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Abstract: As few patient-friendly resources about pharmacogenetics are currently available, we aimed
to create and assess a patient educational video on pharmacogenetic testing. A primary literature and
resources review was conducted to inform the content and the format of the video. The educational
video was then created using a commercially available animation program and pilot tested in focus
groups of the general public and by an online survey of pharmacists. Emerging themes from the focus
groups and survey indicate a desire for appropriate risk contextualization and specific examples when
pharmacogenetic testing may be beneficial. Focus group participants also expressed a preference for
a video with live action, and more text to reinforce concepts. Pharmacists generally felt that the video
was understandable for patients and relevant for decision-making regarding testing. Using this initial
feedback and the identification of important concepts to include in pharmacogenetics educational
tools, we plan to revise the video, perform additional evaluations, and publish the video for public
use in the future.

Keywords: patient education; educational video; pharmacogenetics

1. Introduction

Pharmacogenetic (PGt) testing analyzes genetic variants that affect drug targets, transport,
and metabolism, contributing to the effectiveness of medication and risk of adverse drug reactions.
The use of PGt testing has diffused across several clinical specialties and is a pillar of personalized
and precision medicine [1]. There are many anticipated benefits to PGt testing including tailored
treatment plans, reduced likelihood of adverse events, and improved outcomes. PGt testing also poses
some limitations and risks including the potential for incidental results, inconclusive findings, and
uncertain clinical utility. A clear and balanced presentation of these benefits and limitations is needed
to enable patients to make an informed decision about undergoing PGt testing. However, limited
pharmacist and physician knowledge about PGt testing [2,3], limited time during visits with providers,
and limited patient resources create a challenging environment in which to introduce PGt testing.

Many of the currently available pharmacogenetic resources have been developed and published
by PGt testing laboratories and may provide incomplete or biased information, or are specific to the
laboratory’s unique testing services. Both primary care providers and pharmacists have expressed an
interest in patient education materials to facilitate communication about testing [4,5].
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Videos have been utilized for a number of years as an effective educational tool in healthcare,
including for genetics services and testing. Use of videos has evolved from videotapes shown before
or during clinical visits on televisions to web-based videos viewable from mobile devices such as
smartphones and tablets. Educational videos may be used in healthcare classes for patients [6], within
the public domain with advertisements that include an educational component [7], or in a clinical
setting. Clinically, videos may address broad topics of interest to many patients (e.g., healthy diet)
and be made available in an open setting, such as a waiting room or hall [8,9]. Alternatively, they
may be integrated into patient care, providing detailed information about a particular condition [10]
or serving as a decision aid regarding treatment or screening [11]. Educational videos have been
as effective as an educational resource and/or decision aid in clinical genetics [12–14], and may be
particularly useful in settings with few genetic counselors or providers who are unfamiliar with
genetic testing [15]. For example, written materials and videos about genetic testing and results for
cystic fibrosis carrier screening were equally effective in conveying information and were able to
provide information without requiring face-to-face counseling [16]. The combined use of a video and
counseling resulted in greater patient knowledge about positive newborn screening results for cystic
fibrosis compared to counseling alone [17]. A decision aid video to guide patients’ decisions regarding
testing for p53 (cancer gene) lowered decisional conflict, increased knowledge, and decreased cancer
worry [18]. Even for complex tests such as whole genome sequencing, patients found videos to be
easy to understand and satisfactory while increasing their knowledge significantly [19]. Availability of
educational resources outside of the clinical setting prior to interaction with the healthcare provider
may facilitate discussion and the decision-making process [20,21]. Continued availability of these
resources after a clinical visit can reinforce communication and improve patient understanding [22–24].

Given the many benefits of health educational videos and the lack of patient resources for PGt
testing, a video about pharmacogenetics was developed to promote patients’ informed decision-making
about testing. A first draft of the video was assessed by pharmacists and members of the general
population through an online survey and focus groups, respectively. In this paper, we present our
work on the development and the initial qualitative evaluation of an introductory video on PGt testing.

