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Abstract

Prostate-specific antigen (PSA) testing for asymptomatic men is neither encouraged nor discouraged in most countries;
however, shared decision-making is emphasized prior to PSA testing. The objective of this study was to examine to
what extent Icelandic men receive information about the pros and cons of PSA testing. Furthermore, to explore if
patient—provider communication about pros and cons of PSA testing has improved in the last decade during which
time more emphasis has been placed on shared decision-making. All Icelandic men diagnosed with prostate cancer
in the years 2015 to 2020 were invited to participate, and a total of 471 out of 1002 men participated (response
rate 47.0%). Participants’ age ranged from 51 to 95 years (M = 71.9, SD = 7.3). Only half of the men received
information about the pros and cons of PSA testing, a third did not receive any information prior to testing and,
alarmingly, 22.2% of the men did not even know that they were being tested. A majority of the participants lacked
knowledge about the testing with half of the men reporting that they had no knowledge about pros and cons of PSA
testing prior to testing. The findings have major public health relevance as they indicate that information provided
prior to PSA testing continue to be deficient and that there is a pressing need for interventions that educate men
about the benefits and limitations of PSA testing before men undergo medical procedures that can seriously affect
their quality of life.
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mortality and only leads to a minor reduction in 10-year
disease-specific mortality (Andriole et al., 2009;
Djulbegovic et al., 2010; Hayes & Barry, 2014; Ilic
et al., 2018; Lin et al., 2008; Schrdder et al., 2014). In
addition, PSA testing identifies tumors that do not

Introduction

Prostate cancer is the second most common cancer in
men worldwide (Bray et al., 2018) and the most fre-
quent cancer among Icelandic men, with approximately
200 men being diagnosed with prostate cancer yearly
(The Icelandic Cancer Society, 2017). Early detection of

prostate cancer is possible with a blood test measuring
the prostate-specific antigen (PSA) and with a digital
rectal exam (National comprehensive cancer network,
2020). Early detection is, however, controversial, and
evidence from randomized clinical trials have reported
mixed results of the benefits of prostate cancer screen-
ing with PSA testing as it does not affect overall
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necessarily become clinically relevant and therefore,
screening can cause over-diagnosis and overtreatment.
In fact, estimations indicate that around 20% to 50% of
prostate cancer is over-diagnosed and that one in five
PSA tests gives false-positive result (Fenton et al., 2018;
Pathirana et al., 2019). Over-diagnosis can cause harm,
such as anxiety, stress, and excess diagnostic evalua-
tions and in some cases lead to overtreatment that can
further lead to lasting treatment side effects like erectile
dysfunction and urinary problems (Ilic et al., 2018).
Therefore, it is important that men understand the pros
and cons of PSA testing before undergoing testing. PSA
testing for asymptomatic men is neither encouraged nor
discouraged in most countries and universal recommen-
dations for PSA testing are not available (Carter et al.,
2013; Djulbegovic et al., 2010; Fenton et al., 2018;
Hoffman & Helitzer, 2007; The Icelandic Directorate of
Health, 2017; Lin et al., 2008; Regionala cancercentrum
i samverkan, 2020; US Preventive Services Task Force
et al., 2018; Wolf et al., 2010). With increased focus on
patient involvement and shared decision-making, most
medical organizations encourage asymptomatic men,
from the age of 55 to 69, to engage in a shared decision-
making with a health care provider to discuss the risks
and benefits of PSA testing before making a decision to
be tested (Carter et al., 2013; US Preventive Services
Task Force et al., 2018). Despite this, the few existing
studies demonstrate that the information men receive
before PSA testing is limited and shared decision-mak-
ing is lacking (e.g., Cooper et al., 2019; Fridriksson
et al., 2012; Han et al., 2013; Hoffman et al., 2009;
Lamplugh et al., 2006; Leyva et al., 2016). A majority of
previous studies were done in North America, but the
results from the only study that was conducted in a
Nordic country (Fridriksson et al., 2012) revealed that
information provided before PSA testing was deficient
with about 27% of the men receiving no information
about pros and cons of PSA testing, and 10.2% were not
aware that their PSA levels were being tested.
Surprisingly, very few studies have been conducted in
the past 10 years but more than a decade ago, two major
trials of PSA screening emerged, reporting that the bene-
fit of prostate cancer screening is minor and controversial
(Andriole et al., 2012; Schroder et al., 2014). Following
these studies, the U.S. Preventive Service Task Force fur-
ther emphasized the importance of shared decision-mak-
ing prior to PSA testing where a patient and health care
provider discuss the pros and cons of PSA testing in
details (Moyer, 2012; US Preventive Services Task Force
et al,, 2018). Shared decision-making has also been
underscored by the American Cancer Society and the
American Urological Association (Carter et al., 2013;
Wolf et al., 2010). Given the increased emphasis over the
years on shared decision-making prior to PSA testing, it

