in
Table 3. All participants (100.0%, 25/25) up to the age of 50
used the Internet on a regular basis, and 81.8% (9/11) of the
participants older than 70 years used the Internet for
health-related issues. All participants (100.0%, 21/21) living in
ahousehold with more than 4 people, and 89.1% (41/46) of the
participants who lived alone, were Internet users. Moreover,
97.3% (108/111) of the participants with a senior high school
degree used the Internet and 93.6% (102/109) used it for
health-related purposes. Most participants with a junior high
school degree used the Internet (92.9%, 52/56) and many used

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e13/

it for health-related purposes (87.3%, 48/55). There was no
apparent correl ation between place of residence or employment
and the use of new media. When examining medical patient
characteristics, 96.0% (24/25) of the patients diagnosed with
breast cancer within the last year had already searched the
Internet for health-related issues, along with 77.3% (58/75) of
those diagnosed >5 years prior. Approximately 95.1% (39/41)
of patients with metastatic breast cancer and 91.1% (102/112)
of patients with a postmenopausal status searched the Internet
for health inquiries. There was no correlation between therapies
and Internet use.
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Table 3. Comparison of Internet and mobile phone usage by patients with breast cancer.
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Characteristics

Internet usein general % (n)

Internet use for health-related iss  Mobile phone owner % (n)

sues % (n)

Total 95.8 (161/168) 91.5 (151/165) 22.6 (38/168)
Age (years)

<39 100.0 (6/6) 100.0 (6/6) 50.0 (3/6)

40-49 100.0 (19/19) 100.0 (29/29) 31.0 (9/29)

50-59 98.7 (75/76) 90.8 (69/76) 19.7 (15/76)

60-69 97.5 (39/40) 80.7 (35/39) 20.0(8/40)

>70 61.5 (8/13) 81.8 (9/11) 15.4 (2/13)
Peoplein household

1 89.1 (41/46) 88.4 (38/43) 13.0 (6/46)

2 97.2 (70/72) 91.7 (66/72) 26.4 (19/72)

3 100.0 (22/22) 100.0 (22/22) 36.4 (8/22)

>4 100.0 (21/21) 95.2 (20/21) 19.0 (4/21)
Education

Junior high school and below 92.9 (52/56) 87.3 (48/55) 17.9 (10/56)

Senior high school and above 97.3 (108/111) 93.6 (102/109) 25.2 (28/111)
Employment

Unemployed 100.0 (2/2) 100.0 (2/2) 0.0 (0/2)

Official 95 (19/20) 94.7 (18/19) 20.0 (4/20)

Employed 97.0 (65/67) 91.0 (61/67) 17.9 (12/67)

Sdlf-employed 100.0 (19/19) 100.0 (19/19) 36.8 (7/19)

Pensioner 92.5 (49/53) 88.2 (45/51) 20.8 (11/53)
Residentsin thelocal community

<1000 100.0 (13/13) 92.3 (12/13) 23.1(3/13)

1000-9999 96.9 (31/32) 96.9 (31/32) 34.4 (1132)

10,000-49,999 98.0 (48/49) 91.7 (44/48) 22.4 (11/49)

50,000-99,999 88.9 (8/9) 100.0 (9/9) 33.3(3/9)

>100,000 93.6 (58/62) 86.7 (52/60) 14.5 (9/62)
Diagnosed breast cancer 92.3 (144/156) 85.9 (140/163) 22.1(36/163)
Time since onset

Last month 100.0 (/1) 100.0 (1/1) 0.0 (0/1)

Last year 91.7 (22/24) 95.8 (23/24) 20.8 (5/24)

1-5 years ago 95.0 (57/60) 92.1 (58/63) 22.2 (14/63)

>5 years ago 90.1 (64/71) 77.3 (58/75) 22.7 (17/75)
M etastatic disease 95.1 (39/41) 90.7 (39/43) 27.9 (12/43)
Therapies

Operation 92.4 (145/157) 86.0 (141/164) 22.0 (36/164)

Chemotherapy - intravenous 93.2 (110/118) 87.7 (107/122) 26.2 (32/122)

Chemotherapy - oral 93.8 (15/16) 87.5 (14/16) 31.3 (5/16)

Anti-hormonal therapy 90.9 (110/121) 83.3 (105/126) 21.4 (27/126)

Antibody therapy 94.4 (34/36) 97.3 (36/37) 24.3 (9/37)

Radiation 93.0 (120/129) 85.3 (116/136) 21.3(29/136)
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Characteristics Internet use in general % (n)

Internet use for health-related is-  Mobile phone owner % (n)

sues % (n)
Other therapy 93.1 (27/29) 86.7 (26/30) 26.7 (8/30)
Menopausal status 91.1 (102/112) 83.2 (99/119) 17.6 (21/119)
Other cancer 81.8 (9/11) 75.0 (9/12) 16.7 (2/12)

Almost one fourth of participants (22.6%, 38/168) owned a
mobile phone, and younger participantswere morelikely to use
this technology. Furthermore, 17.9% (10/56) of participants
with ajunior high school degree owned a mobile phone, along
with 25.2% (28/111) of the participantswith asenior high school
degree. The highest ratio of mobile phone ownership was
observed in self-employed patients (36.8%, 7/19), followed by
pensioners (20.8%, 11/53) and public servants (20.0%, 4/20).
Patients' health status did not correlate with mobile phone
ownership.

Part 4: Patients FutureInterests

Figure 1 shows respondents’ acceptance towards various types
of communication. The affinity towards each technology is
represented by different colors (green=high acceptance; light

green, straight lines= aneutral position; red= negative views or
disapproval). A call center that a patient can contact for therapy
support was acceptable to 73.2% (123/168) of participants,
followed by the Internet (67.3%, 113/168), and mobile phones
(25.0%, 42/168). Consequently, mobile phones were rejected
by 52.9% (89/168) of participants, the Internet by 13.7%
(23/168), and the call center by 4.2% (7/168). Approximately
one forth of respondents indicated a more neutral position
towards each of thethree categories. Call centerswere approved
if they actively called the patients and asked about the patients’
condition (22.0%, 37/168), or if the center passed on information
tothe patients' physician (14.9%, 25/168). Furthermore, 54.8%
(92/168) of the participants would agree to document their side
effects via the Internet, and 23.2% (39/168) would do so via
mobile phones.

Figure 1. Breast cancer patients' interests in further interaction with new media. @) those who call and receive information about your condition; b)

those who pass forward information to your physician.
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Potential Predictorsfor New Media Use

Odds ratios were used to demonstrate the impact of different
factors on the participants’ wishes regarding new media for
therapy improvement (Table 4). The median age of patientswas
56 years. The group of patients was divided into age rangesin
order to analyze the impact of age on the use of each medium
(>56 years vs <56 years). A highly significant difference was
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observed when comparing the acceptance of mobile phonesfor
therapy assistance (P<.001) and side effect documentation
(P=.002) between younger versus older patients. Moreover,
therapy assistance via call center (P=.001), via the Internet
(P=.036), and acceptance of side effect documentation with the
help of the Internet (P=.024), were significantly more likely to
be endorsed by younger participants.
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Table 4. Correlations of patients' characteristics and their desire for new media usage for therapy assistance.

Dreweset al

Characteristics

Odds ratios (Cl) with P values

Younger versus older

Multiple versus one-person  Senior high school versus
junior high school gradua-

household

tion

Time since onset <5years

versus >5years

Acceptance of new media

Having a mobile phone
Wish to obtain amobile
phone for health support

For therapy assistance

Via mobile phone

Vialnternet

Viacall center

For side effect documentation

Vialnternet

Viamobile phone

1.79 (0.86-3.74)
P=.084

2.38(1.06-5.33)
P=.027

4.15(1.83-9.43)
P<.001

2.64 (1.01-6.91)
P=.036

3,59 (1.66-7.77)
P=.001

2.24(1.08-4.72)
P=.024

3.45 (1.52-7.83)
P=.002

2.46 (0.95-6.37)
P=.042

1.65 (0.68-4.02)
P=.185

2.68 (1.05-6.82)
P=.026

2.78 (1.04-7.47)
P=.039

0.79 (0.35-1.81)
P=.369

1.68 (0.82-4.22)
P=.103

1.91 (0.77-4.71)
P=.114

1.57 (0.71-3.55)
P=.176

1.08 (0.48-2.43)
P=515

0.96 (0.44-2.08)
P=.532
1.17 (0.46-3.02)
P=.458
1.09 (0.51-2.34)
P=.489

1.02 (0.47-2.18)
P=.557
1.05 (0.47-2.34)
P=.536

1.97 (0.48-2.06)
P=.567

1.40 (0.63-3.09)
P=.263

1.26 (0.59-2.69)
P=.342

2.50 (0.98-6.38)
P=.042

3.50 (1.62-7.55)
P=.001

1.85 (0.89-3.84)
P=.07

0.97 (0.45-2.08)
P=54

Patients with a multiple-person household were significantly
more often in possession of amobile phone (P=.042), and more
likely to accept therapy assistance via mobile phone (P=.026)
or viathe Internet (P=.039) compared to patients living alone.
No trend was observed when comparing the acceptance of
therapy assistance via call center (P=.369), or side effect
documentation via the Internet (P=.103) or mobile phone
(P=.114), when comparing household sizes.

Participants with asenior high school degree (compared to those
with a junior high school degree) showed no significant
difference when asked about their acceptance of new mediafor
therapy assistance (maobile phone P=.532; Internet P=.458; call
center P=.489). Moreover, participantswith asenior high school
degree were not significantly more often in possession of a
mobile phone (P=.176), and do not accept mobile phones
(P=.557) or theInternet (P=.536) morefrequently for side effect
documentation, than those with junior high school degrees.

When correlating the time since cancer onset with the desire
for therapy assistance via new media, patients diagnosed <5
years prior were significantly more interested in therapy
assistance via call center (P=.001) and the Internet (P=.042)
than those diagnosed earlier. No significance was observed
between the time since disease diagnosis and the acceptance of
side effect documentation via the Internet (P=.07) or maobile
phones (P=.54).

Discussion

The intention of our study was to examine the current use of
computers, the Internet, and mobile phones among breast cancer
patients, aswell astheir acceptance towards telecommunication

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e13/

with health care providers. Patients who took part in the survey
were very well informed (so-called diploma patients); this
population was chosen intentionally, as eHealth is a relatively
modern issue. The study questionnaire was handed out at a
meeting with a full schedule of lectures, so a relatively low
response rate was expected. Of the 168 participants, five stated
that they did not have breast cancer, which may be due to
mistakes, or because family or friends of patients completed
the questionnaire.

We compared different sociodemographic and health carefactors
to technology usage. Future therapy-assistance interventions
via new media could be focused according to patient
characteristics. Although surveys have aready investigated
patient characteristicsthat may affect Internet affinity, this study
entailed the first survey focusing specifically on breast cancer
patients. It is unclear how many breast cancer patients show
Internet affinity, or what their preferences towards new
electronic devices actualy are.

Our results demonstrate that 86.3% (145/168) of breast cancer
patients have at least aneutral opinion towards using the Internet
for therapy assistance, while 67.3% (113/168) highly approve
it. Moreover, 54.8% (92/168) of patients were willing to
document side effects via the Internet. Decisive factors
influencing patients’ willingness to use new communication
technologiesinclude age, number of people per household, and
time since breast cancer diagnosis. Education isnot a significant
predictor for technology acceptance with regard to therapy
improvement.

Considering the outcomes of other studies, it is already an
established fact that participants using the Internet in general
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(and for health-related issues in particular) are mostly young
people [11,28]. Recently, Internet acceptance has reached an
older age group, meaning that patients older than 60 yearsin
our study are already more familiar with the Internet (88.7%,
47/53) than reported by other studies, in which only 41% of
people older than 65 years used the Internet [29]. The patients
inthe current study possessed aparticularly high level of interest
in their health (diploma patients), while the Federal Office for
Statistics reports that the general German population consists
of healthy and nonhealthy inhabitants. However, comparing
peoples’ health-related Internet queries, it appears that 76% of
women older than 65 yearsin the statistics of the Federal Office
[29], and 89.7% (35/39) of the women between 60-69 yearsin
our survey, search the Internet for health information. Thistrend
indicates that the Internet is more appealing as a source of
health-related information in ol der popul ations than general use
of the Internet.

Regarding the acceptance of therapy assistance, younger patients
were significantly more interested in new forms of
communi cation and documentation of distressful effectsviathe
Internet or mobile phones. Neverthel ess, the results of our study
demonstrate that participants of all ages have already searched
the Internet for therapies and scientific information, along with
information about physicians and/or hospitals. This finding
indicates that using the Internet for health-related searches is
already widespread, and appearsto be feasiblefor most patients.
Furthermore, the survey reveals a lower acceptance of
communication via mobile phone features (eg, apps), and a
significant and substantial difference between older and younger
patients' consent towards therapy assi stance viamobile phones.
This result is not surprising, considering that in our survey,
younger people were more often in possession of amobile phone
than the older patient population. Mabile phones are amedium
with a quickly growing number of customers; in December,
2010, 14 million Germanswerein possession of amobile phone,
and this number increased to 21 million in December, 2011,
and 31 million in December, 2012 [22]. Demographic changes
may have already spread further, as the questionnaire was
completed in 2012 and Internet connectivity and functionality
(and prices of mobile devices) are currently more feasible for
CONSUMEXS.

In summary, age appeared to be a significant factor for
determining interest in therapy assistance via new media, but
this trend may soon change, as Internet access and computer
literacy are increasing in society. This trend agrees with
Kummervold et al, who noted that the rate of Internet use for
health-related issues in Germany increased from 24% in 2002
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to 57% in 2007 [30]. Along with the demographic change, we
assume that consumers will adapt to new media and thus use
mobile phones more often for health concerns.

The second factor influencing patients’ affinity towards new
media was a multiple-person household. Patients living with a
partner or with their children might have assistance with such
technol ogies, and appeared to be morefamiliar with the Internet.
In contrast, acall center was similarly accepted by all patients,
regardless of how many people they lived with. This medium
does not involve computer knowledge.

Comparing the affinity of breast cancer patients to new media
and their time sincediagnosis, it can be perceived that the longer
patients have been living with the diagnosis, the lessinterested
they were in searching the Internet for health-related issues.
This effect may be due to the fact that patients living with the
diagnosis for severa years have already exploited numerous
resources (ie, the Internet or support groups). Thus, these
patients have already assembled more information than patients
who were recently diagnosed with cancer. Moreover, patients
diagnosed >5 years prior to answering the questionnaire might
be older, and less interested in modern technol ogies.

Conclusion

Thelnternet, asarapidly growing medium, was used by almost
al participants who completed the questionnaire. Not
surprisingly, when asked about their willingness to use new
technol ogiesfor therapy improvement, the Internet was accepted
by the mgority of patients. However, not al users were
interested in using Internet-based applications for therapy
improvement. Among those already using the Internet, only
two thirdswere willing to useit for therapy improvements. The
remaining respondents might be unwilling to use the Internet
for such purposes due to unknown implementation of the
potential applications. The questionnaire did not specify how
new media can be used for health care concerns. To overcome
thisissue, it isnecessary to tailor theimplementation of eHealth
to patients’ individual needs. One approach to addressthisissue
would be to explore the feasibility of new media with patients
and physicians in a future survey. It will be important to focus
further research on the technical availability and educational
content of patient-specific applications. We determined that
with the help of new technologies, self-efficacy (and thereby
adherence to therapy regimens) may be improved. The results
of the survey confirmed the potential of new media (ie, Internet
portals or mobile phone apps) to provide continuous
patient-physician communication.
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Abstract

Background: The Internet is commonly used as a source of health information, but little is known about the Internet practices
specific to cancer patients.

Objective: To understand cancer patients' use of the Internet as an informational resource and for social support.

Methods: The researchers conducted a survey of 1282 patients at a comprehensive cancer center to assess frequency of Internet
access and online behaviors.

Results: Of the cancer patients surveyed, 1096 (85.49%) had Internet access; of those with Internet access, 953 (86.95%)
reported going online at least weekly, and 747 (68.16%) reported daily online activity. Grouping Internet users by their level of
online social engagement reveal ed that out of 1096 users, 331 (30.20%) had not sought out socia connectionsonline, 227 (20.71%)
had read about experiences from other cancer patients, 410 (37.41%) had also written about their personal experiences, and 128
(11.68%) had participated in aformal online group for cancer patients. Increased online social engagement was associated with
an increased perception that the Internet was useful for social support.

Conclusions: Internet use among cancer patients was common, and most patients reported that they found useful information
about their cancer diagnosis online. Cancer patients who actively posted or shared content perceived more social support from
the Internet than those who used the I nternet solely as an informational resource or to read about other cancer patients’ experiences.
Physicians have a great opportunity to direct users to quality health information on the Web.

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):€10) doi:10.2196/cancer.5785
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for health information, 26% of people reported reading about
or watching another person’s health experience, and 16% went

In the past decades, there has been rapid growth in the use of online to connect with others who had the same condition,

the Internet among US adults. The Pew Internet and American  Including 4.6% who took part in an online support group [2].
Life Project found that 87% of adults have Internet access[1]. ~ Patients themselves are not the only ones searching for health

Using the Internet to search for health information is common information online. Half of the information searches reported
among adult Internet users, The Pew Research Center alsofound ~ Were done on behalf of someone else [3].
that during the past 12 months, 80% of online adults searched
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Cancer patients represent a growing proportion of health
information seekers. There are 14.5 million cancer survivorsas
of 2014, and the current 5-year survival rate is 68%, up from
49%inthe 1970s[4]. Datafrom the Health Information National
Trends Survey (HINTS) showed that 81% of the cancer
survivors had searched for information about cancer [5].
Younger individuals and those with higher levels of education
were more likely to use the Internet as their first source of
information, rather than their doctor. The National Cancer
Ingtitute also reported that up to 55% of cancer information
seekerslooked to the Internet first [6]. Other studies have found
differing rates of Internet use for cancer prevention information
seeking [7], as well as differing information needs by
demographic and cancer-related characteristics [2,8].

While online searchesfor cancer information are common, less
is known about cancer patients familiarity with, and trust of,
the Internet or how patientswith different cancersdifferentially
seek information on the Internet. People with serious health
conditions may be more or less likely than the general public
to turn to online resources. For example, a recent study by the
Pew Research Center about chronic disease found that adults
with chronic disease report lower rates of Internet use: 62%
versus 81% in the general population. However, those people
with chronic disease who go online are morelikely to participate
in online discussions and write blogs [9]. Recent studies of
onlineforumsfor cancer patients have found that these resources
can provide valuable emotional and social support for patients
[10-15].

Online communities are popular and show promise for meeting
cancer patients' needs for information and social support, but
there is little known about patients' real-life experiences with
arange of websites that can offer online communities [16], or
how these online mechanisms can be used to improve social
support for cancer patients [17]. This study aims to describe
cancer patients use of the Internet and, in particular, their
engagement with online social activities related to their cancer
diagnosis and treatment.

Methods

Survey Development and Study Population

A team of physicians, oncologists, cancer nurses, and
communication/health literacy experts at the University of
Michigan Comprehensive Cancer Center (UM CCC) devel oped
a patient survey to assess a range of behaviors and health
experiences of patients at the cancer center, including use of
computers and the Internet, information and social support
needs, basic demographic and health information, and quality
of life. Questions for the survey were adapted from publically

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/
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availableinstruments, including the Pew Internet and American
Life Survey [18] and the 2007 Health Information National
Trends Survey [19]. The survey was reviewed and approved by
behavioral health specialists, a patient advocacy group, and the
cancer center administration.

Study staff approached all patients present at seven of the
UMCCC clinicsduring a 2-week period from August 23, 2010,
to September 3, 2010. Patients were asked at appointment
check-in whether they would like to participate in the study.
The paper-and-pencil survey took participants an average of 15
minutes to complete. Participation in the study was voluntary;
however, if individual s agreed to participate, they were provided
with a US $2 incentive coupon to redeem at food services
vendorswithin the hospital. Participation was al so anonymous;
no personal identifying information was collected from the
patients. Paper survey responses were double entered and coded
by athird-party vendor. This study was determined exempt by
the Institutional Review Boards of the University of Michigan
Medical School (HUMO00039172).

Derived M easures

The independent variable used in this analysis was level of
online social engagement; thiswas defined asthe type of social
interactions the participant reported online, was measured using
guestions about specific online activities related to health, and
was adapted from the 2007 HINTS [19]. Internet users were
categorized into four exclusive groups by their reported level
of online social engagement. Those in the first group report no
social engagement, such as reading about other patients or
sharing their own experiences. The second group is comprised
of consumers who read about other patients’ experiences but
do not sharetheir own. Thethird group is producers, those who
write about their own experiences as cancer patients and share
with others. The final group is made up of individuals who
participate in a formal online group related to their health
diagnosis. Table 1 showsthefull wording of all questionsrelated
to online social activities and this study’s social engagement
classification strategy.

Dependent variables for this analysis were related to the
perceptions of Internet users. These included (1) useful ness of
Internet for cancer-related health information, (2) useful ness of
Internet for cancer-related emotional or social support, and (3)
positive and negative I nternet experiences. Usefulness questions
were adapted from the HINTS [19]. The first two items asked
patients, “How useful was the cancer-related information you
got from the Internet?’ and “How useful was the Internet in
helping you get encouragement or emotional support (from
family, friends, or others) in dealing with cancer or cancer
treatment?’
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Table 1. Levelsof social engagement characterized by self-reported participation in Internet-based health activities.?