2. Results

2.1. General Public Focus Group Participants

Four participants attended the first focus group and three participants attended the second focus
group for a total of seven participants. Due to the small groups, participant demographic information
was not collected to protect participants’ identity, though both genders, multiple races, and a range of
age groups were represented.

Focus group themes

Participant recommendations for video improvement were categorized into two broad categories:
comments about content and comments about visual format. Within these broad categories, four major
themes emerged: (1) specific examples of conditions/medications (content); (2) contextualizing risks of
testing (content); (3) preference for live action (format); and (4) use of text to reinforce concepts (format).

Theme 1: Four participants suggested that specific and concrete examples of medications or
conditions for which PGt testing would be applicable would be helpful to facilitate decisions about
undergoing testing. Presenting specific applications for PGt testing could help them assign personal
value to the test.

“And like with the blood thinner and stuff like that, . . . I think including something like that into it
would really, you know, help. So, maybe just include those [examples] so you can see the seriousness
of what could happen if you take the wrong thing and you don’t have any testing. You know like the
blood thinner, you could get a blood clot. You know, some kind of example like that would really
push the seriousness of it.”
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“It seems like [reasons for testing] may be pretty broad, but . . . if there are certain conditions, like
. . . heart problems or digestive problems, . . . then this [testing] might be more targeted for you.”

Theme 2: Four participants expressed concerns about segments of the video that discuss risks of
testing such as genetic discrimination and felt that it would be more helpful to present statistics about
cases of genetic discrimination, particularly in regard to PGt testing.

“I do kind of like worry about everything all the time, so if I heard somebody like say, like this is
something that somebody could steal your identity with, that would be pretty big cause for concern,
but also like there are a lot of things that could happen, so I don’t know like if there is like a way that
you can kind of add in an assurance, like this is extremely unlikely or like it’s probably not going to
happen, something like that.”

Those participants felt that the risks of PGt testing as portrayed in the video (with the cartoon
character engaging in risky behavior—skydiving) were exaggerated when put in relative context of
risks that they had experienced previously in their lives. In this frame, they did not perceive PGt
testing as seriously risky.

“That kind of led to believe there might be something seriously risky. I mean, out of all the things,
somebody turning my information over is not the most riskiest thing I can think of in my life.”

Theme 3: All seven participants expressed a desire for a video with real actors as opposed
animation as they felt that the animation format minimized the seriousness of the subject matter.
They felt that a serious topic like PGt testing ought to be portrayed with an equally serious
presentation format.

“This is a serious subject for me so I’d rather, in one sense I’d rather have real people doing it . . . I
don’t have to be entertained.”

“For it to be kind of a little bit cheesy like that and kind of, you know, it takes away from I think the
seriousness of the actual discussion.”

Theme 4: Three participants indicated that including more text in the video would be helpful to
reinforce or emphasize important concepts and would help maximize understanding.

“I would’ve liked to see more text in the video. . . . especially like important key points or key
phrases.”

“Yeah maybe, even like when somebody’s talking you can have the text under or something like
that...just something to kind of drive the point home.”

Other suggestions included incorporating information about panel testing for genes involved
in drug response (as opposed to individual gene tests), creating a shorter video, giving patients
print materials in addition to the video, using a more authoritative-sounding narrator, depicting
individual differences in drug response with people holding various scales (e.g., high vs. low),
reducing the volume of background music, and including information about family history of adverse
drug response.

2.2. Pharmacist Survey Participants

Sixty-six members of the Community Pharmacists Pharmacogenetics Network (CPPN;
www.rxpgx.com) were emailed an invitation to participate in the research survey and 10 respondents
(15%) completed the survey in its entirety. Due to the small sample size, the demographic information
collected was limited in order to protect participants’ identity. Reported characteristics of pharmacist
respondents are summarized in Table 1. The pharmacist respondents worked in a range of practice
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settings; half of the respondents had not offered or applied PGt testing in the past twelve months
(n = 5) and a majority had taken a course on pharmacogenetics (n = 7).