is important to examine if there have been improvements
in patient—provider communications about the pros and
cons of PSA testing. Thus, the main objective of this
study was to extend former studies, including the only
Nordic study, by using more recent data from 2015 to
2020, to examine to what extent Icelandic men received
information about the pros and cons of PSA testing from
their health care providers. In addition, this study exam-
ined knowledge about pros and cons of PSA testing and if
asymptomatic and symptomatic men received different
information regarding pros and cons of PSA testing.
Finally, it was explored if residence affected how the men
were informed about the test results (i.e., in an appoint-
ment, by phone call or e-mail).

Understanding how information, or lack thereof, is
delivered about the pros and cons of PSA testing is
critical for development and implementation of inter-
ventions to educate men about the benefits and limita-
tions of PSA testing before men undergo medical
procedures that can have adverse effects on their qual-
ity of life.

Methods

Participants

Participants were men aged 51 to 95 (M = 71.9, SD =
7.3) and diagnosed with prostate cancer during the years
2015 to 2020. A majority, or 293 men (65.5%), were
retired, 115 men (25.7%) worked full time and 39 men
(8.8%) were either on a sick leave, on benefits or in
school. Almost half of the participants had finished voca-
tional education, or 204 men (46.4%), 46 men (10.4%)
had finished secondary education, 125 men (28.4%) had
finished a university degree and 65 men (14.8%) had fin-
ished primary education or less. Most were married or
living with a partner, or 357 men (81.3%), and 272 men
(61.1%) had a residence in the capital area of Iceland.
The mean age at diagnosis of prostate cancer was M =
68.1,SD = 7.2.

Procedure

After receiving ethics approval, the names of 1062 men
diagnosed with prostate cancer in 2015 to 2020 were
obtained via the Icelandic Cancer Registry. Participants
were recruited between May 4 and August 16, 2021 by
sending a participation invitation by post, including an
information letter describing the study and a link to an
online questionnaire. If participants used the information
to open the link, they first had to give informed consent
before they could start the questionnaire. Those prefer-
ring a paper version of the questionnaire could contact the
researchers and ask to receive it by post.



Eiriksdottir et al.

Of the potential 1062 men, 1002 were sent a study
invitation through the postal services, but 60 did not have
aregistered home address. A total of 208 responded to the
invitation and completed the questionnaire. The 794 par-
ticipants that had not responded within 2 weeks were con-
tacted via telephone. Of those, 438 could be reached and
347 agreed to participate, but of those, 82 never returned
the questionnaire, 87 declined participation, two were
deceased and two could not participate because of illness.
The remaining 356 could not be reached, either because
their phone number could not be found or because they
did not answer our calls. In total, 471 out of 1002 men
participated and therefore the response rate was 47.0%
with a completion rate of 95.1%.

Measures

Standard sociodemographic variables were collected via
the questionnaire, that is, age, relationship status, voca-
tional status, and residency. Based on the questionnaire
by Fridriksson et al. (2012), the following questions were
included in this study: (a) what was the reason for your
first PSA test (possible answers being, e.g., I had voiding
symptoms, I was worried about having prostate cancer,
my doctor recommended it), (b) did you receive any
information about the pros and cons of PSA testing prior
to testing (i.e., verbal, written, verbal, and written or none
or was not aware of PSA testing had been done), and (¢)
how did you receive the results from the PSA testing (i.c.,
at an appointment with your doctor, via telephone, and
via e-mail). In addition to the questions from Fridriksson
et al. (2012), the participants were also asked how they
would rate their knowledge of PSA testing prior to the
testing and also, if they had any symptoms of prostate
cancer prior to the PSA testing. Information about year of
diagnosis was provided by the Icelandic Cancer Registry.