Internet-based health activities Nosocial engage- Social con- Socia producers Formal
ment sumers group

Read or learned about other patients' health experiences? No Yes Yesor no Yesor no

Wrote about or shared your own health experiences with other No No Yesto thisone, ortooneof  Yesor no

patients? next two items

Written or posted updates for family or friends about your health  No No Yesto thisone, or theitem  Yesor no

or how you are feeling? above or below

Wrotein an online diary or blog? No No Yesto thisone, or tooneof  Yesor no

the above two items
Participated in an online support group or community for people  No No No Yes

with cancer?

Participants were asked to respond to the following: “Below are some ways people use the Internet. Some people have done these things, but others
have not. Please tell us whether or not you have done each of these things while using the Internet.”

Patients reported reactions to their most recent online search
for cancer information using questions adapted from the Pew
Internet survey [18]. Patients were asked the following:

Think about the LAST time you searched for
information about cancer or cancer treatments. At
any point, did you feel: OVERWHELMED by the
amount of information you found online; EAGER to
share your new health or medical knowledge with
others; CONFUSED by the information you found
online; RELIEVED or COMFORTED by the
information you found online; FRUSTRATED by a
lack of information or an inability to find what you
were looking for online; CONFIDENT to raise new
questions or concerns about a health issue with your
doctor; FRIGHTENED by the serious or graphic
nature of the information you found onlineg;
REASSURED that you could make appropriate health
care decisions.

Statistical Analyses

The distribution of demographic characteristics by levels of
online socia engagement were compared using chi-squaretests
for association. Because the survey was administered as a
paper-and-pencil survey, there was some item nonresponse,
especially among demographic variables. The primary analyses
compared Internet usefulness and positive and negative
experiences by level of online social engagement. The
percentage of patients reporting the Internet as somewhat or
very useful, as well as the 95% confidence intervals, was
analyzed using chi-square analysis to determine whether the
groups were significantly different in their ratings of Internet
usefulness. In addition, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were used
to estimate if there were significant differences between ratings
for information and social support usefulness. Comparison of
usefulness ratings between levels of social engagement, with
no social engagement asthe reference group, wasreported using
unadjusted logistic regression.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/

The distribution of positive and negative experiences reported
by cancer center patients were evaluated by first assessing each
individual item across groups using chi-square tests for each
individual item. Then two summary variables were created to
represent the total number of positive and negative experiences
by person. We then estimated the overall mean, aswell asmean
by level of social engagement, and used the Wilcoxon
signed-rank test to assess whether significant differences
between numbers of positive and negative experiences existed.
Differences in the mean numbers of positive and negative
experiences between groups were estimated using unadjusted
ordered logistic regression. Finally, a variable representing the
difference between the number of positive and negative
experienceswas analyzed using aone-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to test the differences by level of social engagement.
All statistical analyseswere completed using Stataversion 13.1
(StataCorp).

Results

Patient Characteristics

Table 2 summarizes the demographic and health-related
information of this sample. The sample size for this study was
1282 patients, which representsa 75.01% (1282/1709) response
rate of all scheduled patient visits during the 2-week survey
period. Item nonresponse was low overal; the variables with
the highest percentage of missing valueswere years since cancer
diagnosis (87/1282, 6.79% missing) and age (40/1282, 3.12%
missing). The majority of patients interviewed were female
(768/1282, 59.91%), white (1133/1282, 88.38%), and over 50
years old (922/1282, 71.92%). Patients were highly educated;
44.77% (574/1282) had a college degree. The most common
cancer diagnoseswere|leukemiallymphoma (326/1282, 25.43%)
and breast cancer (298/1282, 23.24%), which is representative
of the patients at this center. About half of the patients were
diagnosed with cancer in the past 2 years (613/1282, 47.82%),
72.23% (926/1282) reported at least one other major chronic
heslth condition, and 35.26% (452/1282) of participantsreported
their health asfair or poor (see Table 2).
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Characteristic n (%)
Gender Male 512 (39.94)
Female 768 (59.91)
Agein years <50 320 (24.96)
50-69 701 (54.68)
70+ 221 (17.24)
Race White 1133 (88.38)
Nonwhite 142 (11.08)
Education High school or less 288 (22.46)
Some college 407 (31.75)
4-year degree or higher 574 (44.77)
Yearssince cancer diagnosis <1 270 (21.06)
1-2 343 (26.76)
39 373 (29.10)
10+ 209 (16.30)
Cancer site? Leukemia/lymphoma 326 (25.43)
Breast 298 (23.24)
Cutaneous 176 (13.73)
Prostate/urological 173 (13.49)
Gynecological 161 (12.56)
Gastrointestinal 144 (11.23)
Sarcoma/soft tissue 80 (6.24)
Thoracic 46 (3.59)
Head and neck 41 (3.20)
Thyroid/endocrine 23(1.79)
Neurological 12 (0.94)
Other/unknown 17 (1.33)
Comorbid conditions Any comorbid conditions 926 (72.23)
Seif-reported health® Poor 100 (7.80)
Fair 352 (27.46)
Good 521 (40.64)
Very good 215 (16.77)
Excellent 55 (4.29)

8Categories may not add up to the total of 1282 due to item nonresponse on demographic characteristics.

BCancer site is nonexclusive.
CPatients were asked, “How would you rate your current health?’

Internet Use

Table 3 summarizes the computer and Internet use reported by
patients. Most (1096/1282, 85.49%) of the respondents reported
using the Internet at least occasionally. Internet use was less
common for males (427/512, 83.4% males vs 667/768, 86.9%
females), people over the age of 70 (142/221, 64.3% 70+ years
vs620/701, 88.5% 50-69 years and 303/320, 94.7% <50 years),

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/
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and those with ahigh school education or less (174/288, 60.4%
high school or less vs 365/407, 89.7% some college and
546/574, 95.1% 4-year degree or higher). Of Internet users,
86.95% (953/1096) accessed the Internet at least weekly and
68.16% (747/1096) accessed the Internet daily. Almost all
Internet users had access through a high-speed or wireless
connection (978/1096, 89.23%).
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Activity n (%)

Have ahome computer 1083 (84.48)
Use the Internet 1096 (85.49)
Daily Internet use 747 (58.27)
Looked for cancer information 862 (67.24)
Read about other patients’ experiences 619 (48.28)
Wrote about own health experiences 234 (18.25)
Participated in an online cancer support group 128 (9.98)
Posted health updates for family or friends 452 (35.26)
Wrote in an online diary or blog 95 (7.41)

Patients reported participating in a range of online activities
related to their health and diagnosis. The most common online
activities were searching for cancer information (862/1282,
67.24%); searching for information about doctors, hospitals,
and treatments (732/1282, 57.10%); and reading about other
patients experiences (619/1282, 48.28%) (see Table 3).

Figure 1 shows the breakdown of Internet users (1096/1282,
85.49%) by their level of online social engagement. Over athird
of Internet users (410/1096, 37.41%) were socia producers,
30.20% (331/1096) reported no social engagement, 20.71%
(227/1096) were social consumers, and 11.68% (128/1096)
reported being part of formal online groups (see Figure 1).

Table 4 shows the level of socia engagement by key
demographic characteristics of the patients. Females (P=.003),
younger patients (ie, <50 years old) (P<.001), and those with
more formal education (P<.001) were significantly more likely
to engage in social interactions online. No other demographic
and patient characteristics were associated with level of social
engagement, including ethnicity, years since cancer diagnosis,
presence of comorbidities, and current health status.

Figure 2 summarizes patients' reporting of Internet usefulness
by their level of social engagement. Overall, 81.02% (888/1096)

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/

of Internet usersrated the cancer information they found on the
Internet as somewhat or very useful, and 62.96% (690/1096) of
al Internet users reported that the Internet was somewhat or
very useful for providing social support. Ratings of information
usefulnesswere high for participantsin all groups, ranging from
73% to 93%. However, socia support usefulness was
dramatically higher for individuals who were social media
producers or who engaged in a formal online group compared
to those who reported no social engagement (P<.001).

Table 5 shows the percentage of patients by level of socia
engagement who reported one of the listed positive or negative
feelings during their most recent search for cancer information
online. Positive and negative experiences were common among
patients who reported searching for cancer information online.
Only individuals who searched for cancer information were
included (913/1096, 83.30%). The most common experiences
were feeling confident to raise new questions with their health
care provider (546/913, 59.8%) and feeling reassured about
making good health care decisions (541/913, 59.3%). There
was significant variation by level of social engagement for all
experiences. Increasing levels of social engagement were
associated with increases in both positive and negative
experiences (both P<.001).
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Table4. Level of social engagement of Internet users by key demographic factors (N=1096).

Characteristic No socia engagement, n Social consumer, n (%) Socia producer,n(%) Formal group, n pa
(%) (%)

All patients (N=1096°) 331(30.20) 227 (20.17) 410 (37.42) 128 (11.68)

Gender
Male (n=427) 152 (35.6) 85 (19.9) 154 (36.1) 36 (8.4) .003
Female (n=667) 178 (26.7) 142 (21.3) 255 (38.2) 92 (13.8)

Agein years
<50 (n=303) 68 (22.4) 54 (17.8) 122 (40.3) 59 (19.5) <.001
50-69 (n=620) 187 (30.2) 146 (23.6) 224.(36.1) 63 (10.2)
70+ (n=142) 64 (45.1) 22 (15.5) 52 (36.6) 4(2.8)

Race
White (n=968) 289 (29.9) 194 (20.0) 374 (38.6) 111 (11.5) 13
Nonwhite (n=122) 41 (33.6) 31(25.4) 34(27.9) 16 (13.1)

Education
High school or less (n=174) 89 (51.2) 18 (10.3) 56 (32.2) 11 (6.3) <.001
Some college (n=365) 106 (29.0) 79 (21.6) 137 (37.5) 43(11.8)
College degree (n=546) 132 (24.2) 128 (23.4) 213 (39.0) 73 (13.4)

Yearssince cancer diagnosis
<1 (n=234) 80(34.2) 47 (20.1) 89 (38.0) 18 (7.7) 15
1-2.99 (n=294) 83(28.2) 56 (19.1) 119 (40.5) 36 (12.2)
3-9.99 (n=329) 92 (28.0) 79 (24.0) 110 (33.4) 48 (14.6)
10+ (n=177) 57(32.2) 33(18.6) 69 (39.0) 18 (10.2)

Comorbid conditions

None (n=327) 87 (26.6) 77 (23.6) 124 (37.9) 39(11.9) 28
1 or more (n=769) 244 (31.7) 150 (19.5) 286 (37.2) 89 (11.6)
Self-reported health

Poor (n=86) 23(27) 17 (20) 31(36) 15 (17) 14
Fair (n=284) 80(28.2) 58 (20.4) 115 (40.5) 31(10.9)

Good (n=449) 138 (30.7) 85 (18.9) 172 (38.3) 54 (12.0)

Very good (n=197) 56 (28.4) 47 (23.9) 73(37.1) 21(10.7)

Excellent (n=53) 22 (42) 17 (32) 10 (19) 4(8)

3P values are from chi-square analyses comparing level of social engagement by patient characteristics.
bCategories may not add to the total of 1096 due to item nonresponse on demographic characteristics.
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Table 5. Cancer patients' reports of most recent Internet search for cancer information, among those who reported information searching (N=913).

Feelings reported No social engagement  Social consumer Social producer Formal group P
(n=212), n (%) (n=212), n (%) (n=364), n (%) (n=125), n (%)

Overwhelmed 55 (25.9) 83(39.2) 169 (46.4) 53 (42.4) <.001
Eager 39 (18.4) 70 (33.0) 148 (40.7) 75 (60.0) <.001
Confused 38(17.9) 66 (31.1) 134 (36.8) 49 (39.2) <.001
Relieved or comforted 45 (21.2) 104 (49.1) 163 (44.8) 87 (69.6) <.001
Frustrated 23(10.9) 50 (23.6) 99 (27.2) 44.(35.2) <.001
Confident 67 (31.6) 141 (66.5) 243 (66.8) 95 (76.0) <.001
Frightened 33 (15.6) 66 (31.1) 119 (32.7) 44.(35.2) <.001
Reassured 74 (34.9) 128 (60.4) 236 (64.8) 103 (82.4) <.001

Figure 3 shows the sum of positive and negative experiences as individuals who had no social engagement had the smallest
reported by each Internet user by level of social engagement.  difference (0.36 more positive than negative experiences on
Positive experiences were higher for al levels of social average), and those participating in formal groups had the largest
engagement (Wilcoxon P<.001). There was a significant difference (1.36 more positive experiences) (P<.001).
difference between the means by level of social engagement,

Figure 1. Breakdown of social engagement levels among Internet users (N=1096).
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Figure 2. Percentage of patients reporting that the Internet was somewhat or very useful for information about cancer (top line) and socia support
(bottom line). Barsindicate 95% confidence interval s. Comparisons between the socially engaged groups' ratings and the “no social engagement” group

were made and tested using simple logistic regression. * P=.001, ** P<.001.
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group were made and tested using ordered logistic regression (ologit). * P<.001.
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Discussion

Principal Findings

Our survey of cancer patients at acomprehensive cancer center
found high rates of Internet use (over 80% of patients), including
high rates of content production (over 50% of Internet users).
Degspite the high levels of reading about patients’ experiences
and sharing their own personal experiences, very few patients
reported being a part of aformal support group.

Thevast mgjority of patients reported that the information about
cancer they were able to find on the Internet was useful.
However, patientswho have written about their own experiences
or taken part in aformal group were much more likely to report
that the Internet was useful for socia support. These findings
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Social consumer

Social producer Formal group

support the validity of the categorization of social engagement.
Patientswho have no socia engagement or who are solely social
consumers were less likely to find social support from their
Internet experience. However, social producers and patients
engaged in formal support networks reported that the Internet
provided them with the greatest social support as well as
information about their diagnosis, suggesting that thereal social
benefits come from sharing personal experiences.

Regardless of the level of social engagement, both positive and
negative experiences while online were common for patients.
As people reported more social engagement, their numbers of
positive and negative experiences also increased. However,
there was a greater increase in the number of positive
experiencesthan of negative ones. Overall, patients’ experience
of the Internet appeared more positive than negative, and
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patients who engaged in social support networks online found
value in those interactions.

Limitations

Observations from this survey have a few limitations. The
information was collected from a single point in time, and no
conclusions can be drawn about a causa effect of online
behavior on feelings of social support. The University of
Michigan has limited ethnic diversity and a highly educated
sample, and the results here may not reflect the larger population
of cancer patients and survivors. Finally, there have been rapid
changesin the use of technology, especially on mobile devices,
in the time since this survey was completed.

Future work should repeat the survey with a larger, more
representative sample. This will alow researchers to better
understand the population that is using the Internet for social
support, and how Internet use varies by age, cancer type, and
education. Understanding these differences can inform the
development of cancer-specific Web resources that are
appropriate for their audiences.

Comparison With Prior Work

Previous nationally representative studies have reported statistics
about use of the Internet for searching for and sharing health
information. The 2012 Pew Research Center study found that
26% of Internet users had read about or watched another
person’'s experience with a health issue, and 16% of people
reported seeking out other people with the same condition [3].
A report based on the 2008 Pew Research Center survey found
that among patients with chronic diseases, 37% had read about
someone else’s experience online, 20% had created their own
content related to their health condition, and 7% had participated
inan online support group [9]. In this study of UMCCC patients,
over half (58%) reported reading about others' experiences,
22% wrote about their own experiences, and 12% participated
in a forma online group related to their heath. That these
percentages are higher than the national average or even the
rates among peopl e with chronic diseaseisnot surprising, given
the severity of a cancer diagnosis. These results are also
consistent with analyses of the HINTS data, which have shown
rising levels of cancer information seeking between 2003 and
2013[5]. The HINT S datahave a so shown higher rates of social
Internet functions among cancer-connected individuas
compared to the general public, up to three times higher for
activities like writing in a blog or participating in an online
support group [2].

It is also important to consider how the online experiences of
cancer patients compare to other health information seekers.
Cancer patientsin this study rated onlineinformation on cancer
to be useful (41% very useful and 40% somewhat useful). This
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iscomparableto resultsfrom the HINTS, which found that 46%
of online health information seekers rated cancer information
to be very useful and 43% somewhat useful [19]. In contrast,
cancer patients emotional reaction to online information may
differ compared to general health information seekers. In a2006
report from the Pew Internet Project, people searching for health
information generally reported high rates of positive experiences
and low rates of negative experiences. The positive emotions
included feeling reassured (74%), confident (56%), and relieved
(56%). Negative feelings were reported much less frequently;
25% of respondents felt overwhelmed, 22% frustrated, 18%
confused, and 10% frightened [20]. Among cancer patients at
the University of Michigan, there were similar rates of positive
experiences—69% reassured, 68% confident, and 51%
relieved—but higher rates of negative feelings—45%
overwhelmed, 36% confused, 33% frightened, and 27%
frustrated. These higher rates of negative experiences mirror
concernsthat providers have about the quality of theinformation
that patients access online [21,22].

Other recent studies have confirmed that 1ooking online for
health information and support has become the norm for most
cancer patients: upwards of 80% [23-25]. Receiving a cancer
diagnosis has become arecognized major life event, and patients
and families have very high information needs in the weeks
following an initial diagnosis [21,26]. The findings from this
survey of cancer patients add to the growing evidence for the
need for quality online avenues for patients. Despite the
increasing dependence on online sources, most patients still
consider their doctors to be their primary information source
[25]. Rather than considering Internet searches a threat to
physician-patient trust, there is evidence that patients who seek
out information on their own are more active participants in
their own care [22]. Providers may have a great opportunity to
help patients by proactively recommending online resources
that will provide quality information and support.

Conclusions

Internet use and health information searches by cancer patients
was common in this sample, but there were varying rates of
online social engagement among patients. About half of the
cancer patients surveyed were socia producerswho posted and
shared content about their experiences with cancer. Social
producers were most likely to benefit from perceived positive
social support via the Internet, and producing content was
associated with higher occurrence of positive search experiences.
These findings suggest the need for additional research to
examine what types of information and messages|ead to patients
having positive experiences, and how health professionals can
help patients avoid negative experiences online.

Acknowledgments

We would like to acknowledge Lisa Smith, Patty Clark, Marcy Waldinger (Chief Administrative Officer for the UMCCC ), and
clinic staff throughout the cancer center for their help with conducting the survey.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/

JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 [e10 | p.39
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Anetd

Conflictsof Interest
None declared.