Table 1. Pharmacist respondent demographics.

n = 10

Primary Practice Environment

Community pharmacy 3
Academia 2

Long-term care 2
Industry 1

Other 2

Degree

Bachelor‘s in pharmacy 2
PharmD 2

Other 4
Prefer not to answer 2

Number of Years in Practice

0–9 3
10–19 0
20–29 2
30+ 2

Prefer not to answer 3

Use of PGt Testing in Preceding 12 Months

Have not used PGt testing 5
1–5 times 2
6–15 times 1
16+ times 2

Completed A Course Focused on PGt

Yes 7
No 3

2.2.1. Perspectives on Content and Patient Understandability

When asked if the information in the video was comprehensive and complete, a majority
(n = 7) of respondents strongly agreed or agreed. A majority of respondents (n = 7) also agreed
that the information was relevant for a patient to make an informed decision about PGt testing.
The majority of respondents (n = 7) felt that the information would likely be understandable for
patients. Most respondents (n = 7) agreed that the tone of the video was appropriate for patients,
and half of the respondents (n = 5) agreed that the video held their interest and attention. Statistical
analysis to determine significance was not performed on this data due to the low number of responses.

Responses to the Patient Education Materials Assessment Tool (PEMAT) for audiovisual materials
were scored individually and are summarized in Table 2. The educational video was given an average
understandability score of 81% and an average actionability score of 78%.



J. Pers. Med. 2017, 7, 4 5 of 10

Table 2. Pharmacists’ The Patient Education Materials Assessment Tool for Audio-Visual Materials
(PEMAT-A/V) Responses.

PEMAT-A/V Measurement Item Disagree Agree

The video makes its purpose completely evident. 2 8
The video uses common, everyday language. 2 8

Medical terms are used only to familiarize audience with the terms. When used, medical terms are defined. 1 9
The video uses active voice. 2 8

The video breaks or “chunks” information into short sections. 3 7
The video’s sections have informative headers. 3 7

The video presents information in a logical sequence. 1 9
The video provides a summary. 3 7

Text on the screen is easy to read. 1 9
The video allows the user to hear the words clearly (e.g., not too fast, not garbled). 1 9

The video uses illustrations and photographs that are clear and uncluttered. 2 8
The video clearly identifies at least one action the user can take. 1 9
The video addresses the user directly when describing actions. 2 8

The video breaks down any action into manageable, explicit steps. 2 8
The video explains how to use the charts, graphs, tables, or diagrams to take actions. 4 6

2.2.2. Recommendations for Improvement

Survey respondents were asked two open-ended response questions about what additional
information, if any, should be added to the video and what other improvements could be made.
Analysis of the open responses yielded two major themes: inclusion of specific examples of
conditions/medications and contextualizing risks of testing.

Theme 1: Pharmacist respondents felt that it would be helpful to include examples of medications
for which there is currently informative PGt testing to emphasize the utility of testing.

“Seeing some real-life examples of medication situations helped by pharmacogenetics would be more
impactful. The cartoon is nice and keeps things very basic so most patients will understand, but
might not fully grasp the power of pharmacogenetics without a little more reality.”

Theme 2: Some pharmacists felt that the risks of PGt testing were portrayed as overly negative
and neglected to present the protections in place against genetic discrimination, even going so far as to
indicate that information on the risk of genetic discrimination may be unnecessary to include as cases
of genetic discrimination based on PGt testing are rarely observed.

“The ‘risk’ should be reoriented to focus on the protections versus the risks. Stress the positive, don't
scare patients off.”

“Remove the part about possibly having the test used against the patient...unless companies are
doing this already. I have done over 1000 tests and not encountered this yet. As the language in the
video sounds now I highly doubt many patients would choose to have the test done which negates so
many benefits to a possible life-saving test.”