Ethics Approval: The study received ethical approval
from the Icelandic Cancer Registry and The National
Bioethics Committee (Reference number: VSN-21-050).

Results

Majority of participants, or 285 (63.3%), did not have
symptoms of prostate cancer prior to the PSA testing. The
largest proportion of men, 163 (36.2%), had a PSA test
because their physician recommended it (see Table 1).
Other common reasons for having a PSA test were that
participants had voiding symptoms, or 117 men (26.0%),
116 men (25.8%) sought medical care for something else
and 102 men (22.7%) had regular health examination,
including a PSA test.

Of the participants, 178 (40.7%) recalled that they
received verbal information about the pros and cons of
PSA testing while only eight (1.8%) received written

information and 32 (7.3%) received both verbal and writ-
ten information about the pros and cons of PSA testing
prior to testing. However, 122 men (27.9%) received no
information prior to PSA testing and 97 men (22.2%) were
not even aware that a PSA test had been done (see Table 1
and Figure 1). Most of the men received the results from
the PSA test at an appointment with their physician, 317
men (70.4%), and 114 men (25.3%) received the results
via a telephone call. Additional analysis revealed that
more than half of those that got their results by telephone
call lived in the capital area or 64 men (55.7%).

Regarding knowledge, participants reported a low
level of knowledge of pros and cons of PSA testing prior
to testing, as 224 men (49.8%) reported that they had no
knowledge, 86 men (19.1%) reported very little knowl-
edge, 58 men (12.9%) reported little knowledge, 40 men
(8.9%) had neither little nor much knowledge, 24 men
(5.3%) reported much knowledge and only five (1.1%)
reported having very much knowledge.

Figure 2 demonstrates that there was little difference,
between asymptomatic and symptomatic men, in how
and if they received the information prior to the PSA test-
ing. In both groups, around one in four did not get any
information of pros and cons of PSA testing prior to test-
ing (67 asymptomatic men [23.5%] and 30 symptomatic
men [18.2%]). This was also examined for age and level
of education, but those variables did not have any effect
on how much and what kind of information men received
prior to PSA testing.

Discussion

The objective of this study was to examine if and to what
extent Icelandic men received information about the pros
and cons of PSA testing prior to undergoing the test.
Furthermore, to explore, by comparing the results to ear-
lier studies, if patient—provider communication about
pros and cons of PSA testing has improved in the last
decade during which time more emphasis has been placed
on shared decision-making.

The results from this study revealed that the patient—
provider communication about pros and cons of PSA test-
ing continues to be deficient. Only half of the men
received information about the pros and cons of PSA test-
ing, a third did not receive any information prior to test-
ing and, alarmingly, 22.2% of the men did not even know
that they were being tested. Only 9.1% received the infor-
mation in a written or both verbal and written format,
which is concerning as knowledge about pros and cons of
PSA testing was generally low with 49.8% of the men
reporting that they had no knowledge about pros and cons
of PSA testing prior to testing and 32.0% reporting little
or very little knowledge. The results also demonstrated
that the information participants received prior to PSA
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testing was similar for men that reported symptoms of
prostate cancer prior to PSA testing and those that did not
report any symptoms. In addition, the results revealed
that a majority of the men received the results from the
PSA test at an appointment with their physician or 70.4%
and 25.3% via a telephone call, with more than half of the
latter living in the capital area.

The findings that the Icelandic men received little
information about the pros and cons of PSA testing prior
to undergoing the testing and that in rare cases did the
men receive the information in a written format (1.8%) or
in both written and verbal format (7.3%), are in line with
the only other Nordic study, a study conducted by
Fridriksson et al. in Sweden (2012). The Swedish study
reported that around 27% of the men received no infor-
mation about pros and cons of PSA testing, and 14%
recalled that they had received written or both written and
verbal information about the pros and cons of PSA test-
ing. This is a slightly higher proportions than among the
Icelandic men, where 9.1% recalled receiving written or
both verbal and written information. This lack of written
information is concerning as written information
improves retention of information (Macfarlane et al.,
2002), increases information satisfaction (Angioli et al.,
2014) and knowledge (Cheema et al., 2018). Most worry-
ing is the fact that 22.2% of the Icelandic men reported
that they were not aware that their PSA levels were being
tested, that being more than twice as high as in Sweden,
where the reported rate was 10.2%. Other non-Nordic
studies have yielded similar results, too many men do not
get information about pros and cons of PSA testing prior
to testing (Federman et al.,, 1999; Han et al., 2013;
Hoffman et al., 2009; Volk et al., 2013) and many are not
aware that their PSA levels are being tested (Federman
et al., 1999; Volk et al., 2013). The findings from this
study are likely to generalize to North American men, as
a recent U.S. study using data from 2015 demonstrated
that majority of men or 72.0% did not receive informa-
tion about both pros and cons of PSA testing (Cooper
etal., 2019).