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

RainieL, Fox S, Duggan M. Pew Research Center. Washington, DC: Pew Internet & American Life Project; 2014 Feb 27.
The Web at 25 in the US URL : http://www.pewinternet.org/files/2014/02/PIP_25th-anniversary-of-the-Web 0227141.pdf
[accessed 2016-03-04] [WebCite Cache ID 6fl6wHW5w]

Kontos E, Blake KD, Chou WS, Prestin A. Predictors of eHealth usage: Insights on the digital divide from the Health
Information National Trends Survey 2012. JMed Internet Res 2014;16(7):e172 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.3117]
[Medline: 25048379]

Fox S, Duggan M. Pew Research Center. Washington, DC: Pew Internet & American Life Project; 2013 Jan 15. Health
online 2013 URL : http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/Files/Reports/PIP_HealthOnline.pdf [accessed 2016-03-04]
[WebCite Cache ID 6fl75Avvd]

American Cancer Society. Atlanta, GA: American Cancer Society; 2014. Cancer facts & figures 2014 URL: http://www.
cancer.org/acs/groups/content/ @research/documents/webcontent/acspc-042151. pdf [accessed 2016-03-04] [WebCite Cache
ID 6fl7THWKAR]

Health Information National Trends Survey (HINTS) Briefs. Rockville, MD: National Cancer Institute; 2015 Dec.
Cancer-related information seeking among cancer survivors URL : http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/BriefSsHINTS Brief_30.
pdf [accessed 2016-03-04] [WebCite Cache ID 6f17QQNtB]

Health Information National Trends Survey (HINTS) Briefs. Rockville, MD: National Cancer Institute; 2010 Aug. Trends
in cancer information seeking URL : http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/BriefSHINTS Brief_16.pdf [accessed 2016-03-04]
[WebCite Cache ID 6fl7vHptk]

Ginossar T. Predictors of online cancer prevention information seeking among patients and caregivers across the digital
divide: A cross-sectional, correlational study. IMIR Cancer 2016 Mar 09;2(1):e2. [doi: 10.2196/cancer.5108]

Rising CJ, Bol N, Kreps GL. Age-related use and perceptions of eHealth in men with prostate cancer: A Web-based survey.
JMIR Cancer 2015 Jun 25;1(1):€6. [doi: 10.2196/cancer.4178]

Fox S, Purcell K. Pew Research Center. Washington, DC: Pew Internet & American Life Project; 2010 Mar 24. Chronic
disease and the Internet URL : http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/

[Files/Reports/2010/PIP_Chronic_Disease with_topline.pdf [accessed 2016-03-04] [WebCite Cache ID 6f19a21zv]

Attai DJ, Cowher MS, Al-Hamadani M, Schoger M, Staley AC, Landercasper J. Twitter social mediais an effective tool
for breast cancer patient education and support: Patient-reported outcomes by survey. JMed Internet Res 2015;17(7):e188
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.4721] [Medline: 26228234]

Batenburg A, Das E. Emotional coping differences among breast cancer patients from an online support group: A
cross-sectional study. JMed Internet Res 2014;16(2):e28 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.2831] [Medline: 24499687]
Beusterien K, Tsay S, Gholizadeh S, Su Y. Real-world experience with colorectal cancer chemotherapies: Patient Web
forum analysis. Ecancermedical science 2013;7:361 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.3332/ecancer.2013.361] [Medline: 24143155]
Namkoong K, McLaughlin B, Yoo W, Hull SJ, Shah DV, Kim SC, et a. The effects of expression: How providing emotional
support online improves cancer patients coping strategies. JNatl Cancer Inst Monogr 2013 Dec;2013(47):169-174 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1093/[ncimonographs/Igt033] [Medline: 24395987]

Sassenberg K, Greving H. Internet searching about disease elicits a positive perception of own health when severity of
illnessishigh: A longitudinal questionnaire study. JMed Internet Res 2016;18(3):€56. [doi: 10.2196/jmir.5140] [Medline:
24143155]

Yli-UotilaT, Rantanen A, Suominen T. Online social support received by patients with cancer. Comput Inform Nurs 2014
Mar;32(3):118-126; quiz 127. [doi: 10.1097/CIN.0000000000000028] [Medline: 24335490]

Bender JL, Jimenez-Marroquin MC, FerrisLE, Katz J, Jadad AR. Online communitiesfor breast cancer survivors: A review
and analysis of their characteristics and levels of use. Support Care Cancer 2013 May;21(5):1253-1263. [doi:
10.1007/s00520-012-1655-9] [Medline: 23179491]

Pagoto S, Waring ME, May CN, Ding EY, Kunz WH, Hayes R, et a. Adapting behavioral interventions for social media
delivery. JMed Internet Res 2016;18(1):e24 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.5086] [Medline: 26825969]

Pew Research Center. Washington, DC: Pew Internet & American Life Project; 2008 Dec 01. Nov. 19-Dec. 20, 2008 —
Health URL : http://www.pewinternet.org/datasets/december-2008-health/ [accessed 2016-03-04] [WebCite Cache ID
6fICrreV4]

Health Information National Trends Survey. Bethesda, MD: Nationa Institutes of Health URL : http://hints.cancer.gov/
docg/Instruments/HINT S%202007%20A nnotated%20M ail %201 nstrument. pdf [accessed 2016-03-04] [WebCite Cache |ID
6fAWXIH5]

Fox S. Pew Research Center. Washington, DC: Pew Internet & American Life Project; 2006 Oct 29. Online health search
2006 URL: http://www.pewinternet.org/2006/10/29/online-heal th-search-2006/ [accessed 2016-06-08] [WebCite Cache
ID 6i7THNVxXDI]

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e10/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 [e10 | p.40

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.pewinternet.org/files/2014/02/PIP_25th-anniversary-of-the-Web_0227141.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl6wHW5w
http://www.jmir.org/2014/7/e172/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25048379&dopt=Abstract
http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/Files/Reports/PIP_HealthOnline.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl75Avvd
http://www.cancer.org/acs/groups/content/@research/documents/webcontent/acspc-042151.pdf
http://www.cancer.org/acs/groups/content/@research/documents/webcontent/acspc-042151.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl7HWKAR
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl7HWKAR
http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/Briefs/HINTS_Brief_30.pdf
http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/Briefs/HINTS_Brief_30.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl7QQNtB
http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/Briefs/HINTS_Brief_16.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl7vHptk
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.5108
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.4178
http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media//Files/Reports/2010/PIP_Chronic_Disease_with_topline.pdf
http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media//Files/Reports/2010/PIP_Chronic_Disease_with_topline.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6fl9a21zv
http://www.jmir.org/2015/7/e188/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.4721
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26228234&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2014/2/e28/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.2831
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24499687&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24143155
http://dx.doi.org/10.3332/ecancer.2013.361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24143155&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24395987
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24395987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jncimonographs/lgt033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24395987&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.5140
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24143155&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/CIN.0000000000000028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24335490&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00520-012-1655-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23179491&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2016/1/e24/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.5086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26825969&dopt=Abstract
http://www.pewinternet.org/datasets/december-2008-health/
http://www.webcitation.org/6flCrreV4
http://www.webcitation.org/6flCrreV4
http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/Instruments/HINTS%202007%20Annotated%20Mail%20Instrument.pdf
http://hints.cancer.gov/docs/Instruments/HINTS%202007%20Annotated%20Mail%20Instrument.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6flAWXlH5
http://www.webcitation.org/6flAWXlH5
http://www.pewinternet.org/2006/10/29/online-health-search-2006/
http://www.webcitation.org/6i7HNVxDI
http://www.webcitation.org/6i7HNVxDI
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Anetd

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

Holt KA, Hansen HP, Mogensen O. Supportive care needs for women with gynecological cancer and their relatives during
the prediagnostic period. Cancer Nurs 2014;37(6):457-467. [doi: 10.1097/NCC.0000000000000117] [Medline: 24406382]
Rider T, Malik M, Chevassut T. Haematol ogy patients and the Internet--The use of online health information and the impact
on the patient-doctor relationship. Patient Educ Couns 2014 Nov;97(2):223-238. [doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2014.06.018] [Medline:
25053474]

Martin EC, Basen-Engquist K, Cox MG, Lyons EJ, Carmack CL, Blalock JA, et al. Interest in health behavior intervention
delivery modalities among cancer survivors: A cross-sectional study. IMIR Cancer 2016 Feb 11;2(1):€e1. [doi:
10.2196/cancer.5247)

Foroughi F,Lam A, Lim M. “Googling” for cancer: Aninfodemiological assessment of online search interestsin Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United States. IMIR Cancer 2016;2(1):€5.

Ebel M, Stellamanns J, Keinki C, Rudolph I, Huebner J. Cancer patients and the Internet: A survey among German cancer
patients. J Cancer Educ 2015 Nov 9. [doi: 10.1007/s13187-015-0945-6] [Medline: 26553327]

Kdhle N, Drossaert CH, Oosterik S, Schreurs KM, Hagedoorn M, van Uden-Kraan CF, et al. Needs and preferences of
partners of cancer patients regarding a Web-based psychological intervention: A qualitative study. IMIR Cancer 2015 Dec
29;1(2):e13. [doi: 10.2196/cancer.4631]

Abbreviations

ANOVA: analysis of variance

HINTS: Health Information National Trends Survey

ologit: ordered logistic regression

UMCCC: University of Michigan Comprehensive Cancer Center

Edited by D Vollmer Dahlke; submitted 22.03.16; peer-reviewed by R Grainger, D Attai; commentsto author 01.05.16; revised version
received 22.06.16; accepted 30.06.16; published 19.08.16.

Please cite as:

An LC, Wallner L, Kirch MA

Online Social Engagement by Cancer Patients: A Clinic-Based Patient Survey
JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):e10

URL: http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/

doi:10.2196/cancer.5785

PMID: 28410186

©Lawrence C An, Lauren Wallner, Matthias Alexander Kirch. Originally published in IMIR Cancer (http://cancer.jmir.org),
19.08.2016. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original work, first published in IMIR Cancer, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, alink to
the original publication on http://cancer.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/€10/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e10 | p.41

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NCC.0000000000000117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24406382&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2014.06.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25053474&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.5247
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13187-015-0945-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26553327&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.4631
http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e10/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.5785
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28410186&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Ruckenstuhl et al

Original Paper

Like or Dislike? Impact of Facebook on Ewing Sarcoma Treatment

Paul Ruckenstuhl®, Dr med univ; Michael Schippinger’, Dr med univ; Paul Liebmann?, Dr med univ; Andreas Leithner’,
Dr med univ; Gerwin Bernhardt*, Dr med univ

1Department of Orthopedic Surgery, Medical University Graz, Graz, Austria
2Department of General Surgery, Evangelisches Krankenhaus, Vienna, Austria

Corresponding Author:

Paul Ruckenstuhl, Dr med univ
Department of Orthopedic Surgery
Medical University Graz
Auenbruggerplatz 5

Graz, 8036

Austria

Phone: 43 6641344553

Fax: 43 53456238

Email: paul .ruckenstuhl @gmx.at

Abstract

Background: Anincreasing number of patients are raising their voicesin online forumsto exchange health-related information.
Facebook isthe leading social media platform with more than 1 billion international daily users recorded in the summer of 2015.
Facebook has a dynamic audience and is utilized in a number of ways, discussing medical issues being one of them. Ewing
sarcoma mainly affects teenagers and young adults. Additionally, many individuals within this age group are regular users of
Facebook. However, littleis known about the impact of this modern way of communication via Web-based platforms on patients
with Ewing sarcoma and their socia environment.

Objective: Theaim of this study was to analyze and compare Ewing sarcoma patients' and relatives' behavior on Facebook to
draw conclusions regarding the impact of Facebook on Ewing sarcoma treatment.

Methods: We examined a Facebook group named “Ewing Sarcoma Awareness’ that is used to exchange information for both
patients and relatives regarding Ewing sarcoma. A self-designed questionnaire was used to compare patients’ and relatives
answers. Additionally, we analyzed all processes (posts, likes, threads, links) in the group for 6 consecutive months. A total of
65 members of the Facebook group (26 patients, 39 relatives) out of 2227 international group members participated in our study.

Results: More than 70% (46/65) of all participants reported that they use the group Ewing Sarcoma Awareness as a source of
information about Ewing sarcoma. Of the participants, 89% (58/65) agreed on our scale from alittle to alot that being in contact
with other affected people through the group makesit easier to handle the diagnosis. In this study, 20% (13/65) of all participants
reported that the group affected their choice of treatment and 15% (10/65) of participants were influenced in the selection of their
specialist. Regarding the recommendation of the Facebook group toward other people, significant differences (P=.003) were
found comparing patients and relatives' results. During the last 6 months most activities in the group concerned sharing destiny
and handling the diagnosis.

Conclusions: The Facebook group Ewing Sarcoma Awareness has a rel evant impact on group members regarding their choice
of treatment. Moreover, participants turn toward the group to receive mental and emotional support in everyday life. Statements
made within the group arein part questionable from amedical point of view and theimpact made by these statements on patients’
care requires further evaluation.

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):e11) doi:10.2196/cancer.5367
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social media; Facebook; Ewing sarcoma; social media networking
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Introduction

Web-based communication is a convenient method of
exchanging information regarding health and well-being and is
thus increasingly growing in popularity and commonly used
[1,2]. Because it is ubiquitous and easy to use, the Web has
become the number one sourcefor patientsto gather information
on health-related issues [2-5].

The term “Web 2.0” describes an interactive way of using the
Web by exchanging information viablogs, platforms, podcasts,
wikis, and online forums. These tools offer possibilities to
simplify Web-based communication between Web users. Inthis
way, theWebisnot only aplatform to acquireinformation from
websites passively, but also a viable asset to create and share
knowledge [6]. Furthermore, Web 2.0 enables users to
collaborate by distributing information [7]. Thisrapidly growing
way of using the Web has brought Web-based communication
to anew level on social media platforms[2,8,9].

More precisely, the Web enables both experts and laymen to
discuss and promote health-related information. Patients are
increasingly using socia media sites to share sorrow, to
exchange information about handling their daily routine, and
to discuss treatment options using evidence-based standard
therapeutic regimens for various kinds of diseases. This
development enables the creation of an active, self-managing,
and responsible “expert patient” [10,11]. However, it seems
reasonable then that patients might run the risk of receiving
pseudoscientific and incorrect information [2].

Theleading social media platform presenting medical issuesis
Facebook (FB). With a record of more than 1 billion active
users per day in August 2015, the website FB is besides
“Google” the second most viewed site in the world [12].
Facebook isthe most frequently used Web-based communication
platform [2,13-15]. In 2008, a study reported that 45% of
medical trainees, 64% of medical students, and 13% of medical
residents have FB accounts[16]. Among US adults, 61% search
for health information on the Web, of whom 39% use social
media such as FB for hedth-related information [17].
Considering the growth of FB during the last years these
numbers can, therefore, be estimated even higher [15]. Because
of its enormous accessibility especially for rare diseases like
Ewing sarcoma, FB is a ubiquitous and easy way to connect
people with others affected [15,18-20].

The peak incidence of Ewing sarcoma is between 10 and 20
years of age and coincides with the main age group of FB users
[21-24]. A study by Duggan and Brenner [25] reported that 86%
of all Web users aged between 18 and 29 years use FB, thus
making FB an ideal platform for patients with Ewing sarcoma
to connect with each other.

Ewing sarcomaisthe second most common bone sarcoma after
osteosarcoma with an incidence of 1 case per 1 million people
[21]. The treatment of choice is neoadjuvant chemotherapy
followed by a wide resection of the tumor and adjuvant
chemotherapy [21-23]. Survival of patients following this
therapy regimen has increased, and two-thirds of patients are
cured of their disease [21]. With a 5-year survival rate of 78%

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e11/
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for children younger than 15 years and 60% for adolescents
aged 15to 19 years, Ewing sarcomaremains a severe diagnosis
[21].

The diagnosi s Ewing sarcoma poses an enormous challengefor
young patients, their families, and their socia environment.
Because of its severity, Ewing sarcoma requires a treatment
concept including also psychological aspects. It iswell reported
that cancer patients profit from peer-to-peer communication
[15,26]. These days the Web provides various possibilities to
get in contact with fellow sufferers, especially for rare diagnoses
like Ewing sarcoma.

It is well known that the Web, particularly social media
platforms, offers new dimensions to communication related to
medical topics [2,27]. We believe that this way of
communication has a relevant influence on the treatment
regimen, the choice of consultant, particularly the choice of
hospital, and dealing with the disease in general. Furthermore,
this hypothesis might be underestimated in traditional treatment
concepts.

However, littleis known about patients' and relatives’ behavior
on social media platforms regarding Ewing sarcoma. The aim
of this study was to examine the influence of interactive
Web-based exchanges of information on the FB group “Ewing
Sarcoma Awareness’ (ESA) for patients with Ewing sarcoma
and their relatives.

Methods

Facebook asa Search Engine

The most common way for a large number of people to
communicate on FB isthrough “FB groups.” Facebook groups
can be created by all FB users to communicate with a defined
group of members about certain topics. To become a member
of the group, one can either request to be a member or get an
invitation from the group administrator.

In March 2014, we carried out a search for the term “Ewing
sarcoma’ using the FB search engine. The FB group used in
thisstudy iscalled Ewing SarcomaAwareness. Ewing Sarcoma
Awareness was by far the largest group we found for open
Web-based communication for people affected by Ewing
sarcoma. Ewing Sarcoma Awareness is defined as a public
group and isavailableto all peoplewith FB accounts. The group
has two administrators who are able to control processesin the
group. Facebook users are free to follow the group and to view
all activity happening on the home page without being a group
member. To become a member of the group arequest has to be
sent to the group administrators who grant admission to the
group. The administrators are also able to remove group
members or contributions posted to the page.

The ESA group’s main purpose, as declared in its description,
is to facilitate the exchange of information regarding Ewing
sarcoma for patients and other people affected by the disease
(Figure 1). The exchange of information in the ESA group is
mainly based on the home page of the group, where only
members are able to post contributions. The types of
contributions on the home page range from personal opinions,
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statements, pictures, and videos to recommendations regarding
treatment options, clinical trials, research results, hospitals,
doctors, and much more. Members are able to comment, like,
or add something to these posts creating lively discussions. To
deepen the exchange of information, members are able to use
FB chat to communicate via private messages that cannot be
seen by other members.

At the time of our investigation, the group consisted of 2227
international members. Most group membersindicated that they

Ruckenstuhl et a

live in the United States or Canada, although group members
were from countriesin all continents of the world. The group
administrators and creators did not appear to be medical
professionals or associated with health care institutions or
organizations [28].

To get in contact with the group we created a FB profile that
introduced ourselvesto the social mediacommunity (Figure 2).
Our FB profile became a group member of ESA group after
confirmation of regquest by one of the group administrators.

Figure 1. Screenshot of the description of the Ewing Sarcoma Awareness group on Facebook.

Ewing's sarcoma / Peripheral Primitive
Neuroectodermal Tumours (PNET) of bone is a
type of cancer usually found in children and
young adults. The peak incidence is between
ages 10 and 20, it is less common in children
under 5 or in adults over 30. Ewing's s can
occur in any bone in the body; the most
common sites are the pelvis, thigh, lower leg,
upper arm, and rib. The tumour is composed of
small round blue cells. Ewing's sarcoma can
also arise in soft tissue (exira-skeletal);

This page is dedicated to the exchange of
information regarding Ewing Sarcoma , we
would appreciate it if you do not vend your
product or fundraise on this site as we wish to
keep it strictly informational.

Figure 2. Screenshot of the home page of our research Facebook profile.
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Questionnaire

We created a Web-based questionnaire using “ SurveyM onkey”
to analyze the group members' behavior regarding their use of
the Web and FB for people affected by Ewing sarcoma.
SurveyM onkey.com was founded in 1999, and with more than
20 million users worldwide it is one of the leading platforms
for Web-based surveys[29]. It offerstoolsto create and analyze
Web-based surveys[29].

The self-designed questionnaire was devel oped on the basis of
the “Checklist for Reporting Results of Internet E-Surveys’
[30]. The survey was designed as an open survey for all ESA
group members, consisted of 18 multiple-choice questions (Q),
and was divided in 4 categories. The first category (Q1-Q4)
dealt with the user’'s behavior in the FB group. Categories 2
(Q5-Q8) and 3 (Q9-Q13) were composed of questions
concerning the reliability and quality of information received
in the group. Additionally, questions asking about the effects
that ESA group has had on the user’s decision-making processes

Ruckenstuhl et a

were included. The last category (Q14-Q18) consisted of
guestions about the user’sgeneral activity on the Web regarding
medical and health-related issues. Users answered by rating
each statement on ascaleranging from 1to 4 (1=disagreealot,
2=disagree alittle, 3=agree alittle, 4=agree alot).

Accompanying this survey was background information of
participants regarding sex, age, and whether participants were
patients or their relatives or friends. Answering all questions
took approximately 4 to 7 minutes.

We posted alink concerning our Web-based survey onthe ESA
group’shome page on FB (Figure 3). Additionally, we explained
the study’s purpose. On August 23, we posted again in the group
tore-invite al group membersto participate and maximize study
sample before we closed the link by the end of August 2014.
To clarify obscurities or other kinds of questions we
corresponded with group members via private FB messages.

All responses were automatically recorded via the Web-based
survey platform [29].

Figure 3. Screenshot of our survey reguest on the Ewing Sarcoma Awareness group’s title page.

09 DrSchippinger DrRuckenstuhl

Dear group members,

Our names are Michael Schippinger MD and Paul Ruckenstuhl MD. We are
working on projects to prove the importance and relevance of information
aquired on the Internet respectively Facebook. By answering the following
guestionnaire (it takes about 4 minutes) you can help to optimize and
modernize treatment concepts regarding Ewing sarcoma. (Personal data
will be trusted confidentially; merely anonymous demographic parameters
will be evaluated to meet scientific standards)

Thank you for participating!

Importance and relevance of information aquired on

Facebook Survey

Web survey powered by SurveyMonkey.com. Create your own online survey now
with SurveyMonkey's expert certified FREE templates.

“Ewing Sarcoma Awareness’ Group Analysis

Besidesthe questionnaire, we analyzed all processes happening
inthe ESA group over a6-month period (October 2013to March
2014). The analysis referred to activities in the group, more
specifically to threads and contributions that were posted on
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the group’s home page. We started by analyzing the content of
each wall post to develop aclassification scheme that could be
applied to the compl ete observational time period.

All posts were divided into 2 main groups: informative and
emotional contributions. We then further subdivided the2 main
groups each into 3 branches (Table 1).
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Table 1. Classification of posts on the Ewing Sarcoma Awareness group’s home page.

Categories and subcategories

Description

Emotional
Sharing fate/getting support

Bereavement/recurrence

Group members are reporting about their case/destiny or occurring problems

Group members are reporting the loss of arelative or child, or the recurrence

of the disease

Complete remission/
no evidence of disease

Infor mative

Information

Group members are reporting about successful treatments

Group members are asking for helpful advice to handle the disease and the

occurring side effects under the therapy

Clinica trials

Group membersare asking for new trials or are sharing information about new

studies

Recommendations

Group members are reporting about their experiences and sati sfaction/di ssatis-

faction, or are asking for speciaists’hospitalsin their area

After classifying the intentions of all posts, we evaluated the
number of postingsin each subgroup. Contributions deleted by
the administrator or those without any classifiable content were
excluded from our analysis. Three of the authors coded the data
independently according to Table 1; in case of a disagreement,
the coding was discussed in the group.

Statistics

Statistical analysis was performed comparing patients and
relatives’ values for each of the 18 questions using t test.
Parametrically distributed data are described as the mean and
the standard deviation (SD). All tests were 2-sided with a

significance level of P<.05. Pearson and Spearman correlation
were performed where appropriate.

Table 2. Age characteristics of study participants (N=65).

For statistical calculations SPSS version 22 (IBM Statistics,
SPSS Software, IBM Vienna, Austria) was used. Data of all
participantswere anonymized. Asall theinformationispublicly
available, no review by an institutional research ethics board
was needed.