Pharmacist respondents had a number of other suggestions to improve the video including
adding information about the influence of drug transporters as well as drug metabolizing enzymes.
Respondents also suggested including more information about benefits for patients undergoing PGt
testing, selecting a different background music or lower volume relative to the narration, and creating
an abbreviated version of the video to generate interest for a longer version.

3. Discussion

As PGt testing will likely be offered by providers with variable knowledge about
pharmacogenetics, limited time with patients, and/or access to genetically-trained providers,
additional educational approaches are needed to provide patients with the necessary information to
make an informed decision and to understand how the test result may impact treatment decisions.



J. Pers. Med. 2017, 7, 4 6 of 10

With widespread access to digital media, short videos can be used to supplement patient-provider
communication and enhance patients’ knowledge of this still relatively novel test. A comprehensive
literature and resource review indicated a lack of patient educational materials about PGt, and few
educational videos for commercial PGt tests. Though the available PGt videos provide some general
background information, they are specific to a particular test offered by a commercial testing lab. Thus,
we sought to create a universal educational video to introduce pharmacogenetics and PGt testing
to patients. Feedback from a small group of the general public and pharmacists suggested that an
educational video about PGt testing could be a useful tool to promote patient understanding and
facilitate discussions about testing, though some revisions could help improve the initial version
developed and shared with participants.

Although animated videos have been effectively used to deliver health information [25], general
public participants suggested that a live-action video may be more appropriate given the seriousness
of the topic. Furthermore, with an actor, viewers may be able to better relate their own experiences or
fears about adverse drug reactions. Several of the suggestions centered on how to improve patient
understanding through use of text displayed on the video to highlight key points that may be lost or
missed by the viewer. Graphics and other figures could be added to illustrate the multiple steps of how
a drug moves through the body, the role of genes, and the testing process. Given the complexity of the
scientific concepts and details about testing presented in the video, it is understandable that individuals
from the general public desired additional features to be added to promote comprehension. While
some similar challenges presenting complex scientific and medical concepts in an understandable
language exist when developing any type of patient educational materials, videos must also consider
aesthetics, the use of live actors, animation, and background scenes, and the use of graphics, figures,
and text to enhance understanding.

Both general public participants and pharmacists made two similar suggestions. First, both groups
suggested the addition of specific examples of PGt testing to enable patients to better understand how
a test would be used for a patient in need of a certain medication. Inclusion of concrete examples of
situations or conditions in which PGt testing would be used may help viewers relate to the personal
benefits of testing. Pharmacists also suggested that inclusion of examples of medications for which
there is informative PGt testing and information on the likelihood of new applications of PGt in the
future may also be helpful to emphasize the utility of PGt testing. However, this finding is contradictory
to another evaluation of an educational video about genetic testing and counseling which indicated
that an educational video should provide broad information that may be applicable to a wider selection
of patients and clinical indications [12].

The second suggestion made by both groups was to better balance the presentations of risks and
benefits of testing. Some of the focus group participants felt the risk of testing was exaggerated and
preferred for the risks to be presented relative to other types of risks of health interventions, such as
risk of a serious adverse response to a medication or other physical harm. Pharmacists also suggested
that information that would mitigate risk should also be presented, such as federal protections against
genetic discrimination. As risk perception is very subjective, the appropriate framing of risk in a limited
amount of time can be challenging. Overall, however, pharmacists felt that the information presented
in the video was comprehensive, understandable, relevant for decision-making, and appropriate
for patients.

Study Limitations

Some limitations of the study should be acknowledged. The content of the video was developed
by the synthesis of minimal existing literature on patient communication about PGt testing along with
consensus by the research team. Therefore, the content of the educational video may not accurately
reflect the informational needs of a given patient population. Our study is also limited by a small
sample size and therefore our findings may not accurately represent the view of a larger population of
patients or pharmacists. Furthermore, there may have been some ascertainment bias in the recruitment
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of participants in either the general public or pharmacist populations, particularly as several of the
pharmacists were familiar with PGt testing.