The two studies, from Iceland and Sweden, identified
that information about pros and cons of PSA testing and
the delivery form of the information remained relatively
stable over the years. The Swedish study included men
that underwent PSA testing in 2006 through 2008 while
this study included men who underwent testing from
2015 through 2020. The similar findings in these two
Nordic studies are somewhat worrisome as they suggest
that information about pros and cons of PSA testing from
health care providers prior to testing has not changed
much in the past decade and is still deficient despite the
emphasis that has been placed on shared decision-making
for more than a decade. Consistent with the lack of infor-
mation, the results demonstrated that Icelandic men have

a low level of knowledge of the pros and cons of PSA
testing prior to testing with 81.8% reporting no, little or
very little knowledge. This is in line with other non-Nor-
dic studies reporting that knowledge about pros and cons
is generally low (Hoffman et al., 2009; Lamplugh et al.,
2006). These findings further emphasize the importance
of informing men about the pros and cons of PSA testing
prior to making the decisions to undergo PSA testing.

The results also indicated that the information partici-
pants received prior to PSA testing was similar for both
symptomatic and asymptomatic men. This was somewhat
surprising because the majority of participants were
asymptomatic and shared decision-making is especially
advised for asymptomatic men before making a decision
on PSA testing, and there is perpetually increasing focus
on involving patients in their own health care decisions
(Carter et al., 2013; US Preventive Services Task Force
et al., 2018).

The limitations of this study are that the response rate
was low (47.0%) and only men who had been diagnosed
with prostate cancer were included in the study. Future
research should focus on including men that have both
considered getting their PSA levels tested and those that
have already gotten their PSA levels tested (and have or
have not been diagnosed with prostate cancer). In addi-
tion, we did not identify if the information that patients
received was balanced, so even though we know that
around half of the men that underwent PSA testing did
get some information about PSA testing we do not know
if that information was balanced and led to shared deci-
sion-making. In addition, since the results demonstrate
that at least half of the men who underwent PSA testing
did not get the opportunity to make a shared decision
with their health care providers prior to PSA testing,
future studies should focus on identifying obstacles for
shared decision-making and how to overcome them. One
solution to this would be to increase the use of decision
aids (DAs). DAs are evidence-based and provide the
patient with information about available options together
with the pros and cons of each option in a balanced way.
They prepare the patients to take part in their own health
decisions and to reach a shared decision with a health
care provider who is in line with the patients’ values and
goals (O’Connor et al., 1999, 2001). DAs improve
patients knowledge and decisional satisfaction as well as
decrease decisional regret and decisional conflict (Stacey
et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2010; Volk et al., 2007). By
using DAs, the number of men who are involved in
shared decision-making prior to PSA testing could be
increased. In Iceland, a DA to assist with PSA testing has
been developed and is currently being tested, but to the
best of our knowledge, there are no DAs designed to
assist men with their PSA testing decision available in
the other Nordic countries.
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The strength of this study is that it adds to the limited
knowledge about how men in the Nordic countries
receive information about the pros and cons of PSA test-
ing from their health care providers. It also demonstrates
that the patient—provider communication about pros and
cons of PSA testing continues to be deficient even though
greater emphasis has been placed on shared decision-
making for more than a decade. The findings indicate that
there is a pressing need to develop and test new interven-
tions, particularly in the Nordic countries, to educate men
about the benefits and limitations of PSA testing before
men undergo medical procedures that can have adverse
effects on their quality of life.