Results

Survey Results

The study group of our survey consisted of 65 participants: 26
patients and 39 relatives or friends of patients. Incomplete
surveys (n=26) were excluded. Of the participants, 11 were
male (mean 37.4, SD 14.4 years) and 54 were female (mean
39.8, SD 10.4 years). Average age of the patients was mean
32.9 (SD 8.4) yearsand that of the relativeswas mean 43.6 (SD
10.1) years (Table 2).

Age, years Patients Relatives
20-25 4 1

26-30 8 4

31-35 4 6

36-40 4 5

>40 6 24

Total, n (%) 26 (40) 39 (60)

The highest values for patients and relatives with a mean score
of 3.01 (SD 0.87) were found in the first category of the
guestionnaire that focused on the users' behavior. The second
category that concerns the influence of the ESA group on
participants’ therapeutic schedule yielded the lowest resultsfor
patients and relatives with a mean score of 1.91 (SD 0.91).

The maximum mean score per question for patients was found
in question 15 with 3.65 (SD 0.69), followed by question 4
(mean 3.54, SD 0.58) and question 9 (mean 3.50, SD 0.76).

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e11/

Lowest agreements for patients were found in question 7 with
amean score of 1.46 (SD 0.86) followed by questions 6 (mean
1.54, SD 0.81) and 5 (mean 1.69, SD 0.97).

In addition, we compared the given answers from patients and
relatives (Table 3). There was a datistically significant
difference between patients and relatives concerning question
4 (mean 3.5, SD 0.6 vsmean 3.0, SD 0.9; P=.003). All the given
answers of the survey significantly correlated with each other
aswell aswithin the patients' and relatives' groups (P<.001).
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Table 3. Survey results of patients and relatives.

No. Question Patients Relatives P
Mean SD Mean SD
1. | frequently (4=dai- 2.85 112 2.87 0.92 .92
ly, 3=weekly,
2=monthly, 1=less)
visit the Facebook

group“Ewing sarco-
maawareness’ to
be in contact with
other affected peo-

ple.

2. | post, comment, or 2.92 0.89 2.79 0.83 .56
likeactivitiesinthe
group or contact
other group mem-
bersvia private
messages.

3. | usethe Facebook 3.04 0.96 3.10 0.79 .78
group“Ewing sarco-
maawareness’ asa
source of informa-
tion about Ewing
sarcoma.

4, | reccommendthe  3.54 0.58 2.97 0.90 .003
Facebook group
“Ewing sarcoma
awareness’ in other
social networks or
to other affected
people.

5. Theinformation|  1.69 0.97 1.69 0.80 .99
received in the
Facebook group
“Ewing sarcoma
awareness’ affect-
ed the choice of
treatment.

6. Theinformation|  1.54 0.81 167 0.77 .53
received in the
Facebook group
“Ewing sarcoma
awareness’ affect-
ed my choice of
consultant.

7. The reliability of 1.46 0.86 1.56 0.79 .63
my consultant de-
creased because of
information | re-
ceived in the Face-
book group “Ewing
sarcoma aware-
ness.”

8. | never had theex- 2.96 111 274 123 46
periencethat wrong
information in the
group“ Ewing sarco-
ma awareness’ led
to anegative deal -
ing with the dis-
ease.
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No. Question Patients Relatives P
Mean SD Mean SD
9. Being in contact 3.50 0.76 3.49 0.72 .95
with other affected
people viathe
Facebook group

“Ewing sarcoma
awareness’ makes
it easier to handle
the diagnosis of
Ewing sarcoma.

10. | received useful 3.23 0.86 3.03 0.84 .35

information in the

Facebook group

“Ewing sarcoma

awareness,” which

improved my every-

day lifein dealing

with the disease.

11. | trust the Facebook  2.96 0.87 3.03 0.78 .76
group“ Ewing sarco-
maawareness’ to
receive correct in-
formation about
Ewing Sarcoma

12. The Facebook 3.27 0.87 3.18 0.79 .68
group“ Ewing sarco-
ma awareness’ is
an important sup-
port for me to han-
diethe disease.

13. | received informa- 2.38 1.16 2.28 0.94 71
tion about new
clinical tridls as
well as specialists
through the Face-
book group “ Ewing
sarcoma awvare-
ness.”

14. | teke part in other  3.23 0.99 2.85 111 .16
Ewing sarcoma
groups or forums
on the Internet, in-
cluding other social
media platforms.

15. Thelnternetisan  3.65 0.69 3.49 0.85 .39
important tool for
meto look for infor-
mation about Ew-
ing sarcoma.

16. | trust online plat-  2.42 0.95 2.36 0.99 .79
formslike
Wikipedia, Twitter,
YouTube, and
Facebook to re-
ceive correct infor-
mation about Ew-
ing sarcoma.
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No. Question Patients Relatives P
Mean sb Mean sD
17. | generally look for  3.00 101 3.15 0.87 .53
information about
diseaseson the In-
ternet prior to con-
sultation.
18. TheInternetisan  3.27 0.83 3.28 0.79 .95

important source
for me to look for
health-related infor-
mation.

Processesin the Group

A total of 220 posts on the ESA group’s home page and 445
comments were included and categorized accordingly.

We detected a total number of 453 home page posts and 917
comments from 183 different group members. Because of lack
of relevance or information, 233 posts and 472 comments were
excluded from our study. These were reaction comments to
previous posts or posts about everyday topics, not specific to
Ewing sarcoma. The posts’ contents addressed subjects such as
dietary supplements under chemotherapy, correct behavior as
afamily member, introduction to the group, and others. Overall,
125/220 (56.8%) posts in the ESA group were categorized as
emotional posts and 95/220 (43.2%) as informative
contributions. As shown in Figure 4, most topics discussed were

about sharing destiny (71/220 posts, 32.3%). Other posts that
were assigned to the subgroup of emotional contributions were
about the disease’s relapse, particularly, bemoaning the loss of
a relative (26/220 posts, 11.8%) and reports of complete
remission (28/220 posts, 12.7%). The most informative
contributions were about searching for Ewing sarcoma—rel ated
information (52/220 posts, 23.6%). Group members asked for
recommended specialists, hospitals, and reports of experience
(25/220 posts, 11.4%). Members aso discussed posted
hyperlinks with information about new clinical trials (18/220
posts, 8.2%).

Moreover, 15 articles about research results, fund raising, or
donations were discussed in the forum. Some of these articles
were deleted during the period of our observation by the group
administrator.

Figure 4. Results of posts on the Ewing Sarcoma Awareness group’s home page.

8%

B Sharing destiny/getting support
B Bereavement/recurrence

B Complete remission/NED
OSearching information
OSearching clinical trials

OSearching specialists

Discussion

Principal Findings
With respect to our principal findings, the Facebook group
Ewing Sarcoma Awareness has a relevant impact on group
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members regarding their choice of treatment. Moreover,
participants turn toward the group to receive menta and
emotional support in everyday life. Reflecting on our results,
we believe that a better understanding of this growing interest
in peer-to-peer communication for patients may lead to an
optimization of a patient-related therapeutic regimen.
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The Web has rapidly grown to be one of the leading sources of
medical information. Itiswell known that the Web, in particular
social mediacommunication, bringsanew dimension to medical
subjects followed by possibly improving health outcomes [2].
Theidea of this study wasto analyze users' behavior regarding
Ewing sarcoma on the social media site FB.

Several studies have described users behavior on FB for
health-related issues [15,20,26,31-34]. These studies mainly
compared FB groups and/or analyzed processes happening in
the group regarding a wide range of different diseases[35]. To
the best of our knowledge, there is no study to date that used a
comparable approach to interact with FB group membersaswe
did. Therefore, acomparison with other reportswas not possible.
Yet, we believe that the direct interaction via Web-based surveys
with members of FB groups adds a new methodical modality
in medical Internet research.

Facebook is a ubiquitous social media platform including
health-related issues. Bender et al [18] examined FB groups
related to breast cancer. Thefindingsfrom their study confirmed
our presumption that FB is a popular tool for millions of users
to seek support via social media platforms. Abramson et a
reported about abreast cancer awareness page on Facebook that
underlines the increasing use of Facebook pages to discuss
severe medical conditions via social mediaplatforms[20]. The
visibility of user profiles and personal networks in open FB
groups like the ESA group reduces the anonymity but attracts
amuch wider audience. These key elements of social network
sites make public groups ideally suited for fundraising and
awareness-raising purposes [18]. Compared with the findings
of Bender et al [18], fundraising was of lesser importance in
the ESA group. Moreover, marketing and promotion as found
by Hale and colleagues [35] played a minor role in our study.
General information about the disease, sharing faith, personal
support, and assistance in how to handletheir daily routine were
more important factors reflected in our findings. This might be
associated with the rare preval ence of Ewing sarcoma. Different
studies reported that FB members use the social media site as
asource of information for health-rel ated issues [36,37]. Other
studies concluded that FB plays a less important role and has
little relevance regarding health-rel ated Web-based information
[2,38].

The group ESA was by far the biggest platform (n=2227) we
found on FB to exchange general information about Ewing
sarcoma. Most other contributions about Ewing sarcomaon FB
are blogs about fates of individuals and nonprofit institutions
created for fundraising.

It is notable that more than 80% (54/65) of all participants of
our Web-based survey werefemale. Pennbrige et al [39] support
this observation and found that 60% of US Internet users using
the Web to gather health-related information were women. Most
likely, due to caretaking roles and behavior, women appear to
visit health-related webpages more frequently [39]. This is
consistent with several other studies that reported females
regularly visiting social networking sites for the acquisition of
health-related information [40-42].

More than half of all participants were aged 36 years or older
and 30/65 participants (45%) were older than 40 years. This
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explains why mainly parents of patients participated in the
relative sample group. Thisis consistent with the incidence peak
of the disease in the teenage years. However, the age of
participants of our study differed from the age of participants
of most other FB research studies [43,28]. No teenagers
participated in our questionnaire although the prevalence of
Ewing sarcomaaswell asthe core age group of FB userswould
correspond to this age. A possible reason for this could be that
the appearance of our FB profile did not attract enough attention
for the young group members to participate.

According to the findings of Davison et a [44], socia media
platforms are less attractive for medical conditions considered
to be embarrassing and socially stigmatizing. This also might
discourage the adolescent age group to participate in our
Web-based survey. Unlike in our study, the average age of
participants of other scientific worksranged from 11 to 34 years
[41,42,45,46].

The Web in general has become the number one source of
medical information for many patients [2]. Referring to the
results of our survey, 84% of al participants agreed a little or
a lot that the Web is an important source for health-related
information (Q18). Moreover, 77% (50/65 participants) reported
that they use the Web to look up medical conditions and
symptoms before medical consultations (Q17). These findings
arein accordance with several studies about public and patients
behavior on the Web regarding medica issues
[2,11,20,24,47,48].

Reliability and quality of health-related information found on
the Web is considered generally questionable. According to our
survey, 47% (30/65) of all participants agreed a little or a lot
that they trust theinformation avail able on Web-based platforms
such as Wikipedia, Twitter, YouTube, and FB, having
confidence that the information is correct (Q16). Moreover,
15% (10/65) of patients and 26% (17/65) of relatives reported
that wrong information received on the Web had negative effects
on everyday life and the control of the disease (Q8). Brown et
al [49] reported how doctors see and use social media. The
findings of their study are comparable with our results
showecasing insecurities for medical professionals and patients
alike, regarding thereliability of information received on social
media platforms.

Furthermore, we examined the influence of the ESA group on
the patients’ selection of therapeutic regimens. We found that
contents shared in the ESA group had relevant impact on the
selection of treatment protocols, hospitals, and specidlists. In
this study, 20% of patients and 21% of relatives agreed allittle
or alot that the group ESA affected their choice of treatment
(Q5). Moreover, 19% of all patients reported that the group
affected their selection of specialists (Q6). These statements
indicate that FB has become an important source of information
for patientswith Ewing sarcomaand is affecting their treatment.
These results underline the relevance of FB for patients with
Ewing sarcoma and their treatment of choice [2,5,11,38].

At first sight, results of Q5-Q8 seem to be contradictory to the
results of Q14-Q18 where there is a higher mean level of
agreement to the statements made. However, the correlational
analysis showed a significant positive correlation of all results
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(P<.001). For instance, the information received from FB did
not affect the choice of treatment. The reason for this might be
that the attending physicians mainly influence the choice of
treatment. However, the Web could still be an important primary
tool to look for medical information and users could trust the
given information about medical conditionslike Ewing sarcoma
on social media platforms.

The survey results comparing patients and rel ativeswere similar.
The only significant difference was found in question 4 (Q4: |
recommend the Facebook group “Ewing sarcoma awareness’
in other social networks or to other affected people). Patients
achieved significantly (P=.003) higher results. It can be
estimated that patients who are going through the whole course
of the disease feel more motivated to include others who are
affected. Thisisin line with statements by Cutrona et al [50]
who observed that many adults are willing to use
e-communication or email to promote and report cancer
screening to peers.

Our post on the ESA group’s home page, where we invited all
group membersto participate in our Web-based survey, resulted
in controversial reactions and started a lively debate among
ESA group members. After reacting to critical posts and
clarifying the survey’s credibility and intention of our research
work, the number of participants increased.

Limitations

A limitation of our study isthe small sample size of the study
group. Because of FB’s regulations we were unable to send all
group members a request (via private message) to answer our
survey. Facebook does not allow mass messages. Messages to
people you are not connected with usually end up in the FB
spam folder. The only way of attracting attention for our
guestionnaire was by posting on the group’s home page.
Unfortunately, only memberswho are frequently following the
group’s activities were able to see our contribution. A much
longer study period might have increased the number of
participants. Because of alack of previous studies on the topic,
a sample size calculation was not possible.

A total of 27% of all participants of our survey stated that they
visit the ESA group monthly or lessand, atotal of 183 different
ESA group members posted contributions on the group’s home
page. According to these numbersit can be estimated that only
a relatively small number of users compared with the total
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number of group members (n=2227) is actively involved in the
processes of the group. Another drawback is that information
flow (via private message) between ESA group members was
not visible to us and could therefore not be analyzed.

Because alarger number of group members were US citizens,
it can be expected that the outcomes of other geographical
populations differ from our results.

Practical Implications

Our findings suggest that FB is an important platform for many
patients with Ewing sarcomaand their relatives. Because of the
disease’slow incidence, the most comfortable and simplest way
to get intouch with other patients might be viaFB. Peer-to-peer
communication seemsto enable considerabl e support for patients
and their relatives.

We believe that implementing interaction tools on FB can
benefit patients and their socia environment and help
individuals deal with the diagnosis of Ewing sarcoma
Web-based communication on FB with otherswho are affected
can beimplemented in the multidisciplinary therapeutic regimen
for patients with Ewing sarcoma.

However, incorrect medical information received on the Web
is an evident weakness that FB groups have. Therefore, we
suggest cautious application of health-related information found
in FB groups.

Conclusions

In summary, the FB group ESA has arelevant impact on group
members regarding treatment selection and in getting support
through everyday life. Although the reliability and quality of
information obtained from the Web is considered diverse, we
believe that online forums are feasible tools for patients and
relativesthat help individual s not only find support and backing
but also to share their experiences. The impact of Facebook
regarding patients with Ewing sarcoma and their relatives who
join such groups on the Web might be underestimated in
traditional medical treatment regimens.

Reflecting on our results, we believe that questionnaires on
social media platforms such as Facebook are suitable for a
variety of scientific research questionsin the future. Statements
madein the group arein part questionable from amedical point
of view and itsimpact on patient’s care needs further evaluation.
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Abstract

Background: Survivorship care plans (SCPs) are intended to facilitate communication and coordination between patients,
oncologists, and primary care providers. Most SCP initiatives have focused on oncology providers initiating the SCP process,
but time and resource barriers have limited uptake.

Objective: Thistria compares the feasibility and value of 2 Web-based SCP tools: provider-initiated versus patient-initiated.

Methods: Thismixed-methods study recruited cliniciansfrom 2 academically-affiliated community oncology practices. Eligible
patients were treated by a participating oncologist, had nhonmetastatic cancer, completed acute treatment < 2 months before
enrollment, and had no evidence of disease. Patientswere randomized 1:1 to either provider-initiated or patient-initiated SCPs—both
are Web-based tools. We conducted qualitative interviews with providers at baseline and follow-up and with patients 2 months
after enrollment. In addition, patients were administered the Preparing for Lifeasa(New) Survivor (PLANS) and Cancer Survivors
Unmet Needs (CaSUN) surveys at baseline and 2 months.

Results: A total of 40 providers were approached for the study, of whom 13 (33%) enrolled. Providers or clinic staff required
researcher assistance to identify eligible patients; 41 patients were randomized, of whom 25 completed follow-up (61%; 13
provider-initiated, 12 patient-initiated). Of the 25, 11 (44%) had initiated the SCP; 5 (20%) provided the SCP to their primary
care provider. On the Preparing for Life as a (New) Survivor and Cancer Survivors Unmet Needs, patients in both arms tended
to report high knowledge and confidence and few unmet needs. In qualitative interviews, providers and patients discussed SCPs
value.

Conclusions: Regardless of patient- versus provider-initiated templates and the Web-based design of these tools, barriers to
survivorship care planning persist. Further efforts should emphasize workflow functions for identifying and completing
SCPs—regardless of the SCP form used.
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Introduction

Methods

The completion of active cancer treatment is acritical juncture
when patients need support and communication to ensure
optimal health and quality of life outcomes. The 2005 Institute
of Medicine (IOM) report “ From Cancer Patient to Cancer
Survivor: Lostin Transition” [1] highlighted the difficulty that
many cancer patients face when transitioning from acute
treatment. The IOM report recommended that patients
completing treatment receive a summary of the treatments
received and a plan for follow-up care. These materials have
become known asa* survivorship care plan” (SCP). SCPs have
become atarget initiative for patient-centered improvementsto
oncology, but the literature on their implementation and impact
remains sparse and inconclusive [2-8].

Based on the |OM recommendation, various organizations have
developed SCP templates. Most of these templates have been
designed with theintention of oncology providersinitiating the
survivorship care planning process. Uptake of survivorship care
planning has, however, been slow and limited [9]. There are
now severa initiatives underway that are reconsidering
survivorship care planning approaches, updating available
templates, or both [10-12]. Web-based, patient-initiated SCPs
are one alternative whereby the patient isempowered to at |east
begin completion of atreatment summary and care plan at home.
The idea behind the patient-initiated approach is that this may
serve to reduce barriers related to available time and resources
in the oncology clinic, while further engaging patients in
self-care. Journey Forward is a collaboration of the National
Coadlition for Cancer Survivorship, the UCLA Cancer
Survivorship Center, the Oncology Nursing Society, Anthem
Inc., and Genentech [12]. The Journey Forward collaboration
has developed both the “Survivorship Care Plan Builder”
(provider-initiated; see Multimedia Appendix 1) and “My Care
Plan” (patient-initiated; see Multimedia A ppendix 2) Web-based
templates and has made these toolsfreely available on the Web.
It isalso possible to print the forms and fill them out by hand.

In this study (Clinical Trials.gov NCT02405819), we sought to
compare the feasibility and value of the 2 Journey Forward
models of SCP provision. We designed the study to provide
initial evidence of thefeasibility and possiblevalue of 2 models
of SCP provision. We present data from the perspectives of
both patients and providers regarding implementation processes
and feasibility, facilitators and barriers, and perceived value of
the survivorship care planning process.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/

Study Design

This mixed-methods study comparing 2 modalities of SCPs
(“Care Plan Builder” and “My Care Plan”) used a randomized
design and was conducted in 2 community-based, academically
affiliated hospitals [13]. We recruited oncol ogists who manage
breast, prostate, and colorectal cancer patients. Patient eligibility
was not, however, limited to breast, prostate, and colorectal
cancer; patient participants were recruited through the
participating clinicians and were adults (21 years and older)
diagnosed with any nonmetastatic cancer. Patientswere enrolled
in the study for a period of 4 months and were followed for 2
months. This study was reviewed and approved by Johns
Hopkins School of Medicine Institutional Review Board.

Clinician Participants

Participation of cliniciansin the study was determined to be an
indicator of feasibility, and we tracked the number of clinicians
approached, the number eligible, and the number who consented
to participate. Clinicians were approached to participate in the
study through both in-person presentations of the work and
through emailed requests. Consent to participate was acquired
in-person. Once clinicians agreed to participate and provided
written informed consent, we conducted a baseline qualitative
interview in which we asked about experiences of survivorship
care planning, expectations for the study, and the perceived
value of SCPs. Once data collection with patientswas compl ete,
we conducted afollow-up interview with participating clinicians
to ask about experienceswith theinterventions. In thisinterview,
we revisited the issue of the perceived value of SCPs and
obtained clinician feedback on the implementation (including
barriers and facilitators) and feasibility of the 2 survivorship
care planning approaches implemented in this trial.

Patient Participants

To determine the feasibility of oncologists or oncology staff
identifying patients for an SCPR, the origina study protocol
called for participating oncologists to refer adult patients
completing active treatment for nonmetastatic cancer to the
study team. Specific patient eligibility criteriaincluded having
nonmetastatic disease, completed acute treatment within the
past 2 months, and no evidence of disease. Although patients
had to have completed acute treatment, patients on chronic
treatment (>1 year) were eligible. Patient participants were
identified in the clinic by clinic staff, and a member of the
research team oversaw consent procedures. Eligible patients
who agreed to participate provided written informed consent
and were randomized 1:1 using a random number generator
with the condition concealed until randomization; patients and
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their clinicians were then informed of the randomized condition.
Petients were paid $35 for their participation in the study.