4. Materials and Methods

We aimed to develop and conduct an initial qualitative assessment of an educational video about
PGt testing to inform patients about the purpose, benefits, and limitations of testing. The initial version
of the video was assessed by pharmacists and members of the general population through an online
survey and focus groups, respectively. Information gathered from these initial assessments may be
used to improve the video for future use in clinical and research settings.

4.1. Video Development

The purpose of the educational video is to provide general information for patients about
pharmacogenetics, the process of PGt testing, risks and benefits of testing, and other relevant factors to
consider before deciding whether or not to undergo testing. The script for the video was developed
based on a literature review on pharmacogenetics, accessible online resources, and text included in a
patient brochure that had been previously developed and assessed by patients for a clinical trial [26].
The content mirrors information that would be conveyed by a provider about a PGt test, though
condensed for brevity. The developed script has a Flesch-Kincaid Reading Ease score of 55.7, which
corresponds approximately to a ninth grade reading level. Inclusion of the term “pharmacogenetics,”
which was defined at the beginning of the video, had a substantial effect on the readability of the script;
when the term “pharmacogenetics” was removed, the Flesch-Kincaid Reading Ease score decreased to
62.7, dropping it to an eighth grade reading level. The final video is about five and a half minutes in
length. It was created using the commercially available platform GoAnimate© (San Mateo, CA, USA),
which is an easy-to-use program with a drag and drop interface for individuals without experience or
extensive knowledge about graphic design or animation.

4.2. General Public Focus Group

The educational video was assessed via two focus groups of the general public; focus groups
enable investigation of the perceptions and feelings of the general public regarding specific issues or
services [27]. Focus groups participants were recruited from the general public in Durham, NC using
Craigslist and flyers posted at Duke University Health System and within the Durham community.
Additional participants were recruited from a population of patients who underwent PGt testing as
part of a previous trial and agreed to be re-contacted for future research. Individuals had to be at least
18 years of age to participate.

A moderator guide was used to ensure consistency between the two group discussions; targeted
questions were asked to direct feedback if necessary. The guide included questions and talking points
focused on format (e.g., aesthetics, style, and length), understandability of content, and perceived utility.
We showed the video in its entirety initially and replayed certain sections upon request to promote
discussion, such as the sections on the risks of PGt testing, the effects of individual pharmacogenes on
multiple drugs, and the importance of sharing PGt results with other prescribing providers.

4.3. Pharmacist Survey

The education video was also assessed using an online survey of pharmacists. Pharmacists
who are members of CPPN were invited to view the video and provide feedback. A link to the
video and a web-based survey was sent via email for ease of access as members of CPPN are located
throughout the state of North Carolina. Reminder emails were sent one month after initial contact to
increase response rate. The survey included measures assessing demographic and practice variables
of the respondents. Questions regarding the content and format of the educational video included
open-ended responses, and the PEMAT for audiovisual materials [28]. The PEMAT is a 15-question
instrument used to evaluate and compare the understandability and actionability of patient education
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materials. Pharmacists also reported their level of agreement with five statements regarding the content
and format of the educational video using a five-point Likert scale (Strongly Disagree–Strongly Agree)
adapted from a six-question scale used in previous assessments of educational tools [29,30]. This scale
was not validated in our study population prior to use. Pharmacists could also provide additional
feedback about the video and suggestions for improvement in response to two open-ended questions
(“What additional information should be added to the video?” and “Do you have any additional
suggestions to improve this video?”).

4.4. Data Analysis

Focus group discussions were digitally recorded; recordings were transcribed and coded by
themes by one author (M.E.). A second author (R.M.) coded transcripts independently and differences
in coding were reviewed and discussed between the two until consensus was reached. Illustrative
quotes were abstracted for each theme identified.

Summary statistics were calculated for each question. Responses to the PEMAT questions were
scored according to the published guide to assess the understandability and actionability of the
educational video [28]. One point was counted for each statement for which a respondent chose
“Agree,” and 0 points were counted for each statement for which a respondent chose “Disagree,”
giving a maximum possible score of 11 points for understandability and 4 points for actionability. Each
respondent’s scores for understandability and actionability were converted to a percentage and all
respondents scores were averaged to give an average understandability and actionability score for the
educational video across all respondents.