Conclusion

Most studies on how much information men received
about the pros and cons of PSA testing prior to testing
were conducted more than a decade ago (e.g., Fridriksson
et al., 2012; Han et al., 2013; Hoffman et al., 2009;
Lamplugh et al., 2006; Leyva et al., 2016); however, two
major trials of PSA screening emerged more than 10
years ago, reporting that the benefit of prostate cancer
screening is minor and controversial (Andriole et al.,
2012; Schroder et al., 2014). Following these studies, the
importance of shared decision-making prior to PSA test-
ing has been further emphasized (Carter et al., 2013;
Moyer, 2012; US Preventive Services Task Force et al.,
2018; Wolf et al., 2010). Given the increased emphasis
over the years, on shared decision-making prior to PSA
testing, it is important to examine if there have been
improvements in patient—provider communications
about the pros and cons of PSA testing. This study is one
of'the first studies using recent data (2015-2020) to dem-
onstrate that, despite this controversy of PSA testing and
strong emphasis on patient—provider communication in
the last decade, the information men receive prior to PSA
testing is still deficient. Most of the men in this study
(81.8%) reported having no or little knowledge about the
pros and cons of PSA testing prior to testing and only
6.4% of men reported having much or very much knowl-
edge. A majority of participants (63.3%) did not have
symptoms of prostate cancer prior to the PSA testing and
the information that participants received prior to the
PSA testing was very similar for both symptomatic and
asymptomatic men, even though shared decision-making
is especially encouraged for asymptomatic men.
Furthermore, only half of the men (49.8%) received
information about the pros and cons of PSA testing prior
to testing, either verbal, written or both and a third
(27.9%) did not receive any information. In addition,
22.2% reported that they were not aware that their PSA
levels were being tested. This means that, at least half of
the men in this study were not invited to participate in

shared decision-making with their health care providers
because they either did not get any information on pros
and cons of PSA testing prior to testing or were not aware
of being tested. This indicates that there is room for
improvement when it comes to shared decision-making
prior to PSA testing. The findings have major public
health relevance as they indicate that men are not getting
enough information prior to PSA testing and that there is
a pressing need for interventions that educate men about
the benefits and limitations of PSA testing before men
undergo medical procedures that can seriously affect
their quality of life.

Acknowledgments

The authors acknowledge the important work done at the
Icelandic Cancer Registry that made this study possible and
thank their staff for invaluable guidance.

Authors’ contributions

V.K.E., B.B.,J.O.F.,, and H.B.V. designed the research. V.K.E.
conducted the study and analyzed the data; drafted the manu-
script; and incorporated comments and finalized the manuscript.
B.B., J.O.F., and H.B.V. discussed the results and commented
on the manuscript. All the authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared the following potential conflicts of inter-
est with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication
of'this article: V.K.E., B.B., J.O.F., and H.B.V. declare that they
have no competing interests.

Ethics approval (include appropriate approvals
or waivers)

The study received ethical approval from the Icelandic Cancer
Registry and The National Bioethics Committee (Reference
number: VSN-21-050). Informed consent was obtained from all
participants in the study.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial sup-
port for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this arti-
cle: This work was supported by the Icelandic Center for
Research (grant no. 141490) and the Research Fund of the
Icelandic Cancer Society (grant no. 2017-05).

ORCID iDs

Valgerdur Kristin Eiriksdottir https://orcid.org/0000-0003-
0110-1877

Birna Baldursdottir https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8702-3173
References

Andriole, G. L., Crawford, E. D., Grubb, R. L., Buys, S. S.,
Chia, D., Church, T. R., Fouad, M. N., Gelmann, E. P.,


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0110-1877
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0110-1877
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8702-3173

American Journal of Men’s Health

Kvale, P. A., Reding, D. J., Weissfeld, J. L., Yokochi, L.
A., O’Brien, B., Clapp, J. D., Rathmell, J. M., Riley, T.
L., Hayes, R. B., Kramer, B. S., Izmirlian, G., . . . Berg,
C. D. (2009). Mortality results from a randomized pros-
tate-cancer screening trial. The New England Journal of
Medicine, 360(13), 1310-1319. https://doi.org/10.1056/
NEJMo0a0810696