Plan Initiation

For participants randomized to the patient-initiated My Care
Plan group, the research team directed patients to the Web
address for the appropriate tool and provided an instructional
hand-out for reference. For participants randomized to the
provider-initiated Survivorship Care Plan Builder, the provider
was made aware of their randomization and was responsible
for completing the SCP. The clinicians were all given
information on the SCP Builder website or tool and were also
familiarized with the patient-initiated My Care Plan tool.

Data Collection and Outcome M easur es

Datacollection occurred at 2 time points: baseline and 2-month
follow-up. The primary outcome was receipt of an SCP by the
2-month follow-up. Specificaly, at the 2-month follow-up
contact, we determined whether the patient had a partially or
fully completed SCP versus no plan at all.

Secondary outcomes included supportive care needs assessed
by the Cancer Survivors Unmet Needs (CaSUN) survey [14],
and knowledge and confidence about survivorship assessed by
the Preparing for Life as a (New) Survivor (PLANS) survey
[15]. The CaSUN isavalidated measure that includes 35 unmet
need items with response options of no need or not applicable,
met need, and weak, moderate, or strong unmet need. We
assigned values of 1=no need or not applicable to 5=strong
unmet need and used these to cal culate meansfor theindividual
items. There are also 6 positive change items with response
options of has always been like this, has been a positive
outcome, no: want help to achieve this, and no: not important
to me; these data are presented descriptively. The PLANS survey
includes 11 knowledge items rated on a 4-point Likert scale
from 1=strongly disagree to 4=strongly agree, as well as 5
confidence items rated on a 10-point scale from 1=not at all
confident to 10=extremely confident. We cal culated means for
theindividual PLANS items. These questionnaires, along with
patient demographics, were collected by interviewer-assisted,
patient report on paper forms, at baseline. The CaSUN and
PLANS were also collected at the 2-month follow-up.

Finally, we conducted a brief, targeted qualitative interview
with patients at follow-up regarding perceived impact of cancer,
informational and support needs, as well as experiences and
attitudes about the SCP tool to which they were randomized.
This interview collected information on processes undertaken
to complete the SCP (or challenges that prevented successful
completion of an SCP), parts of the process the patients found
helpful or that presented obstacles, and recommendations for
improving the process.

Quantitative data from the CaSUN and PLANS were analyzed
with summary statistics and descriptively by comparing the
distribution of scores at baseline between intervention arms and
the distribution of scores at follow-up between intervention
arms using nonparametric Wilcoxon rank-sum tests. Changes
from baseline to follow-up were described within interventions
arms with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. To describe the
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differential change from baseline to follow-up between
intervention arms (ie, interaction), we compared the changes
between intervention arms with Wilcoxon rank-sum tests. No
formal sample size calculations were conducted for the
secondary quantitative outcome measures; however, the results
here can inform power calculations for future evaluations.
Analysis of interview data from clinicians and patients was
thematic and summative, with a focus on identification of
perceived and experienced value of SCPs, aswell asfacilitators
and barriers to implementation of both modalities. Interview
datawere read and reviewed by various members of theresearch
team, with a view to establishing consensus about major
emergent themes. All quantitative analyses were completed
using statistical software R, version 3.3.0 [16].

Results

Survivor ship CarePlanning Feasibility: Provider and
Patient Participation

Of the 40 eligible oncologists at the 2 hospitals, 13 (33%) agreed
to participate in the study. Nearly half of the clinicians were
female (46%); the sample included 5 radiation oncologists
(38%), 5 medical oncologists (38%), and 3 surgeons (23%).
The clinicians who did not choose to participate included 17
surgical oncologists and 10 medical oncologists; all eligible
radiation oncologists chose to participate in the study. At the
initiation of the study, none of the participating oncologists
provided SCPsto patients as part of standard care. We conducted
follow-up interviews with 11 of the 13 enrolled clinicians; 2
clinicians did not respond to numerous attempts to schedule an
interview at follow-up.

Although the planned approach for patient recruitment was for
oncologists and clinic staff to identify patients completing
treatment, it became clear after 1 month of passive research
observation that processes relying on the clinical teams were
ineffective. For the remaining 3 months of recruitment, research
staff worked with clinic staff to identify patients eligible for
SCPs. A member of research staff was present on clinic days
and reviewed schedules to identify potentially eligible patients
who were due to have appointments. Research staff prompted
clinic staff to discuss joining the study with potential
participants.

In total, 74 patients were approached and 41 (55%) enrolled
and were randomized—21 to the provider-initiated Survivorship
Care Plan Builder and 20 to the patient-initiated My Care Plan
(Figure 1). The4l enrolled patientswere recruited from 5 (38%)
of the 13 participating clinicians; 3 of the referring clinicians
were radiation oncologists, 1 a surgical oncologist, and 1 a
medical oncologist. Participating patients were, on average,
aged 66 years (range: 44-90 years), 68% female, 81% white,
59% married, and 51% reported excellent or very good health
(Table 1). Breast cancer was the most common diagnosis (61%),
followed by prostate cancer (20%), and lung cancer (10%).
Patientswere most commonly retired (46%) or working full-time
(37%). Almost all participants had high-speed Web access (95%)
and were regular computer users (85%).
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Table 1. Patient characteristics overall and by study arm.2

Smith et al

Characteristic All patients (N=41) Provider-initiated (n=21) Patient-initiated (n=20)
Age

Mean (Standard deviation) 66 (11.7) 66 (12.5) 65 (11.1)

Median (Range) 63 (44-90) 64 (44-90) 62 (44-88)
Gender, n (%)

Male 13 (3L.7) 6 (28.6) 7(35.0)
Race, n (%)

White 33(80.5) 16 (76.2) 17 (85.0)

Black or African American 5(12.2) 4(19.0) 1(5.0

Other 3(7.3) 1(4.7) 2(10.0)

Hispanic 5(12.2) 2(9.5) 3(15.0)
Education, n (%)

High school graduate or lower 7(17.0) 4(19.0) 3(15.0)

Attended some college 3(7.3) 2(9.5) 1(5.0

College graduate 8(19.5) 3(14.3) 5(25.0)

Any postsecondary work 23 (56.1) 12 (57.1) 11 (55.0)
Cancer type, n (%)

Breast 25 (60.9) 14 (66.7) 11 (55.0)

Prostate 8(19.5) 4(19.0) 4(20.0)

Lung 4(9.8) 1(4.8) 3(15.0)

Other 4(9.8) 2(9.5) 2(10.0)
Marital Status, n (%)

Married 24 (58.5) 13 (61.9) 11 (55.0)

Divorced or separated 4(9.8) 2(9.5) 2(10.0)

Widowed 6 (14.6) 1(4.8) 5 (25.0)

Never married 7(17.1) 5(23.8) 2(10.0)
Employment status, n (%)

Working full-time 15 (36.6) 10 (47.6) 5 (25.0)

Retired 19 (46.3) 10 (47.6) 9 (45.0)

Other 7(17.1) 1(4.8) 6 (30.0)
Current health, n (%)

Excellent 6(14.6) 5(23.8) 1(5.0)

Very good 15 (36.6) 6 (28.6) 9 (45.0)

Good 13 (3L.7) 6 (28.6) 7(35.0)

Fair 5(12.2) 4(19.0) 1(5.0)

Poor 1(2.4) 0(0) 1(5)

No response 1(2.4) 0 1
Computer access, n (%)

Dial-up or low speed 1(2.4) 1(4.7) 0(0)

High speed 39 (95.1) 19 (90.5) 20 (100.0)

No response 1(2.4) 1(4.8) 0(0)
Computer use, n (%)

Regular 35(85.4) 18(85.7) 17 (85.0)
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Characteristic All patients (N=41) Provider-initiated (n=21) Patient-initiated (n=20)
Occasional 3(7.3) 2(9.5) 1(5.0)
Rare 1(24) 0(0) 1(5.0)
Never 1(2.4) 0(0) 1(5.0)
No response 1(2.4) 1(4.8) 0
Referring clinician type
Radiation oncology 32(78.0) 17 (80.9) 15 (75.0)
Medical oncology 8(19.5) 3(14.3) 5(25.0)
Surgical oncology 1(4.9 1(4.8) 0

@\ote: individual values are rounded and may not total 100%.

Figure 1. Enrollment into survivorship care planning trial.

Enrollment

| Assessed for eligibility (n=74) |

Bxcluded (n=33)
« Not meeting inclusion criteria (n=5)

« Declined to participate (n=28)
* Otherreasons (n=0)

Randomized in=41)

l’ | Allocation l

J

Pravider-initiated Survivarship Care Plan
Builder (n=21)

« Received allocated intervention (n=21)

« Did not receive allocated intervention (n=0)

b Follow-Up l

Patient-initiated My Care Flan (n=20)
+ Received allocated intervention (n=20)
« Did nat receive allocated intervention (n=0}

Lost to follow-up (n=4)

« Did not return calls (n=4)
Discontinued intervention {n=4)
« Health related issues (n=4)

Analvsis

Lost to follow-up (n=6)

« Did net return calls (n=5)

« Change of residence (n=1)
Ciscontinued intervention (n=2)
« Family related issues (n=1)
+ Health related issues (n=1)

Analyzed (n=13)
+ Bxcluded from analysis (n=0)

After 2 months, 25 (61%) of the 41 enrolled patients provided
follow-up data. We made repeated attempts to contact enrolled
participants, except where early contacts resulted in expressed
desire for no further participation. Reasons given for not
participating in follow-up included ill health and change of
residence.

Of the 25 patients who participated in follow-up (13 in the
provider-initiated arm, 12 in the patient-initiated arm), 11 (44%)
had initiated an SCP. In the patient-initiated arm (n=20), 8
initiated a plan, with 5 of these completing the plan and 3 of
these 5 reporting that they had given the plan to their primary
care provider (PCP). In the provider-initiated arm (n=21), we
were not able to assess the number of plans started but not
completed or provided to the patient; 3 patients had received a
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Analyzed (n=12)
+ Excluded from analysis {n=0)

completed SCP by the 2-month follow-up, and 2 of these
patients reported having provided the SCP to their PCP,

Clinician Per spectiveson SCP Facilitatorsand Barriers

In the baseline qualitative interviews, clinicians noted the value
of SCPsintermsof (1) providing agood summary of treatment
and an “exit dtrategy”; (2) potential to assist patient
communication; (3) potential toincrease both patient knowledge
and a sense of empowerment; (4) utility if accurate and concise;
(5) potential to save clinician time if patient initiated; and (6)
valuable if they provide something additional to the clinical
encounter. Intotal, 10 of the 13 clinicians made some comment
in support of the concept of SCPs; 5 of these clinicians enrolled
patients and only 2 actually completed provider-initiated plans.
In the follow-up interviews, cancer providers reiterated many
of the same perspectives, including: (1) assisting withimproving
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transition of care to PCP (both coordination and
communication); (2) improving patient knowledge of long-term
effects; (3) improving patient general well-being by addressing
key concerns, (4) facilitating patient investment and
empowerment; (5) providing agood template for multispecialty
care teams; and (6) allowing the PCP to be the “ survivorship
director.” There was one clinician who questioned the value of
SCPs at both baseline and follow-up. Overall, however, the
follow-up interviews revealed 2 main areas of potential value
for clinicians: (1) improving the transition to the PCP and (2)
improving patient knowledge of potential long-term effects of
their treatment.

At baseline, clinicians noted a variety of facilitators for
successful implementation of SCPs, including that: (1) plans
must be concise and easy to use and understand; (2) there should
be a staff member (such as a clinical nurse) dedicated to the
task of delivering the plan; and (3) the timing of the plan is
important. There was considerable disagreement between
oncologists about the optimal time to initiate a SCP, some felt
that plans should be provided earlier, whereas others said that
they would like to see plans provided | ater in the care trajectory
to avoid overwhelming patients during their cancer care. The
providers also noted that patients may not be sufficiently
knowledgeable about their disease and treatment to accurately
complete the SCP sooner. Facilitators most often mentioned at
follow-up were patient engagement/motivation, having dedicated
staff, plans being concise, and use of el ectronic medical records
(EMRs) for easy access to patient treatment data between
settings.

At baseling, the primary barriers identified by the clinicians
were clinician time and patient knowledge. Ininitia interviews,
clinicians most often discussed a preference for patient-initiated
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SCPs. At follow-up, the main points highlighted by the clinicians
regarding barriers were clinician time, patient engagement or
motivation, patient knowledge, not having dedicated staff,
over-complicated plans, and the use of EMRsto the extent that
time spent inputting information reduced time available for
interaction with the patient. In addition, clinicians expressed
support for the idea that there should be strong patient buy-in
for survivorship care planning, such that there was some
perception that plans that are patient-initiated might be more
successful. Another point raised was that when plans are
patient-initiated, there is potentia for saving time for the
clinician.

Patient I nformational and Support Needs and
Preparednessfor Survivorship

Resultsfrom the CaSUN needs assessment at baselineindicated
few unmet needs (average > 2.0) in either intervention arm
(Table 2). In both the provider- and patient-initiated arms, the
areas of unmet needswere feeling like | ammanaging my health
together with the medical team, knowing that all my doctors
talk to each other to coordinate my care, and managing concerns
about the cancer coming back. In the patient-initiated arm,
additional areas of unmet need were needing local health care
services and an ongoing case manager. There was only one
statistically significant difference between arms at baseline:
needing local health care (P=.03). At follow-up, patients in
both arms continued to report unmet needs in knowing that my
doctorstalk to each other to coordinate my care and managing
concerns about the cancer coming back. Patients in the
patient-initiated arm also continued to report unmet needs in
managing my health together with the medical team, although
thiswas no longer the case for patientsin the provider-initiated
arm.
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Table 2. Cancer Survivors' Unmet Needs at baseline and follow-up by intervention arm.

Mean (Standard Deviation)? Provider-initiated Patient-initiated P valuefor differ- Provider-initiated Peatient-initiated P valuefor differ-
at baseline at baseline ences at baseline  at follow-up at follow-up ences at follow-
(n=21) (n=20) between ams®  (F13) (n=12) up between arms”

| need up to date information 1.8(0.5) 1.5(0.6) A2 1.8(0.9) 2.0(13) >.99

My family and/or partner needsin- 1.7 (0.8) 1.6 (0.7) .70 1.3(0.5) 1.6 (0.9) .70

formation relevant to them

| need information provided in a 1.6 (0.5 1.9(1.0) .66 1.6 (0.5 20(11) .56

way that | can understand

| need the very best medical care 1.8 (0.4) 2.0(0.3) A1 1.7 (0.5 2.0(0.8) 45

| needlocal health care servicesthat 1.5 (0.5) 2.1(1.0) .03 1.6 (0.5 1.9(1.4) 91

are available when | require them

| need to feel likel an managing 2.1 (0.9) 2.2(0.8) .61 1.7 (0.7) 2.3(0.9) 13

my health together with the medical

team

| need to know that all my doctors 2.2 (1.3) 26(1.2) .08 23(1.1) 29(15) .34

talk to each other to coordinate my

care

| need any complaintsregardingmy 1.8 (0.9) 2.0(1.0) 46 15(0.5) 1.6 (0.9) >.99

care to be properly addressed

I need access to complementary 1.7 (1.0 19(1.2) .69 15(0.7) 1.6 (0.9) .84

and/or aternative therapy services

| need help to reduce stressinmy 1.9 (0.9) 1.8(1.0) 46 20(11) 1.4(0.5) A5

life

| need help to manage ongoing side 1.4 (0.5) 1.8(1.1) .32 1.9(0.9 1.7 (0.7) .70

effects and/or complications of

treatment

I need help to adjust to changesin 1.8 (1.0) 20(1.2) 91 1.5(0.7) 1.5(0.7) .90

my quality of life asaresult of my

cancer

I need help with having afamily due 1.1 (0.2) 1.0(0.0) .35 1.0(0.0) 1.0(0.0) c

to fertility problems

| need assistancewith gettingand/or 1.1 (0.5) 11(0.2) .58 1.0(0.0) 1.1(0.3) .39

maintaining employment

I need help to find out about finan- 1.4 (1.0) 16(1.2) .63 1.0(0.0) 1.0(0.0) c

cial support and/or government
benefits to which | am entitled

Dueto my cancer, | need help get- 1.1 (0.2) 1.5(0.9) 12 1.0(0.0) 1.2 (0.6) .39
ting life and/or travel insurance

Dueto my cancer, | need helpac- 1.2 (0.9) 1.2(0.5) .58 1.0(0.0) 1.0 (0.0 c
cessing legal services

| need more accessible hospital 1.4(0.8) 1.8(1.2) .25 1.0(0.0) 1.2(0.4) .19
parking

I need help to manage my concerns 2.6 (1.3) 23(1.4) .34 2.3(1.3) 2.4(1.4) >.99
about the cancer coming back

| need emotional support to be pro- 1.8 (0.9) 1.5(0.8) .27 1.7(11) 1.5(0.7) 75
vided for me

I need help to know how to support 1.5 (0.8) 1.7(11) .78 1.3(0.7) 1.2(0.4) .88
my partner and/or family

| need help to deal with theimpact 1.5 (0.9) 1.6 (1.0) .96 15(0.9) 1.1(0.3) 22

that cancer has had on my relation-
ship with my partner

I need help with developing new 1.2(0.9) 1.2(0.7) >.99 1.1(0.3) 1.0(0.0) .34
relationships after my cancer
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Mean (Standard Deviation)? Provider-initiated Patient-initiated P valuefor differ- Provider-initiated Patient-initiated P valuefor differ-
at baseline at baseline ences at baseline  at follow-up at follow-up ences at follow-
(n=21) (n=20) between ams®  (N=13) (n=12) up between arms”

| need to talk to others who have 1.8(1.1) 1.6 (1.0 45 1.5(0.7) 1.4(0.7) .61

experienced cancer

| need help to handle the topic of 1.8(1.1) 15(1.0) .23 1.1(0.3) 1.4(0.7) .33

cancer in social and/or work situa-

tions

I need help to adjust to changesto 1.7 (1.0) 1.4 (0.9 13 1.5(0.9) 1.3(0.7) 54

theway | feel about my body

| need help to address problemswith 1.3 (0.8) 16(1.2) .84 1.2(0.4) 1.5(0.7) .40

my/our sex life

| need an ongoing case manager to 1.9 (1.3) 2.2(15) 57 15(1.0 1.6(1.2) >.99

whom | can go to find out about

services whenever they are needed

I need help to move onwith my life 1.7 (1.1) 1.7(12) 75 1.4(0.7) 1.4(0.7) 81

I need help to cope with changesto 1.5 (0.9) 1.3(0.7) 54 19(1.1) 1.4 (0.9) 13

my belief that nothing bad will ever

happenin my life

I need help to cope with othersnot 1.4 (0.8) 1.4 (1.0 .58 1.8(1.3) 1.0(0.0) .06

acknowledging theimpact that can-

cer has had on my life

| need help to deal with my own 1.6 (1.0 16(1.1) .96 1.9(1.3) 1.2 (0.6) .09

and/or others expectations of me as

a*“cancer survivor”

| need help to try to make decisions 1.5 (0.8) 15(11) .84 1.7(11) 1.3(0.7) 49

about my lifein the context of uncer-

tainty

I need help to explore my spiritual 1.5 (0.6) 1.3(0.6) 27 1.1(0.3) 1.1(0.3) >.99

beliefs

I need help to make my lifecount 1.3 (0.5) 1.5(0.9) 74 1.2(0.4) 1.3(0.7) .96

3\lean scores with 1=no need, 2=met need, 3=weak unmet need, 4=moderate unmet need, 5=strong unmet need.

bp values for Wilcoxon rank-sum tests for differences in scores between intervention arms separately at baseline and follow-up.
CFor this question, all patients reported the same answer at follow-up, so there is no P value to compute.

In terms of changes on the CaSUN from baseline to follow-up
(Table 3), patientsin the provider-initiated arm had statistically
significant improvement on family/partner needing informatio
n (mean change: 0.5; P=.04), handling the topic of cancer in
social/work situations (mean change: 0.8; P=.03), and exploring
spiritual beliefs (mean change: 0.6; P=.04). None of the changes
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within the patient-initiated arm were statistically significant.
There was one statistically significant difference in change
between treatment arms: needing help managing my concerns
about cancer improved by 0.3 in the provider-initiated arm but
worsened by 0.7 in the patient-initiated arm (P=.03).
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Table 3. Cancer Survivors' Unmet Needs change from baseline to follow-up by intervention arm.