The Institutional Review Boards of the Duke University Health System (Pro00067835) and the
University of North Carolina at Greensboro (15-0452) approved the study.

5. Conclusions

Findings from the literature review as well as the focus groups and pharmacist surveys indicate
that there is a need for PGt educational resources that focus on the risks and benefits of PGt testing.
Therefore, providers offering PGt testing or supporting PGt services should consider the resources
available and seek to provide additional information to supplement patient-provider discussions about
testing. We envision the use of an introductory PGt video to supplement provider-patient discussion
and potentially be accessible to patients outside of the clinic setting. A corresponding video reporting
the results and the implications for treatment could also be developed to enhance comprehension
of PGt test results relevant to the current as well as future treatments. Similar to what has been
accomplished for at least one type of disease (inherited cancer [31]), a suite of PGt videos could be
developed and made publicly accessible for a variety of content areas including general background,
specific types of testing, and understanding the results. These short videos may reduce provider
burden and promote patient awareness and informed decision-making by providing information
about the purpose, risks, and benefits of PGt testing.

In summary, there is currently a lack of available resources for patients to learn about
pharmacogenetics and PGt testing in general. We developed an educational video that pharmacist
respondents believed to be understandable and that would guide patients in making an informed
decision about testing. Both pharmacist and general public participants believed the video could be
improved by including specific examples of drugs and PGt tests, and balancing the risks and benefits
of testing. The feedback gathered will serve to inform the next iteration of the video in preparation for
its implementation and evaluation in clinical settings.

Supplementary Materials: The first iteration of the video is viewable at https://youtu.be/AXi68Qp3hQ0.

Acknowledgments: This project was part of a graduate thesis project for author M.E. Findings were presented as
a poster presentation for the 2016 National Society of Genetic Counselors’ Annual Education Conference. R.M.
and S.B.H. were supported by NIH R01GM081416.

https://youtu.be/AXi68Qp3hQ0


J. Pers. Med. 2017, 7, 4 9 of 10

Author Contributions: All authors worked provided equal contributions in the conception and design of the
study; R.M. and M.E. conducted the focus groups; R.M. and M.E. analyzed the data; R.M. wrote the paper based on
the thesis writings of M.E. All other authors provided feedback and edits to multiple iterations of the manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Relling, M.V.; Evans, W.E. Pharmacogenomics in the clinic. Nature 2015, 526, 343–350. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Selkirk, C.G.; Weissman, S.M.; Anderson, A.; Hulick, P.J. Physicians’ preparedness for integration of genomic

and pharmacogenetic testing into practice within a major healthcare system. Genet. Test. Mol. Biomark. 2013,
17, 219–225. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Formea, C.M.; Nicholson, W.T.; McCullough, K.B.; Berg, K.D.; Berg, M.L.; Cunningham, J.L.; Merten, J.A.;
Ou, N.N.; Stollings, J.L. Development and evaluation of a pharmacogenomics educational program for
pharmacists. Am. J. Pharm. Educ. 2013, 77, 10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Haga, S.B.; Burke, W.; Ginsburg, G.S.; Mills, R.; Agans, R. Primary care physicians’ knowledge of and
experience with pharmacogenetic testing. Clin. Genet. 2012, 82, 388–394. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Roederer, M.; Van Riper, M.; Valgus, J.; Knafl, G.; McLeod, H. Knowledge, attitudes and education of
pharmacists regarding pharmacogenetic testing. Pers. Med. 2012, 9, 19–27. [CrossRef]

6. Bjornson, G.L.; Scheifele, D.W.; Gold, R. Assessment of parent education methods for infant immunization.
Can. J. Public Health 1997, 88, 405–408. [PubMed]