Smith et al

Mean (Standard Deviation) Change®in Pvaluefor change  change?in patient- P valuefor change P value for differ-
provider-initisted ~ Within provider- jnitiated arm within patient-initi- ~ ences in change
arm (n=13) initiated arm® (n=12) ated arm® between arms®

| need up to date information 0(0.9 >.99 0.4 (1.0) .34 37

My family and/or partner needsinforma- -0.5 (0.5) .04 -0.1(0.5) 77 A1

tion relevant to them

| need information provided in away that —0.1 (0.6) a7 0.3(1.5) .58 74

| can understand

| need the very best medical care -0.3(0.5) 15 -0.1(0.6) 77 45

| need local health care servicesthat are 0.1 (0.6) a7 -0.3(1.1) 48 .23

available when | require them

| need to feel like | am managing my -0.4(0.7) A3 0.3(1.0) 41 A1

health together with the medical team

| need to know that all my doctorstalk to  —0.1 (1.2) .89 0.4(1.1) .28 37

each other to coordinate my care

I need any complaints regarding my care —0.2 (0.6) 42 -0.4(0.8) .20 72

to be properly addressed

| need access to complementary and/or 0.0(0.9) >.99 -05(1.2) .27 45

aternative therapy services

I need help to reduce stressin my life 02(1.1) .59 -0.1(0.8) .85 .82

| need help to manage ongoing side effects 0.3 (1.0) .37 0.0(1.3) .82 .82

and/or complications of treatment

| need help to adjust to changesin my -0.1(0.7) a7 -0.1(1.3) >.99 .82

quality of life asaresult of my cancer

| need help with having afamily dueto 0.0 (0.0) d 0.0 (0.0) d d

fertility problems

| need assistance with getting and/or 0.0 (0.0) d 0.0 (0.5) >.99 >.99

maintaining employment

I need help to find out about financial 0.0 (0.0) d -0.5(1.0) 37 19

support and/or government benefits to

which | am entitled

Dueto my cancer, | need help getting life —0.1 (0.3) >.99 -0.5(1.0) 37 .56

and/or travel insurance

Dueto my cancer, | need help accessing 0.0 (0.0) d -0.3(0.7) 37 19

legal services

I need more accessible hospital parking  —0.3 (0.7) 37 -0.2 (0.6) 42 .93

I need help to manage my concernsabout -0.3 (0.5) 15 0.7 (1.2 .09 .03

the cancer coming back

| need emotional support to be provided 0.0 (0.7) >.99 0.1(0.9) >.99 a7

for me

I need help to know how to support my ~ -0.3 (0.7) .37 -05(1.1) .27 .97

partner and/or family

| need help to deal with theimpact that ~ -0.2 (0.4) .35 -0.5(0.8) 17 .60

cancer has had on my relationship with

my partner

| need help with developing new relation- 0.1 (0.3) >.99 -0.3(0.9) >.99 A9

ships after my cancer

| need to talk to others who have experi-  -0.3 (0.7) .23 -0.1(0.8) .85 .39

enced cancer

I need help to handle the topic of cancer  -0.8 (0.8) .03 -0.2(0.6) 42 .08

in social and/or work situations

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/

RenderX

JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 [e12 | p.63
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Smith et al

Mean (Standard Deviation) Change®in Pvaluefor change  Change?inpatient- P valuefor change P valuefor differ-
provider-initiated within provider- initiated arm within patient-initi-  encesin change
arm (n=13) initiated arm® (n=12) ated arm® between arms®

| need help to adjust to changestotheway -0.2 (1.0) 71 -0.4(0.8) .20 .81

| feel about my body

| need help to address problems with -0.2(0.4) .35 -0.2(1.3) 71 .57

my/our sex life

| need an ongoing case manager towhom -0.5(1.1) .20 -0.6(1.1) A1 .79

| can go to find out about services when-

ever they are needed

| need help to move on with my life 0.0(0.7) >.99 -0.3(0.9) >.99 .69

| need help to cope with changestomy 0.0 (0.7) >.99 0.3(1.0) .59 .72

belief that nothing bad will ever happen

inmy life

I need help to cope with others not ac- 0.2(1.2 .85 -0.3(0.7) .37 46

knowledging the impact that cancer has

had on my life

| need help to deal with my ownand/or 0.1 (1.5) >.99 -0.2(1.0) 71 .68

others expectations of me asa* cancer

survivor”

| need help to try to make decisionsabout  -0.1 (0.6) 77 -0.2(0.8) .59 >.99

my life in the context of uncertainty

I need help to explore my spiritual beliefs -0.6 (0.5) .04 -0.2(0.8) .59 A7

I need help to make my life count -0.1(0.6) 77 -0.1(1.2) >.99 .75

3positive mean changes indicate more unmet needs; negative mean changes indicate less unmet need.
bp values for Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for change from baseline to follow-up within intervention arm, among patients with data at follow-up only.
P valuesfor Wilcoxon rank-sum tests for differencesin the change from baseline to follow-up between intervention arms (interaction), among patients

with data at follow-up only.

9ror this question, all patients reported the same answer at baseline and follow-up, so thereis no P value to compute.

Table 4 presentsthe CaSUN positive change items descriptively
a baseline and follow-up by intervention arm. In the
provider-initiated arm, the most frequently endorsed positive
outcome at baselinewas growing asa person (n=12 of 21; 57%).
At follow-up, 9 of 13 (69%) endorsed growing as a person and
also benefiting from contact with other cancer survivors/families
as positive outcomes. In the patient-initiated arm, appreciating
relationships with others more was most frequently endorsed
at baseline (n=12 of 20; 60%) and at follow-up (n=7 of 12;
58%).

On the PLANS (Table 5), patients in both arms reported high
survivorship knowledge and confidence. Ten of the first 11
items from the PLANS had mean scores =3.0, indicating that
participants were between “ agree” and “ strongly agree” on each
of the items. The only items with a mean <3.0 were knowing
what to expect over the next year (mean 2.9 in the
provider-initiated group) and communication with PCP (mean
2.9 in the patient-initiated group). Similarly, patients in both
study arms reported high scores, on average, on the 5
“confidence” PLANS items (1=not at all confident;

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/

10=extremely confident). In both study arms, mean scoreswere
lowest for health care providers communicating well (8.4
provider-initiated and 7.4 patient-initiated) and highest for going
to follow-up appointments (9.7 provider-initiated and 9.9
patient-initiated). There were no datistically significant
differences in mean scores by intervention arm at baseline.

We aso found no statistically significant differencesin mean
scores by intervention arm at follow-up. Again, aimost all of
the 11 knowledge items had mean scores >23.0. Among patients
with follow-up in the provider-initiated group, the 2 itemswith
mean scores <3.0 were being clear on normal symptoms (2.9)
and knowing symptomsto look for (2.8). Among patients with
follow-up in the patient-initiated group, the 2 items with mean
scores <3.0 were communication among cancer care providers
(2.8) and communication with PCP (2.7). For the 5 confidence
items, scores ranged from 7.6-9.7 in the provider-initiated arm
and 7.7-9.8 in the patient-initiated arm, with the sameitem rated
lowest (health care providers communicating well) and highest
(going to follow-up appointments) in both groups, similar to
baseline.
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Table 4. Cancer Survivors' Unmet Needs positive change items at baseline and follow-up by intervention arm.

Smith et al

baseline (n=20)

Provider-initiated at ~ Patient-initiated at
follow-up (n=13) follow-up (n=12)

n (%) Provider-initiated at  Petient-initiated at
baseline (n=21)

I have benefited from contact with other cancer survivors and/or their families
Yes, but | have always been like this 5(23.8) 2(10.0)
Yes, this has been a positive outcome 11 (52.4) 10 (50.0)
No, and | would like help to achieve this 2(9.5) 3(15.0)
No, and thisis not important to me 3(14.3) 5(25.0)

| focus more on things that are important to me
Yes, but | have always been like this 10 (47.6) 9(45.0)
Yes, this has been a positive outcome 9(42.9) 9(45.0)
No, and | would like help to achieve this 0(0) 1(5.0)
No, and thisis not important to me 2(9.5) 1(5.0

| realize how preciouslifeis
Yes, but | have always been like this 14 (66.7) 10 (50.0)
Yes, this has been a positive outcome 6 (28.6) 9(45.0)
No, and | would like help to achieve this 0(0) 0(0)
No, and thisis not important to me 1(4.8) 1(5.0)

| have made lots of positive changesin my life
Yes, but | have always been like this 10 (47.6) 3(15.0
Yes, this has been a positive outcome 6 (28.6) 8(40.0)
No, and | would like help to achieve this 2(9.5 4(20.0)
No, and thisis not important to me 3(14.3) 5(25.0)

| have grown as a person
Yes, but | have always been like this 7(33.3) 5(25.0)
Yes, this has been a positive outcome 12 (57.1) 10 (50.0)
No, and | would like help to achieve this 1(4.8) 0(0)
No, and thisis not important to me 1(4.8) 5(25.0)

| appreciate my relationships with others more
Yes, but | have always been like this 11 (52.4) 7(35.0)
Yes, this has been a positive outcome 9(42.9) 12 (60.0)
No, and | would like help to achieve this 1(4.8) 0(0)
No, and thisis not important to me 0(0) 1(5.0

1(7.7)
9(69.2)
1(7.7)

2(15.4)

5(38.5)
7(53.8)
0(0)
1(7.7)

9(69.2)
3(23.1)
0(0)
1(7.7)

5(38.5)
5(38.5)
1(7.7)

2(15.4)

3(23.1)
9(69.2)
0(0)
1(7.7)

5(38.5)
8 (61.5)
0(0)
0(0)

2(16.7)
6 (50.0)
1(8.3)

3(25.0)

6 (50.0)
5(41.7)
1(8.3)
0(0)

6 (50.0)
6 (50.0)
0(0)
0(0)

2(16.7)
4(33.3)
2(16.7)
4(33.3)

4(33.3)
5(41.7)
0(0)

3(25.0)

4(333)
7(58.3)
0(0)
1(8.3)
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Table5. Preparing for Life asa (New) Survivor Scale at baseline and follow-up by intervention arm.

Mean (Standard Deviation)? Provider-initiat- Petient-initiated P valuefor dif- Provider-initi- Petient-initiated P valuefor differ-
ed at baseline  at baseline ferences at ated at follow- at follow-up ences at follow-
(n=21) (n=20) baseline be- up (n=13) (n=12) up between ame

tween arms”

I know which health care providerstocall 3.6 (0.7) 3.6(0.6) >.99 35(0.7) 35(0.7) a7

with questions about my cancer and its

treatment

| am clear which health care providersto 3.5 (0.6) 3.5(0.6) .88 3.3(0.8) 35(0.7) .66

call if I have questions about symptoms

| am clear what symptoms are normal for 3.1 (0.7) 3.2(0.6) 49 2.9(0.6) 3.2(0.8) 37

me to experience

I know what symptoms or problems | 3.1(0.7) 3.1(0.7) .94 2.8(0.6) 3.2(0.6) A1

should be looking for

| know how frequently | should be having 3.4 (0.6) 3.3(0.6) .53 3.4(0.5) 3.2(0.8) .56

appointments for follow-up care

| am always clear about the purposeof my 3.3 (0.7) 3.4(0.6) .79 3.4 (0.5) 35(0.7) .65

visits

| know what tests are part of my follow- 3.0 (0.8) 3.1(0.8) a7 3.3(0.6) 3.2(0.8) .73

up care

| know other things| needtodototake 3.3 (0.6) 3.1(0.7) 54 3.2(0.6) 3.6 (0.5) .10

the best care of myself

The hedlth care providerswho treat me 3.2 (0.9) 3.1(1.0) .83 3.3(0.5) 2.8(1.0) .28

for cancer communicate well with each

other

The hedlth care providerswho treat me 3.3 (0.7) 29(1.0) 31 3.0(0.5) 2.7(1.0) 46

for cancer communicate well with my

primary care/family provider

| feel prepared for what to expect over the 2.9 (0.8) 3.0(0.7) .97 3.1(0.5) 3.0(0.9) .97

next year

Mean (SD)?

You will call or ask questions of your 8.8(1.5) 8.8(2.0) 72 8.9(15) 8.6 (2.7) 45

health care providers when you need to

Youwill goto all your follow-up appoint- 9.7 (0.7) 9.9(0.2 .09 9.7 (0.6) 9.8 (0.6) 45

ments

You will do what you needtodototake 9.2 (1.0) 8.9 (1.6) .85 8.9(1.0) 9.2(1.2) .50

the best care of yourself

Your health care providerswill communi- 8.4 (1.9) 7.4(2.5) .18 76(1.2) 7.7(2.7) 41

cate well with each other during the next

year

There isawell-coordinated plan for your 8.7 (1.4) 8.3(2.5) .79 8.0(1.4) 8.2(2.9) A5

cancer care

3 =gtrongly disagree to 4=strongly agree.
b1=not at all confident to 10=extremely confident.

P values for Wilcoxon rank-sum tests for differencesin scores between intervention arms separately at baseline and follow-up.

Changes on the PLANS tended to be small in both groups (Table
6). The greatest worsening was seen in the provider-initiated
group whose confidence that their health care providers will
communicate well decreased by an average of 1.2 points
(P=.01). This change was statistically significantly different

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/

from the 0.1 point improvement in the patient-initiated arm
(P=.04 for between-group difference). No other within-group
changes were dtatigtically significant in either the
provider-initiated or patient-initiated arm, nor were there any
other statistically significant differences between arms.
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Table 6. Preparing for Life asa (New) Survivor survey change from baseline to follow-up by intervention arm.

& Change®in provider-initiated arm (n=13) P valuefor change  change?in patient- P valuefor change P valuefor differ-

within provider-  jnitiated arm within patient-initi-  encesin change by
initiated arm® (n=12) ated arm® arm®

Knowledge items
| know which hedlth care providersto 0.0 (0.6) >.99 -0.3(0.7) .23 .28
call with questions about my cancer and
its treatment
| am clear which health care providers  -0.2 (0.7) 48 -0.2(0.8) 48 .92
to cal if | have questions about symp-
toms
| am clear what symptoms are normal -0.2(0.7) 48 0.0(0.5) >.99 51
for me to experience
| know what symptoms or problems! ~ -0.2(0.7) 34 0.1(0.5) 77 .28
should be looking for
| know how frequently | should be hav- 0.0 (0.7) >.99 -0.1(0.9) .85 .95
ing appointments for follow-up care
| am always clear about the purpose of 0.0 (0.6) >.99 -0.1(0.5) 77 72
my visits
| know what tests are part of my follow- 0.5 (0.9) .10 0.0(1.0 >.99 21
up care
| know other things | need to do to take 0.0 (0.8) >.99 0.3(0.8) .30 .30
the best care of myself
The health care providerswho treat me  -0.1 (0.5) a7 -05(1.2) .34 .50
for cancer communicate well with each
other
The health care providerswho treat me  -0.1 (0.4) >.99 -0.1(0.7) a7 >.99
for cancer communicate well with my
primary care/family provider
| feel prepared for what to expect over 0.0 (0.8) >.99 -0.2(0.8) .59 51
the next year

Confidenceitems
You will call or ask questionsof your 0.2 (0.4) .35 -0.7 (2.8) .79 .94
health care providers when you need to
Youwill gotoall your follow-up appoint- 0.1 (0.8) .85 -0.1(0.3) >.99 .68
ments
You will do what you need to do to take -0.2 (1.5) 72 -0.2(0.8) .59 .64
the best care of yourself
Your health care providerswill commu- -1.2 (1.2) .01 0.1(3.3) .63 .04
nicate well with each other during the
next year
Thereisawell-coordinated plan for your -0.6 (1.5) .16 -0.6 (2.5) .28 74
cancer care

8ppsitive mean changes indicate improvement; negative mean changes indicate worsening.
5p values for Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for change from baseline to follow-up within intervention arm, among patients with data at follow-up only.

P valuesfor Wilcoxon rank-sum tests for differencesin the change from baseline to follow-up between intervention arms (interaction), among patients
with data at follow-up only.

. . . emotional impacts of cancer, including depression, fatigue,
Patient Perspectlves on the Benefits of SCPsand SCP anxiety, and fear. Some expressed emotions rel ated to concerns
Implementation about recurrence, and there were some descriptions of physical
In qudlitative interviews conducted at follow-up, patients impactssuch aspain. Eventhosewhoinitially described cancer
expressed ongoing needs related to information and support,  asnonimpactful tended to describewaysinwhichit had affected
with almost all of those interviewed describing some ongoing  them astheinterview unfolded. Several patients expressed some
negative impact of cancer in their lives. Patients discussed the  belief that the SCP would improve communication that would
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in turn help to address these concerns: It would be a tool to
communicate issues better. My biggest fear is that | know
nothing about medicine. (#27, My Care Plan; All quotes
included are illustrative of broader themes to emerge from
review of the patient interviews unlessiit is specifically noted
that an idea came from just one person.)

One element of the SCP process that was seen as particularly
attractive and useful for patientswas “ having everything in one
place” as a “quick reference document.” In general, patients
seemed to like how plans made connections to health concerns
other than their cancer, although not all interviewees understood
why noncancer information was included on the plan. The
patients who were interviewed at follow-up expressed almost
universal confidence in their ability to get the care that they
needed in the coming months and years. This group of patients
tended to portray themselves as proactive and involved in the
management of their health and health care. In some cases,
patients described already having been engaged in information
gathering and maintenance, but expressed that the SCP further
facilitated this process. In addition to their own capacity and
the value that the SCP provided, patients explained their
confidence about future care with referenceto their family given
the quality of their health insurance and their health care
providers. The SCP was seen as helping patients to identify
“whoto goto” and “who isresponsiblefor what” asthey moved
beyond acute treatment. | am 100% certain that | will be able
to handle it. Whether | do it according to someone's protocol
isanother matter | will handle it to the best of my ability. Asa
former journalist and researcher, | am certain that | will do my
research and tap all of the sources. (#35, My Care Plan); | feel
good about it but | feel that | have to be an active participant
in getting it. | have to be an active advocate—actively involved
in advocating for myself. The care plan will absolutely help
with this. (#28, SCP Builder)

For the process of plan completion, severa participants
articulated that either putting together the plan or even simply
receiving it had served to educate them about their cancer and
the care received and to provide useful information that they
may not have even realized they were lacking. When we asked
about the potential value of the plan for improving
communication with one's PCP, patients described having
existing, functional relationships with their PCPs. Patients did
not mention the Web-based format of the SCP as being
problematic. Their responses varied in relation to the question
about whether or not they had shared their planswith their PCP,
but generally patients expressed the opinion that theinformation
provided and the format in which it was provided would be
helpful in their communication with their PCP. Even patients
who had not yet shared their plans with their PCP generally
expressed an intention to do so. One reason provided for why
they might not share a plan was that the PCP was perceived as
being too busy to havetimeto deal with the SCP. Some patients
were unsure as to whether they (or someone else) had shared
the SCP with their PCP, and others expressed some uncertainty
as to whether their oncologist or their internist would now act
astheir PCP. Patients were not universally confident that PCPs
had the necessary expertise to manage their care: one patient
expressed concern that their PCP would not be familiar enough

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/
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with the anemia associated with his radiation treatment to
effectively treat him.

In line with much of what the clinicians discussed, the timing
of plan provision emerged as an important issue with patients,
with several expressing a desire to have the plan earlier in the
process. Several patients also noted that the plans seemed to be
more summeative than forward looking (planning), and some
raised questions about how the plan might be updated over time.
It would have been really helpful to have more information up
front. (#25, My Care Plan); The only question that | would have
is how it gets updated over time. Does it get updated if things
change? Medications? Therapy that | am undergoing... Isit a
document that stands on its own? Is it reviewed annually? |
don't know anything about that. It isnot a static document. (#23,
SCP Builder)

In terms of content, most patients expressed satisfaction with
the information provided. Areas for additional content
mentioned by 1 or 2 patientsincluded diet, contact information
for specialists and information on clinical trias. A few
mentioned aspects of theinformation provided that they did not
understand; the one specific example provided was the idea of
“ongoing toxicities” There was also a potential concern
expressed about the accuracy of the content provided by the
providers completing the form.

Discussion

Principal Findings

In this mixed-methods study, we evaluated 2 models of
Web-based survivorship care planning in the real-world context
of 2 academically-affiliated, community hospitals. This study
provides preliminary evidence of the feasibility and perceived
value of 2 SCP templates, as well as possibly informing the
design and implementation of future, larger studies. The
combined qualitative and quantitative data provide important
insights regarding the feasibility and value of the 2 SCP
templates tested here, as well as survivorship care planning in
general.

In terms of feasibility, a number of chalenges emerged,
irrespective of the study arm. First, the somewhat limited
participation of eligible oncologists in this research initiative
(33%) suggests that the imminent Commission on Cancer
accreditation standards[17] do not provide asufficient incentive
for many oncologists to develop systems for survivorship care
planning, nor does the Web-based nature or potentia
patient-initiated structure overcome existing barriers. Birken et
al [18] identify the resources necessary for the use of SCPs as
aconsiderable barrier to their implementation; this study does
not suggest that such resource barriers are easily overcome by
the mere availability of patient- or provider-initiated templates.
Therewas higher engagement in the study (overall andinterms
of actualy referring patients) by radiation oncol ogists compared
with other clinical specialties, possibly indicating an opportunity
for targeted SCP initiatives. In the initial month of the study, it
became clear that oncol ogists and their staff were experiencing
considerable difficulty inidentifying eligible patients for study
purposes. As a result, the research team played an active role
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in recruiting patients, but such approaches are not sustainable
for real-world applications. Even with the additional research
team support for recruitment, only 5 of the 13 participating
clinicians enrolled patients in the study, suggesting possible
challenges in identifying eligible patients and engaging them
in the process of Web-based survivorship care planning. Finally,
at follow-up, fewer than half of the patients from whom we
were able to collect data had access to any SCP document
(including incomplete plans from the patient-initiated arm).
Participantsin the patient-initiated arm were morelikely to have
a SCP, if oneincluded an initiated (but not completed) SCP.