7. Walpole, I.R.; Watson, C.; Moore, D.; Goldblatt, J.; Bower, C. Evaluation of a project to enhance knowledge of
hereditary diseases and management. J. Med. Genet. 1997, 34, 831–837. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Dhawan, N.; Saeed, O.; Gupta, V.; Desai, R.; Ku, M.; Bhoi, S.; Verma, S. Utilizing video on myocardial
infarction as a health educational intervention in patient waiting areas of the developing world: A study at
the emergency department of a major tertiary care hospital in India. Int. Arch. Med. 2008, 1, 14. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

9. Oermann, M.H.; Webb, S.A.; Ashare, J.A. Outcomes of videotape instruction in clinic waiting area. Orthop.
Nurs. 2003, 22, 102–105. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. O’Donnell, L.; San Doval, A.; Duran, R.; O’Donnell, C.R. The effectiveness of video-based interventions in
promoting condom acquisition among STD clinic patients. Sex. Transm. Dis. 1995, 22, 97–103. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

11. Stacey, D.; Legare, F.; Col, N.F.; Bennett, C.L.; Barry, M.J.; Eden, K.B.; Holmes-Rovner, M.;
Llewellyn-Thomas, H.; Lyddiatt, A.; Thomson, R.; et al. Decision aids for people facing health treatment or
screening decisions. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2014, 1, CD001431.

12. Axilbund, J.E.; Hamby, L.A.; Thompson, D.B.; Olsen, S.J.; Griffin, C.A. Assessment of the use and feasibility of
video to supplement the genetic counseling process: A cancer genetic counseling perspective. J. Genet. Couns.
2005, 14, 235–243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Meilleur, K.G.; Littleton-Kearney, M.T. Interventions to improve patient education regarding multifactorial
genetic conditions: A systematic review. Am. J. Med. Genet. A 2009, 149A, 819–830. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Paholpak, S.; Jetsrisuparb, A.; Wiangnon, S.; Sangsahachat, D.; Padtawaro, L.O. Result of video-education on
“genetic transmission in thalassemia” to thalassemic patients and their parents. J. Med. Assoc. Thail. 2006, 89,
1909–1914.

15. Green, M.J.; Fost, N. Who should provide genetic education prior to gene testing? Computers and other
methods for improving patient understanding. Genet. Test. 1997, 1, 131–136. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Clayton, E.W.; Hannig, V.L.; Pfotenhauer, J.P.; Parker, R.A.; Campbell, P.W.; Phillips, J.A. Teaching about
cystic-fibrosis carrier screening by using written and video information. Am. J. Hum. Genet. 1995, 57, 171–181.
[PubMed]

17. Temme, R.; Gruber, A.; Johnson, M.; Read, L.; Lu, Y.; McNamara, J. Assessment of parental understanding of
positive newborn screening results and carrier status for cystic fibrosis with the use of a short educational
video. J. Genet. Couns. 2015, 24, 473–481. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Peterson, S.K.; Pentz, R.D.; Blanco, A.M.; Ward, P.A.; Watts, B.G.; Marani, S.K.; James, L.C.; Strong, L.C.
Evaluation of a decision aid for families considering p53 genetic counseling and testing. Genet. Med. 2006, 8,
226–233. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature15817
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26469045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/gtmb.2012.0165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23390885
http://dx.doi.org/10.5688/ajpe77110
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23459098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1399-0004.2012.01908.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22698141
http://dx.doi.org/10.2217/pme.11.87
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9458569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jmg.34.10.831
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9350816
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1755-7682-1-14
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18662408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00006416-200303000-00006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12703393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00007435-199503000-00004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7624818
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10897-005-4065-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15959654
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajmg.a.32723
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19291763
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/gte.1997.1.131
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10464637
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7611285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10897-014-9767-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25236483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.gim.0000214632.52958.01
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16617243


J. Pers. Med. 2017, 7, 4 10 of 10

19. Sanderson, S.C.; Suckiel, S.A.; Zweig, M.; Bottinger, E.P.; Jabs, E.W.; Richardson, L.D. Development
and preliminary evaluation of an online educational video about whole-genome sequencing for research
participants, patients, and the general public. Genet. Med. 2016, 18, 501–512. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Albada, A.; van Dulmen, S.; Ausems, M.G.; Bensing, J.M. A pre-visit website with question prompt sheet for
counselees facilitates communication in the first consultation for breast cancer genetic counseling: Findings
from a randomized controlled trial. Genet. Med. 2012, 14, 535–542. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Albada, A.; van Dulmen, S.; Bensing, J.M.; Ausems, M.G. Effects of a pre-visit educational website on
information recall and needs fulfilment in breast cancer genetic counselling, a randomized controlled trial.
Breast Cancer Res. 2012, 14, R37. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Albright, J.; de Guzman, C.; Acebo, P.; Paiva, D.; Faulkner, M.; Swanson, J. Readability of patient education
materials: Implications for clinical practice. Appl. Nurs. Res. 1996, 9, 139–143. [CrossRef]

23. Cooley, M.E.; Moriarty, H.; Berger, M.S.; Selm-Orr, D.; Coyle, B.; Short, T. Patient literacy and the readability
of written cancer educational materials. Oncol. Nurs. Forum 1995, 22, 1345–1351. [PubMed]

24. McCarthy, D.M.; Waite, K.R.; Curtis, L.M.; Engel, K.G.; Baker, D.W.; Wolf, M.S. What did the doctor say?
Health literacy and recall of medical instructions. Med. Care 2012, 50, 277–282. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Schnellinger, M.; Finkelstein, M.; Thygeson, M.V.; Vander Velden, H.; Karpas, A.; Madhok, M. Animated
video vs pamphlet: Comparing the success of educating parents about proper antibiotic use. Pediatrics 2010,
125, 990–996. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Mills, R.; Moaddeb, J.; Haga, S.B. Developing a pharmacogenetics toolkit for patients and providers.
In Proceedings of the American College of Medical Genetics Annual Clinical Genetics Meeting,
Salt Lake City, Utah, UT, USA, 26–27 March 2015.

27. Acocella, I. The focus group in social research: Advantages and disadvantages. Qual. Quant. 2010, 46,
1125–1136. [CrossRef]

28. Shoemaker, S.J.; Wolf, M.S.; Brach, C. The Patient Education Materials Assessment Tool (PEMAT) and User’s
Guide; Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality: Rockville, MD, USA, 2016.

29. Knijnenburg, S.L.; Kremer, L.C.; Versluys, A.B.; Braam, K.I.; Mud, M.S.; van der Pal, H.J.; Caron, H.N.;
Jaspers, M.W. Evaluation of a patient information website for childhood cancer survivors. Support. Care
Cancer 2013, 21, 919–926. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Haga, S.; Mills, R.; Moaddeb, J. Evaluation of a pharmacogenetic educational toolkit for community
pharmacists. Pharmacogenomics 2016, 17, 1491–1502. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Jones, G.E.; Singletary, J.H.; Cashmore, A.; Jain, V.; Abhulimhen, J.; Chauhan, J.; Musson, H.V.; Barwell, J.G.
Developing and assessing the utility of a You-Tube based clinical genetics video channel for families affected
by inherited tumours. Fam. Cancer 2016, 15, 351–355. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/gim.2015.118
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26334178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/gim.2011.42
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22241101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/bcr3133
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22394647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0897-1897(96)80254-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8539175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e318241e8e1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22411440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2009-2916
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20385634
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9600-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00520-012-1604-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23007883
http://dx.doi.org/10.2217/pgs-2016-0002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27533631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10689-016-9866-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26753801
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Results 
	General Public Focus Group Participants 
	Pharmacist Survey Participants 
	Perspectives on Content and Patient Understandability 
	Recommendations for Improvement 


	Discussion 
	Materials and Methods 
	Video Development 
	General Public Focus Group 
	Pharmacist Survey 
	Data Analysis 

	Conclusions 