Our study reveals a need for explicit consideration of how
preparing and delivering the SCP should be integrated into
existing practices and routines of care provision. This finding
issupported by the assertion made by Keesing, McNamara, and
Rosenwax [6] that there is much work to be done to resolve the
practical issuesin developing and delivering Web-based SCPs
that originate with the provider or the patient. If the goal isthat
every patient completing acute treatment for cancer should have
an SCP, then it isimportant to acknowledge that completing an
SCP can be complex and requires a considerable amount of
time and resources [18,19]. Effort should be spent identifying
strategiesfor enabling providers and their staff to be reimbursed
for the time that it takesto either prepare and provide the SCP
or to complete aplan that isinitiated by the patient. One possible
way to reduce the time burden is to look for ways that SCP
templates can be integrated into EMRs and/or cancer registries
such that some or much of the information is auto-popul ated.

These findings aso inform our understanding of the value of
survivorship care planning. The Web-based nature of the 2 SCP
modalities did not emerge as problematic, but nor was this
sufficient to overcome the feasibility challenges of providing
SCPs. Although both providers and patients generally supported
the importance of SCPs during the qualitative interviews, data
from the CaSUN and PLANS questionnaires at baseline
demonstrated that the patients who enrolled in the study had
relatively few unmet needs and high perceived knowledge of
and confidence about survivorship. However, the areas rated
lowest at baseline were issues that SCPs aim to address,
including communi cation within the cancer care team and with
the patient and knowing what to expect after treatment
completion. In addition, at thetime of transition, survivors may
not know what they do not know. For example, follow-up scores
were statistically significantly worse in the provider-initiated
group regarding confidence health providerswill communicate
well with each other. In astudy of SCPsfor endometrial cancer
survivors in the Netherlands, Nicolaije et a [20] found that
patients in the SCP arm had more concerns, reported more
symptoms, and experienced a greater emotional impact than
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control patients. Survivorship care planning may create
awareness of issues that had not previously existed and
uncertainty may emerge as time passes from the end of
treatment. Cheung et a [21] noted that both patients and
physicians may have areason to avoid engaging in survivorship
care planning discussions because of the difficult issues about
long-term impacts of cancer and possible psychosocial
challengesto survivorship. It is possible that this contributesto
ambivalence on the part of physicians to prioritize SCP
provision, at least for some patients, although thisisnot directly
observable from our data.

In interpreting these findings, it is important to note that the
2-month follow-up was designed to evaluate delivery of the
plan, not the impact of it on the secondary patient-reported
outcome measures. This study was conducted in only 2 hospitals
and isintended to provide preliminary evidence of the feasibility
and possible value of these 2 Web-based survivorship care
planning approaches and to inform the design of larger studies.
The sample size was determined based on feasibility and the
analysis of the quantitative data intended to inform power
calculations for future studies. However, given the small
numbers, the results should be applied cautiously if used to
support power calculations. Statistically significant P values
should be interpreted with caution, given the large number of
tests performed. Because randomization occurred at the patient
level, with providers managing patients in both study arms, it
may have been more difficult for providersto establish standard
processes than if they had only had to address one approach to
survivorship care planning. We did not collect any
patient-specific datain our follow-up interviewswith clinicians,
and we therefore are not able to explore whether plans were
initiated (or completed), but not delivered to some patients in
the provider-initiated arm. Future studies should capture
process-specific datato better determine specific places or issues
where any system to get SCPs to patients meets difficulties.

Conclusion

Strengths of this study include collection of both quantitative
and qualitative data from both patients and providers in 2
academically-affiliated, community hospitals. Furthermore, we
used a randomized design to compare 2 SCP templates. The
findings of this study provide preliminary evidence regarding
the advantages and di sadvantages of the 2 Web-based templ ates,
as well as issues with survivorship care planning in general,
and can inform future research in larger populationswith longer
follow-up. In summary, the findings of this study suggest that
the primary barriers to survivorship care planning are not the
templates (the forms), but rather the processes for completing
SCPs (the function).

This study was supported by the Journey Forward consortium through contracts from Anthem and Genentech with the Johns
Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health. Drs. Smith and Snyder are members of the Sidney Kimmel Comprehensive Cancer
Center at Johns Hopkins (P30 CA 006973). All aspectsof thisresearch, including the design and conduct of the study and analysis

of resulting data, are solely those of the authors.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/

JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 [e12 | p.69
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Smith et al

Conflictsof Interest
None declared.

Multimedia Appendix 1
Journey Forward Care Plan Builder Template.

[PDF File (Adobe PDF File), IMB - cancer_v2i2e12 appl.pdf ]

Multimedia Appendix 2
Journey Forward My Care Plan Template.

[PDE File (Adobe PDF File), IMB - cancer_v2i2e12_app2.pdf ]

Multimedia Appendix 3
CONSORT-EHEALTH checklist V1.6.2 [21].

[PDE File (Adobe PDF File), 735KB - cancer_v2i2e12_app3.pdf |

References

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Hewitt ME, Greenfield S, Stovall E. From cancer patient to cancer survivor: Lost in transition. Washington, DC: National
Academies Press; 2006.

Kantsiper M, McDonald EL, Geller G, Shockney L, Snyder C, Wolff AC. Transitioning to breast cancer survivorship:
perspectives of patients, cancer specialists, and primary care providers. JGen Intern Med 2009 Nov;24(Suppl 2):S459-3466
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11606-009-1000-2] [Medline: 19838851]

Grunfeld E, Julian JA, Pond G, Maunsell E, Coyle D, Folkes A, et al. Evaluating survivorship care plans: results of a
randomized, clinical trial of patients with breast cancer. J Clin Oncol 2011 Dec 20;29(36):4755-4762 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2011.36.8373] [Medline: 22042959]

Hershman DL, Greenlee H, Awad D, Kalinsky K, Maurer M, Kranwinkel G, et al. Randomized controlled trial of a
clinic-based survivorship intervention following adjuvant therapy in breast cancer survivors. Breast Cancer Res Treat 2013
Apr;138(3):795-806. [doi: 10.1007/s10549-013-2486-1] [Medline: 23542954]

Parry C, Kent EE, Forsythe LP, Alfano CM, Rowland JH. Can't see the forest for the care plan: a call to revisit the context
of care planning. J Clin Oncol 2013 Jul 20;31(21):2651-2653 [ FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2012.48.4618] [Medline:
23796989]

Keesing S, McNamaraB, Rosenwax L. Cancer survivors' experiences of using survivorship care plans: a systematic review
of qualitative studies. J Cancer Surviv 2015 Jun;9(2):260-268 [ FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11764-014-0407-x] [Medline;
25343971]

Klemanski D, Browning K, Kue J. Survivorship care plan preferences of cancer survivors and health care providers: a
systematic review and quality appraisal of the evidence. J Cancer Surviv 2016 Feb;10(1):71-86. [doi:
10.1007/s11764-015-0452-0] [Medline: 25911150]

Smith TJ, Snyder C. Isit time for (survivorship care) plan B? J Clin Oncol 2011 Dec 20;29(36):4740-4742 [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2011.38.8397] [Medline: 22042961]

Forsythe LP, Parry C, Alfano CM, Kent EE, Leach CR, Haggstrom DA, et a. Use of survivorship care plansin the United
States: associations with survivorship care. JNatl Cancer Inst 2013 Oct 16;105(20):1579-1587 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1093/jnci/djt258] [Medline: 24096621]

Mayer DK, Nekhlyudov L, Snyder CF, Merrill JK, Wollins DS, Shulman LN. American Society of Clinical Oncology
clinical expert statement on cancer survivorship care planning. J Oncol Pract 2014 Nov;10(6):345-351. [doi:
10.1200/J0P.2014.001321] [Medline: 25316025]

Livestrong. Livestrong Care Plan URL: http://www.livestrongcareplan.org/ [accessed 2016-06-28] [WebCite Cache ID
6ic194m0J]

Journey Forward. 2016. URL: http://www.journeyforward.org/ [accessed 2016-04-05] [WebCite Cache ID 6gWwVepAP)
Eysenbach G, Consort-EHEALTHGroup. CONSORT-EHEALTH: improving and standardizing evaluation reports of
Web-based and mobile health interventions. JMed I nternet Res 2011;13(4):e126 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.1923]
[Medline: 22209829]

Hodgkinson K, Butow P, Hunt GE, Pendlebury S, Hobbs KM, Lo SK, et a. The development and eval uation of a measure
to assess cancer survivors unmet supportive care needs: the CaSUN (Cancer Survivors Unmet Needs measure).
Psychooncology 2007 Sep;16(9):796-804. [doi: 10.1002/pon.1137] [Medline: 17177268]

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e12 | p.70

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cancer_v2i2e12_app1.pdf&filename=0785a7e4c2b167c758929c72d613601b.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cancer_v2i2e12_app1.pdf&filename=0785a7e4c2b167c758929c72d613601b.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cancer_v2i2e12_app2.pdf&filename=ef68a4fe85030d0f9a35102c9ad53b71.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cancer_v2i2e12_app2.pdf&filename=ef68a4fe85030d0f9a35102c9ad53b71.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cancer_v2i2e12_app3.pdf&filename=2046d726578df3b3e48ebf8da9be6dd5.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=cancer_v2i2e12_app3.pdf&filename=2046d726578df3b3e48ebf8da9be6dd5.pdf
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/19838851
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-009-1000-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19838851&dopt=Abstract
http://jco.ascopubs.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=22042959
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2011.36.8373
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22042959&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10549-013-2486-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23542954&dopt=Abstract
http://jco.ascopubs.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=23796989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2012.48.4618
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23796989&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25343971
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11764-014-0407-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25343971&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11764-015-0452-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25911150&dopt=Abstract
http://jco.ascopubs.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=22042961
http://jco.ascopubs.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=22042961
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2011.38.8397
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22042961&dopt=Abstract
http://jnci.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=24096621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djt258
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24096621&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JOP.2014.001321
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25316025&dopt=Abstract
http://www.livestrongcareplan.org/
http://www.webcitation.org/6ic194m0J
http://www.webcitation.org/6ic194m0J
http://www.journeyforward.org/
http://www.webcitation.org/6gWwVepAP
http://www.jmir.org/2011/4/e126/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.1923
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22209829&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pon.1137
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17177268&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Smith et al

15. DunnR, Crowley S, Janz N, Jagielski C, Bredlin T, Diehl K. Impact of a Transition Visit on Addressing Quality of Life
and Readiness to Assume Greater Self-Management Among Breast Cancer Survivors. Psycho-Oncology 2011;20(Suppl
1):S91. [doi: 10.1111/j.1755-148X.2011.01915.x]

16. R-project. 2016. R: A language and environment for statistical computing URL : https.//www.R-project.org/ [accessed
2016-07-08] [WebCite Cache ID 6ir2kONPW]

17.  American College of Surgeons. FACS. 2014 Sep 9. Accreditation Committee Clarifications for Standard 3.3 Survivorship
Care Plan URL : https.//www.facs.org/publications/newsl etters/coc-source/speci al-source/standard33 [ accessed 2016-04-05]
[WebCite Cache ID 6gWwkrDkV]

18. Birken SA, Mayer DK, Weiner BJ. Survivorship Care Plans. prevalence and barriersto use. JCancer Educ 2013;28:290-296.
[Medline: 19351400]

19. Dulko D, Pace CM, Dittus KL, Sprague BL, Pollack LA, Hawkins NA, et a. Barriers and facilitators to implementing
cancer survivorship care plans. Oncol Nurs Forum 2013 Nov;40(6):575-580 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1188/13.ONFE.575-580]
[Medline: 24161636]

20. NicolaijeKA, Ezendam NP, VosMC, Pijnenborg JM, Boll D, BossEA, et a. Impact of an Automatically Generated Cancer
Survivorship Care Plan on Patient-Reported Outcomesin Routine Clinical Practice: Longitudinal Outcomesof aPragmatic,
Cluster Randomized Trial. J Clin Oncol 2015 Nov 1;33(31):3550-3559. [doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2014.60.3399] [Medline:
26304900]

21. Cheung WY, Neville BA, Cameron DB, Cook EF, Earle CC. Comparisons of patient and physician expectations for cancer
survivorship care. JClin Oncol 2009 May 20;27(15):2489-2495 [ FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1200/JC0.2008.20.3232] [Medline:
19332716]

Abbreviations

CaSUN: Cancer Survivor’'s Unmet Needs
EMR: electronic medical records

IOM: Institute of Medicine

PLANS: Preparing for Life asa (New) Survivor
PCP: primary care provider

SCP: Survivorship Care Plan

Edited by K Eddens; submitted 06.05.16; peer-reviewed by LA Faul, D Vollmer Dahlke, H Wu; comments to author 27.05.16; revised
version received 08.07.16; accepted 24.07.16; published 30.08.16.

Please cite as:

Smith KC, Tolbert E, Hannum SM, Radhakrishnan A, Zorn K, Blackford A, Greco S, Smith K, Shyder CF

Comparing Web-Based Provider-Initiated and Patient-Initiated Survivorship Care Planning for Cancer Patients: A Randomized
Controlled Trial

JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):e12

URL.: http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/

doi: 10.2196/cancer.5947

PMID: 28410187

©Katherine Clegg Smith, Elliott Tolbert, Susan M Hannum, Archana Radhakrishnan, Kelsey Zorn, Amanda Blackford, Stephen
Greco, Karen Smith, Claire F Snyder. Originally published in IMIR Cancer (http://cancer.jmir.org), 30.08.2016. This is an
open-access  article  distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons  Attribution License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the origina work, first published in IMIR Cancer, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, alink to
the original publication on http://cancer.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e12 | p.71
(page number not for citation purposes)

RenderX


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-148X.2011.01915.x
https://www.R-project.org/
http://www.webcitation.org/6ir2k0NPW
https://www.facs.org/publications/newsletters/coc-source/special-source/standard33
http://www.webcitation.org/6gWwkrDkV
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19351400&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24161636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1188/13.ONF.575-580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24161636&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2014.60.3399
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26304900&dopt=Abstract
http://jco.ascopubs.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=19332716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2008.20.3232
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19332716&dopt=Abstract
http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e12/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.5947
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28410187&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER Fazzino et a

Original Paper

Alcohol Intake Among Breast Cancer Survivors: Change in Alcohol
Use During a Weight Management Intervention

Tera L Fazzino', PhD; Kimberly Fleming?, PhD; Christie Befort*, PhD

1Department of Preventive Medicine and Public Health, University of Kansas Medical Center, Kansas City, KS, United States
2Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, University of Kansas Medical Center, Kansas City, KS, United States

Corresponding Author:

TeraL Fazzino, PhD

Department of Preventive Medicine and Public Health
University of Kansas Medical Center

3901 Rainbow Boulevard

Kansas City, KS

United States

Phone: 1 9135883030

Fax: 1 9135882780

Email: tfazzino@kumc.edu

Abstract

Background: Daily alcohol intake in quantities as small as half a drink/day significantly increases the risk of breast cancer
recurrence for postmenopausal survivors. Interventions designed to modify alcohol use among survivors have not been studied;
however, lifestyle interventions that target change in dietary intake may affect alcohol intake.

Objective: To evaluate changein acohol use during aweight lossintervention for obese, rural-dwelling breast cancer survivors.

Methods: Data were derived from an 18-month trial that included a 6-month weight loss intervention delivered via group
conference calls, followed by a 12-month randomized weight loss maintenance phase in which participants received continued
group calls or mailed newsdl etters. Participants who reported regular acohol use at baseline (N=37) wereincluded in this study.

Results: Mean daily acohol intake significantly decreased from baseline to 6 months during the weight loss intervention
(19.6-2.3 g; P=.001). Mean acohol intake did not significantly increase (b=0.99, P=.12) during the weight loss maintenance
phase (months 6-18) and did not depend on randomization group (b=0.32, P=.799).

Conclusions: Findings provide preliminary evidence that a weight loss intervention may address obesity and acohol use risk
factorsfor cancer recurrence. Minimal mail-based contact post weight oss can maintain alcohol use reductionsthrough 18 months,
suggesting durability in these effects. These results highlight a possibility that lifestyle interventions for survivors may modify
health behaviors that are not the main foci of an intervention but that coincide with intervention goals.

Trial Registration: Clinicaltrials.gov NCT01441011; https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT01441011 (Archived by WebCite
at http://www.webcitation.org/6lsJ9dM a9)

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):€15) doi:10.2196/cancer.6295

KEYWORDS
alcohol drinking; breast cancer; weight loss; weight reduction programs; obesity

: As little as 5-6 g of daily alcohol intake has been found to
Introduction significantly increase the risk of developing breast cancer [5]
Results of comprehensive meta-andlyses have indicated that ~and breast cancer recurrence(3,6]. Mechanismsresponsiblefor
daily alcohol use, even in small quantities, is associated with  the increased risk may be due to increased estrogen and
an increased risk of both developing breast cancer and breast androgen levels[7,8] or increased Ieve_'ls of pIasmqmwlm-hke
cancer recurrence [1-3]. There is a significant dose-response  9rowth factors produced by the liver following acohol
relationship between daily alcohol use and breast cancer risk consumption[9]. In add|t|pn,.al_cohol-related breast cancer risk
[4], and for every 1 drink per day (10 g) increase in alcohol  M& be compounded for |pd|V|duaIs who have ot.her lifestyle
consumption, thereisa 12% increased risk of breast cancer [1]. 115K factors, such as obesity [6]. Both the American Cancer

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e15/ JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e15 | p.72
(page number not for citation purposes)


mailto:tfazzino@kumc.edu
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/cancer.6295
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER

Society [10] and the Nationa Institute on Alcohol Abuse and
Alcoholism (NIAAA) [11] recommend that women consume
no more than 1 drink per day, and the recently published
European Code against Cancer 4th Edition stresses that zero
alcohol intake is recommended for cancer prevention [12].
Newly proposed UK drinking guidelines specify that individuals
should have some non-drinking days each week [13].

Multiple breast cancer survivor cohort studies have found that
alcohol use prevalence among female survivors is similar to
that in the general US female population; 15-23% of survivors
drink in excess of low-risk drinking guidelines [14-16].
Although cancer diagnosis may be a teachable moment to
prompt health behavior change, 1 large-scale, popul ation-based
study among cancer survivors have found no significant
long-term changes in daily acohol consumption pre- to
post-cancer diagnosis [17]. One smaller breast cancer cohort
study found that the prevalence of heavy episodic drinking
decreased following the diagnosis, however levels of daily
alcohol use were not reported [18].

Interventions designed to modify acohol consumption among
breast cancer survivors have not previously been studied;
however, it is possible that lifestyle interventions that target
weight loss and promote change in dietary intake may affect
alcohol consumption. Alcohol has an energy density that is
second only to fat [19] and reducing alcohol intake would
coincide with lifestyle intervention goals of calorie restriction
and energy balance. The purpose of this study was to examine
changein acohol use among obese, rura breast cancer survivors
participating in an 18-month weight management intervention
who reported regular alcohol use at baseline. Specifically, we
evaluatedinitial changein alcohol use during a6-month weight
lossintervention phase and the durahility of these effects during
a 12-month weight loss maintenance phase.

Methods

Parent Study Overview

The parent study from which the datafor this study were derived
compared group phone-based counseling with mailed
newsl etters on weight loss maintenance following successful
weight loss among rural, obese breast cancer survivors. The
study has previously been detailed [20,21] and is briefly
described here. Participants (N=210) wererecruited in 8 cohorts
from oncology centers in the Midwestern United States.
Participants were femal e breast cancer survivors aged 75 years

or younger, with a BMI between 27 and 45 kg/m?, who had
been diagnosed with Stages O-111 disease within the past 10
years, were at least 3 months out of treatment at the time of
enrollment, had physician clearance to participate, and resided
in rural areas [22]. Current alcohol or drug abuse [23] was an
exclusion criterion, however no participants were excluded for
this reason [20]. The trial included a nonrandomized 6-month
weight loss phase (0-6 months), where all participants received
weekly group phone sessions, followed by a 12-month
randomized weight loss maintenance phase (6-18 months) in
which participants who lost 25% of their baseline weight were
randomized to continued group phone sessions or a newsl etter

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e15/
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comparison condition. The Institution’s Human Subjects
Committee approved the study.

Intervention

During the weight loss phase, groups of 10-15 participants met
for weekly counseling sessionsviaconference call with agroup
counselor (registered dietitian or psychologist). Intervention
and technology accessibility were a primary focus with our
rural-dwelling sample; thus, we used a conference call format
that did not require participants to have regular access to a
computer or mobile phone. Participants joined the conference
sessions by calling into a toll free, 1-800 number accessible
from any landline, mobile phone, or Internet-based telephone
system (such as Skype or Google Voice). During the cals,
participants were instructed to follow a structured meal plan
that included whey-based protein shakes, prepackaged
portion-controlled meals (eg, Lean Cuisines), and at least five
fruits or vegetables per day. Snacks that were not fruits or
vegetables, aswell as eating out were discouraged. Participants
wereinstructed to gradually increasetheir physical activity each
week with the goal of completing 225 min/week of
moderate-intensity physical activity by week 12.

The weight loss phase focused on behavioral skills for healthy
eating, increasing physical activity, and self-monitoring daily
calorie intake and physical activity. Two sessions focused on
evidence-based nutrition recommendations for breast cancer
survivors specifically, including alcohol use asarisk factor for
breast cancer recurrence and American Cancer Society
recommendations for consuming 1 or less alcoholic drinks per
day. During this session, leaders also discussed the calorific
content of alcoholic beverages as related to participants goals
of limiting their total calorific intake and losing weight.

During the weight loss maintenance phase, participants
randomized to the group phone condition continued to mest
every other week via conference calls, while participantsin the
newsletter control condition received bi-weekly newdetters
highlighting the same content. The maintenance phase focused
on problem solving related to maintaining diet and physical
activity behaviors and increasing motivation, and did not
specifically address a cohol use.

Data and M easures

Multiple pass 24-h diet recallswere collected from participants
at baseline, 6 months, 12 months, and 18 months. United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) multiple pass 24-h dietary
recallsarethe gold standard for measuring typical dietary intake
[24] and are also valid as a measure of alcohol consumption
when compared with a 1 week recall of alcohol use[25].

Of the 210 participants enrolled in the parent study, 42
participants (20%) reported daily alcohol intake of at least 5 g
at baseline. Of the 20% (42/210), 11% (5/42) of the participants
drank more than 1 standard drink per day and 9% drank about
half a standard drink per day.

Thirty-seven participants provided 2 valid diet recalls at both
baseline and 6 months that reflected their typical dietary intake
and thus were included in these analyses. A total of 277 diet
recalls were collected from the sample out of a possible 296,
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representing a 94% assessment compliance rate. Sixty-seven
recalls were completed at 12 months and 62 at 18 months.

Statistical Analyses

A paired-samplest test was utilized to test whether daily acohol
gramssignificantly decreased during the weight | oss phase (0-6
months). Generalized estimating equation (GEE) models were
used to examine changein daily grams of alcohol intake during
the randomized weight loss maintenance phase (6, 12, and 18
months), while accounting for the within-subject report
correlation structure of the longitudinal data[26]. GEE Model
1 controlled for age, college education, and randomization
group. A second GEE model included an interaction between
time and randomization group to evaluate whether change in
alcohol use depended on randomization group. For both GEE
models, we determined that an exchangeable correlation
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structure fit the data best based on the Quasi-Likelihood under
the Independence Model Criterion (QIC) [27]. All statistical
analyses were conducted using SPSS version 22 (IBM
Corporation) [28].

Results

Demographic characteristics of participants (N=37) are
presented in Table 1. The majority of participants (28/37; 75%)
were obese and 25% (9/37) were overweight. Participants were
amean of 3.5 years beyond cancer treatment at the start of the
study. At 6 months, participants lost a mean of 12.9 kg (SD
5.4), corresponding to a mean of 14.4% (SD 5.9) of their
baseline weight. By 18 months, participants regained a mean
of 3.3kg (SD 5.2) of the weight they lost.

JMIR Cancer 2016 | vol. 2 | iss. 2 |e15 | p.74
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR CANCER

Table 1. Participant Demographics (N=37).

Fazzino et d

Variable Mean (SD) or %
Age 57.8(7.9)
Marital status (% Married or cohabitating) 89

Race or Ethnicity (% white) 100
Education (% BA degree or higher) 31
Employed full-time 75
Weight variables

Body mass index 33.3(4.3)
Overweight 75

Obese 25
Cancer variables

Age at diagnosis 54.0 (8.3)
Time since cancer treatment (years) 35(24)
Stage

0 19

| 41

I 27

I 13
Treatment received

Breast-conserving surgery 57
Mastectomy 43
Radiation 71
Chemotherapy 57
Anti-hormone Therapy 82
Alcohol variables

Grams of alcohol per day 19.6 (17.85)
10 g of alcohol or more per day? 62
14 g of alcohol or more per da(yb sl
15

Daily heavy alcohol use (>3 drinks/42 g)°

30 g=definition of 1 standard drink per meta-analyses on alcohol use and breast cancer risk.

b14 g=definition of 1 standard drink per the US National Institute on Alcohol Use and Alcoholism (NIAAA).
Daily heavy alcohol use = alcohol consumption in excess of NIAAA guidelines for low-risk drinking for women.
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Table 2. Changein alcohol use during a weight management intervention.
Alcohoal intake Full sample Group phone Newsletter comparison P vaue
(N=37) counseling (n=20) (between groups)
(n=17)
Mean (SD) P value Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
(full sample)
Baseline daily alcohol use (grams)  19.61 (17.8) <.001 17.0 (13.5) 20.5(20.9) 35¢
Daily alcohol use at 6 months 2.28(5.1) 0012 13(24) 2.7(6.0) osd
(grams)
Daily alcohol use at 18 months 4.20(9.2) 120 3.52(7.9) 5.1(10.7) 80°

(grams)

3Paired samplest test of change in alcohol use from baseline to 6 months during the weight |oss intervention phase.
bGeneralized estimati ng equation (GEE) model of change in alcohol use during weight loss maintenance (months 6-18); full results of this model are

presented in Table 3.
CIndependent samplestt test of baseline alcohol use by group.

dRepeated measures analysis of variance testing change in acohol use by group during weight loss phase (baseline to 6 months)

€GEE model of changein alcohol use during weight loss maintenance phase, testing for moderating effects of randomization group.

Table 3. Changein acohol use during aweight |oss maintenance intervention using a generalized estimating equation model.

Varigble DV Daily alcohal intake (in grams)
gP SEC P value 95% Cl
Time 0.99 0.64 119 -0.26t0 2.26
Age 0.14 0.13 .268 -0.11t0 0.40
Education (college degree/not)® 2.27 2.66 393 —2.94107.46
-1.70 191 373 -5.45102.05

Randomization group (intervention/control )

3DV: dependent variable.

bB: unstandardized regression coefficient.

CSE: standard error.

INo 4-year college degree was the reference category.
®The mail-based control group was the reference category.

Participants drank a mean of 19.6 g of alcohol per day at
baseline (SD 17.85; Range 5.5-92.3), which correspondsto 1.4
US standard drinks[11]. Participants consumed amean of 6.4%
(SD 5.9; Range 1.4-32.8%) of their daily calories from alcohol
at baseline.

Change in alcohol use during the study is presented in Table 2.
Mean daily a cohol grams significantly decreased from baseline
to 6 months during the weight loss intervention (19.6-2.3 g;
t36=6.07, P=.001, 95% CI 11.5-23.1), corresponding to amean

decrease of 1.2 US standard drinks.

During the weight loss maintenance phase, alcohol intake did
not significantly increase when controlling for randomization
group, age, and education level (Table 3). For every unit increase
in time, participants consumed 0.99 more grams of alcohoal.
Change in alcohol use during Phase Il did not depend on
randomi zati on group when accounting for potential confounding
variables (b=.32, SE=1.27, P=.799, Cl -2.16 t0 2.81).

Results indicate that the significant and clinically meaningful
decrease in alcohal intake that occurred during the weight loss
phase was mai ntained during the weight | oss maintenance phase

http://cancer.jmir.org/2016/2/e15/
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among participantsin both the group phone counseling condition
and the newsletter condition.

Discussion

Principal Findings

Therisk for breast cancer recurrenceincreases significantly for
postmenopausal breast cancer survivors who regularly drink
alcohal, even at very low levels[3,6]. This study is the first to
our knowledge to report on significant change in alcohol use
among breast cancer survivors following a behavioral weight
loss intervention. The findings suggest that among
postmenopausal, obese survivors who drank regularly at
baseline, participation in a behaviora weight control
i ntervention was associ ated with significantly decreased al cohol
intake in addition to clinically meaningful weight loss.
Importantly, participants decreased their alcohol useto lessthan
the 5 g per day level that is associated with increased recurrence
risk [3,6]. Thus, findings suggest that a behavioral weight
control intervention may simultaneously change multiple
lifestyle risk factors for breast cancer recurrence.
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A growing body of literature has focused on changing multiple
health behaviorsincluding dietary intake, physical activity, and
substance use, either simultaneously or sequentially using dually
focused interventions [29]. Our results are unique as they
suggest that an intervention designed to address a single issue
may influence changein other risk behaviorsthat coincide with
the overall goals of the intervention. At a population level,
epidemiologists have observed such tag-along behavior change
effects in some circumstances in which individuals attempt to
change a single behavior; for example, Brown et al found that
individualsin England who reported attempted to quit smoking
in a cross-sectional survey also reported fewer heavy drinking
episodes during that time [30]. Our findings are novel in that
we observed these effects longitudinally in an individualy
focused clinical intervention tria. In this regard, it is also
important to emphasize that our intervention was focused on
improving coping skills and self-efficacy, problem solving,
addressing environmental barriers, and identifying triggers, all
of which can aso be helpful in decreasing alcohol use.

Our findings also indicate that alcohol use reductions were
durable over an 18-month period. The decrease in acohol use
achieved during the weight loss intervention was maintained
during the weight maintenance phase across both conditions,
despite some weight regain. These sustained reductions in
alcohol intake may in part be attributed to lower drinking levels
at baseline, and also because decreasing alcohol intake wasin
accordance with the dietary goals of restricting overall calorific
intake, and the intervention addressed alcohol consumption as
an independent risk factor for recurrence.

The prevalence of daily drinking among the total sample from
the parent study was in line with national estimates (20%)
[14-16]; however, drinking quantity was lower than that found
in other survivor samples. Specifically, 15-18% of breast cancer
survivors from large cohort samples reported consuming 1+
drinks per day [15,16], compared with our sample where 11%
of participants drank more than 1 standard drink per day and
an additiona 9% drank about half a drink per day. This
difference may be due to our rural sample of overweight or
obese women interested in losing weight. Rural survivors have
been found to drink less than the survivors in urban
environments [31], and our findings were similar with Weaver
et al (2013) having estimated that 13% of rural survivors drink
daily.
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Limitations

This study had several limitations. First, the sample sizein our
study was small. However, given that this study is the first to
report areduction in survivors' acohol use during a behavioral
intervention, our findings provide valuable initial information
on change in survivors' health risk behaviors and suggest that
future research on thistopic using larger samplesis warranted.
In addition, all participants completed the weight loss
intervention, thus we did not have a nonweight loss control
condition with which to compare initial change in acohol use.
However, 1 large-scal e study found that survivorsdid not change
daily alcohol use patternslong-term [17], suggesting that daily
alcohol use among survivors may be stable long-term without
behavioral intervention. Second, the findings may not be
generalizable to nonrural survivors or those with heavier
drinking at baseline. Findings also may not be generalizable to
more racialy and ethnically diverse samples; a limitation of
our study wasthat the sample comprised all Caucasian women.
Finally, alcohol use was measured using 24-h dietary recalls,
thus it was not possible to evaluate heavy episodic drinking
rates.

Future research in thisarea should incorporate additional a cohol
measures and investigate whether weight loss interventions
decrease alcohol use among breast cancer survivors who are
heavier drinkers. Researchers should examine the effects of
heavy alcohol use on obesity to determine whether alcohol use
asacancer recurrencerisk factor contributesto obesity, another
risk factor. Relatedly, researchers could investigate whether
heavy alcohol use hindersweight loss and contributesto weight
regain. We were not able to address this question because
participants in this study reduced their alcohol use to less than
what would be expected to interfere with weight loss or
maintenance.

Implications

Our findings provide preliminary evidence that a weight loss
intervention for obese breast cancer survivors may address both
obesity and alcohol userisk factorsfor breast cancer recurrence
with durability in alcohol reduction even with minimal content
directly targeting alcohol use. Thus, lifestyle interventions for
survivors may modify health behaviors that are not the main
foci of intervention but that coincide with the overall goal's of
an intervention. This study highlights the possibility of
improving the health of survivorsusing behaviora interventions
focused on developing behavioral skills that might generalize
to related risk behaviors.
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Abstract

Background: Recently, researchers have faced the challenge of conflicting recommendations for online versus traditional
methods to recruit and interview older, sexual minority men. Older populations represent the cohort least likely to be online,
necessitating the use of traditional research methods, such as telephone or in-person interviews. By contrast, gay and bisexual
men represent a population of early adopters of hew technology, both in general and for medical research. In a study of older gay
and bisexua men with prostate cancer, we asked whether respondents preferred online versus offline methods for data collection.
Given the paucity of research on how to recruit older gay and bisexual men in general, and older gay and bisexual men with
prostate cancer in particular, we conducted an observational study to identify participant preferences when participating in research
studies.

Objective: To test online versus offline recruitment demographic data collection, and interview preferences of older gay and
bisexual men with prostate cancer.

Methods: Email blasts were sent from a website providing support services for gay and bisexual men with prostate cancer,
supplemented with an email invitation from the web-host. All invitations provided information viathe study website address and
a toll-free telephone number. Study tasks included respondents being screened, giving informed consent, completing a short
survey collecting demographic data, and a 60-75 minute telephone or Internet chat interview. All material s stressed that enrollees
could participate in each task using either online methods or by telephone, whichever they preferred.

Results: A total of 74 men were screened into the study, and 30 were interviewed. The average age of the participants was 63
years (standard deviation 6.9, range 48-75 years), with most residing in 14 American states, and one temporarily located overseas.
For screening, consent, and the collection of demographic data, 97% (29/30) of the participants compl eted these tasks using online
methods. For the interview, 97% (29/30) chose to be interviewed by telephone, rather than Internet chat.

Conclusions: Older gay and bisexual men, when given choices, appear to prefer a mixed methods approach to qualitative
investigations. For most aspects of the study, the older men chose online methods; the exception was the interview, in which case
amost all preferred telephone. We speculate that a combination of the deeply personal nature of the topic (sexua effects of
prostate cancer treatment), unfamiliarity with online chat, and possibly the subject burden involved in extensive typing contributed
to the preference of telephone versus online chat. Recruitment of older men into this study showed good geographic diversity.
We recommend that other qualitative researchers consider a mixed methods approach when recruiting older populations online.

(JMIR Cancer 2016;2(2):€9) doi:10.2196/cancer.5578
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Introduction

The literature regarding the recruitment of older cohorts and
sexual minorities reads as a study in contrasts. In 2014, while
86% of all adults reported being online, only 59% of seniors
(age >65) were online[1]. Although 68% of Americansin their
early 70s go online, Internet use dropsto 47% after age 75 [1].
The implication for qualitative researchers is that traditional
recruitment and data collection methods, such as telephone or
in-person interviews, are preferred (or necessary) to recruit
many older adults [2]. In addition, online research on older
adults raises ethical considerations in at least four areas. (1)
providing sufficient support to facilitate ongoing social
interactions, (2) managing older adults expectations, (3)
providing encouragement without coercion, and (4) responding
to individual needs [3]. In contrast, the literature on gay,
bisexual, and other men who have sex with men indicates that
online methods are preferred and more effective for recruiting
gay and bisexual meninto studies[4,5]. Gay and bisexua men
are a minority group identified as early adopters of new
technology [6]. Given the popularity of apps and websites for
dating and partner-seeking [4,7], and high rates of online
pornography consumption [8], being online has become an
integral part of the experience of being a gay or bisexual man
in the United States [9] and other developed countries [10,11].
Multiple studies note a disproportionately high use of the
Internet and apps by the youngest cohorts of gay and bisexual
men [7,9]. This finding leads to the question of whether older
cohorts of gay and bisexual men are better recruited using online
or traditional methods.

Research on older gay and bisexual men is scarce, potentially
contributing to undocumented health disparities [12]. Prostate
cancer research isone such area, in which treatment outcomes
appear worsefor gay and bisexual men than other men [13-15],
but there has been insufficient research to understand this
phenomenon [16]. Detailed qualitative studies are needed to
document the experience of gay and bisexual men with prostate
cancer. Historically, recruiting gay and bisexual men with
prostate cancer into studies has proven extremely challenging.
Only three quantitative studies exist, each using small cohorts
ranging from 89to 111 participants[15,17,18]. Cancer registries
do not routinely collect demographic data on sexual orientation,
leaving this population relatively invisible. Similarly, in all but
the largest cities, there are insufficient numbers of gay and
bisexual men undergoing prostate cancer treatment to make
tailored group support services feasible.

In designing a qualitative study of gay and bisexual men with
prostate cancer, we encountered insufficient research to guide
best practices. Given thelack of methodological studiesof older
gay and bisexual men, we conducted an observational study to
identify and test the preferences of older gay and bisexual men.

Methods

Study participantswererecruited viaMalecare, thelargest men's
cancer support group (utilizing both online and in-person
groups) and advocacy organization in the United States. Each
year, an estimated 800 to 1000 gay and bisexual men with
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prostate cancer join Malecare. Malecare members received an
email with information about this study, and the same
information was included in Malecare 's e-newsletter. Both
invitations identified the Restore study, as funded the by
National Cancer Institute at the National Institutes of Health,
and its purpose as, “looking at how prostate cancer treatment
affects gay and bisexual men, our life and sexual partners, and
our family and friends who provide care for us during
treatment.” Eligibility criteriaincluded: adults aged >18; ability
to speak English; identification as agay, bisexual, or other man
who has sex with men; diagnosed with, and treated for, prostate
cancer; and resident of the United States. In addition, we
stratified recruitment by major treatment type (surgery, radiation,
or other) until saturation was reached. Given the high rates of
radical prostatectomies, the stratification resulted in this group
being capped at 19 participants.

In the email blast, potential participants were provided
information that listed both the study website and a toll-free
telephone number. Study tasks included respondents being
screened, giving informed consent, completing a short survey
collecting demographic data, and a60-75 minuteinterview. All
materials stressed that enrollees could participate in each task
either by going online (to the website) or by telephone,
whichever they preferred.

Results

A total of 74 men were screened into the study, 30 completed
the consent process, and all 30 were interviewed. Average age
of the participantswas 63 years (standard deviation 6.9), ranging
from 48 to 75 years. One man was under 50, six were in their
50s, ten were aged 60-64, six were aged 66-69, and seven were
in their 70s. Twenty-six participants described their
race/ethnicity as white, three as African American, and one as
Latino. Two of the men reported their Human Immunodeficiency
Virus status as positive, one as unsure, and the remainder as
negative. The participants resided in 13 states (Alabama,
Cdlifornia, Florida, Georgia, lllinois, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New York, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Washington,
and West Virginia); seven resided in New York, and one US
resident was temporarily located in Europe. For screening,
consent, and the collection of demographic data, 97% (29/30)
of the participants completed these tasks using online methods.
For the interview, 97% (29/30) chose to be interviewed by
telephone, rather than online chat (with a different person
absenting in each case).

Discussion

Older gay and bisexual men, when given choices regarding
participation in qualitative research, appear to prefer a mixed
methods approach to qualitative investigations. For most aspects
of the study, almost all gay and bisexual men chose online
methods. Thisresult isconsistent with efficiency; when reading
an email or newsletter, it is easier and faster to click on alink
than to telephone a study. Consistent with best online practices
[19], we designed the screener to lead into a description of the
study, then several pages of consent, followed by a brief
demographics survey (asone seamlessunit). It isnot surprising,
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therefore, that al but one gay or bisexual man completed this
entire process online. Given our experience using online chat
in other studies of gay and bisexual men[20], we expected more
participants to choose this option. However, when given the
option to beinterviewed by telephone or online chat, al but one
participant chose telephone. We speculate that a combination
of the deeply personal nature of the topic (sexual effects of
prostate cancer treatment), possible lack of familiarity with
online chat, the anticipated subject burden involved in extensive
typing in chat for 60-75 minutes, and/or dow Internet connection
contributed to the participants choosing telephone over online
chat. Given that multiple participants expressed appreciation
for the opportunity to discusstheir experience of having prostate
cancer, and the sexual challengesthat treatment entails, adesire
to talk about this taboo topic may also have contributed to their
decision.

We highlight the geographic diversity in the sample asastrength
of online recruitment of older gay and bisexual men with
prostate cancer. Similar to early studies of gay and bisexual
men online [21,22], and studies of younger cohorts of gay and
bisexual men [23], examination of the residential zip codes of
participants demonstrated participation acrossall regions of the
United States, and participation by rural as well as urban
respondents.

This study had several limitations. First, this was a very small
study focused on individual interviews, which we shareto help
other researchers proposing similar studies. Given the lack of
studies on how to recruit older sexua minorities, we cannot
know how generalizabletheseresults are. Second, the older gay
and bisexual meninthisstudy wereall recruited from awebsite.
This detail likely biases findings towards online preferences,
making the choice to be interviewed by telephone more
apparent. Third, there are only a handful of websites offering
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support services to gay and bisexual men with prostate cancer
. Choosing the largest of these websites made practical sense;
however, we do not know how well members on this website
reflect the broader population of gay and bisexual men with
prostate cancer, or how well our findings might generalize to
other websites or health conditions. Fourth , we did not ask
participants why they chose their preferences, or the strength
of their preference. We recommend that researchers consider
adding both questionsto advance research on methods. Finally,
consistent with the Pew Internet and American Life Project’s
results [1], none of our participants were older than 75 years.
Researchers aiming to study gay and bisexual men older than
75 may need to use other methods to recruit and research this
cohort.

Conclusions

Although an unprecedented number of gay and bisexual men
are reaching middle and old age, little is known about aging
and age-related health conditionsfor sexual minority men. While
new research efforts may emerge to address this evidence gap
regarding healthy aging in this cohort, it remains unclear how
best to identify, recruit, and include this population in social
and biomedical research. Thislimitation is particularly true for
Internet-based research efforts, which may be better at
identifying and recruiting gay and bisexua men than the
collection of qualitative interview data. Specificaly, we
recommend that qualitative researchers (and others interested
in studying this cohort viaonline recruitment) consider amixed
methods approach to recruitment, but continue to usetelephone
or in-person methods to interview. To advance research
methods, we encourage other researchers to set up naturalistic
experimentsto test research preferences, particularly for difficult
to recruit populations.
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