Andriole, G. L., Crawford, E. D., Grubb, R. L., Buys, S. S.,
Chia, D., Church, T. R., Fouad, M. N., Isaacs, C., Kvale, P.
A.,Reding, D. J., Weissfeld, J. L., Yokochi, L. A., O’Brien,
B., Ragard, L. R., Clapp, J. D., Rathmell, J. M., Riley, T.
L., Hsing, A. W., Izmirlian, G, . . . Prorok, P. C. (2012).
Prostate cancer screening in the randomized prostate, lung,
colorectal, and ovarian cancer screening trial: Mortality
results after 13 years of follow-up. JNCI Journal of the
National Cancer Institute, 104(2), 125-132. https://doi.
org/10.1093/jnci/djr500

Angioli, R., Plotti, F., Capriglione, S., Aloisi, A., Aloisi, M.
E., Luvero, D., Miranda, A., Montera, R., Gulino, M., &
Frati, P. (2014). The effects of giving patients verbal or
written pre-operative information in gynecologic oncology
surgery: A randomized study and the medical-legal point
of view. European Journal of Obstetrics & Gynecology
and Reproductive Biology, 177, 67-71. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2014.03.041

Bray, F., Ferlay, J., Soerjomataram, I., Siegel, R., Torre,
L., & Jemal, A. (2018). Global cancer statistics 2018:
GLOBOCAN estimates of incidence and mortality world-
wide for 36 cancers in 185 countries. CA: A Cancer Journal
for Clinicians, 68(6), 394-424. https://doi.org/10.3322/
caac.21492PMID:30207593

Carter, H. B., Albertsen, P. C., Barry, M. J., Etzioni, R.,
Freedland, S. J., Greene, K. L., Holmberg, L., Kantoff, P.,
Konety, B. R., Murad, M. H., Penson, D. F., & Zietman, A.
L. (2013). Early detection of prostate cancer: AUA guide-
line. The Journal of Urology, 190(2), 419-426. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.juro.2013.04.119

Cheema, E., Sutcliffe, P., Weickert, M. O., & Singer, D. R.
J. (2018). A randomised controlled trial of the impact of
structured written and verbal advice by community phar-
macists on improving hypertension education and control
in patients with high blood pressure. European Journal of
Clinical Pharmacology, 74(11), 1391-1395. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00228-018-2519-0

Cooper, D. L., Rollins, L., Slocumb, T., & Rivers, B. M. (2019).
Are men making informed decisions according to the
prostate-specific antigen test guidelines? Analysis of the
2015 behavioral risk factor surveillance system. American
Journal of Men’s Health, 13(2), 1557988319834843.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988319834843

Djulbegovic, M., Beyth, R. J., Neuberger, M. M., Stoffs, T.
L., Vieweg, J., Djulbegovic, B., & Dahm, P. (2010).
Screening for prostate cancer: Systematic review and meta-
analysis of randomised controlled trials. British Medical
Journal (Clinical Research Ed.), 341, c4543. https://doi.
org/10.1136/bmj.c4543

Federman, D. G., Goyal, S., Kamina, A., Peduzzi, P., &
Concato, J. (1999). Informed consent for PSA screening:
Does it happen? Effective Clinical Practice, 2(4), 152—157.

Fenton, J. J., Weyrich, M. S., Durbin, S., Liu, Y., Bang, H.,
& Melnikow, J. (2018). Prostate-specific antigen—based
screening for prostate cancer: Evidence report and sys-
tematic review for the US preventive services task force.
Journal of the American Medical Association, 319(18),
1914-1931. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2018.3712

Fridriksson, J., Gunseus, K., & Stattin, P. (2012). Information
on pros and cons of prostate-specific antigen testing to men
prior to blood draw: A study from the National Prostate
Cancer Register (NPCR) of Sweden. Scandinavian Journal
of Urology and Nephrology, 46(5), 326-331. https://doi.
org/10.3109/00365599.2012.691110

Han, P. K. J., Kobrin, S., Breen, N., Joseph, D. A., Li, J., Frosch,
D. L., & Klabunde, C. N. (2013). National evidence on the
use of shared decision making in prostate-specific antigen
screening. Annals of Family Medicine, 11(4), 306-314.
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1539

Hayes, J. H., & Barry, M. J. (2014). Screening for prostate
cancer with the prostate-specific antigen test: A review
of current evidence. Journal of the American Medical
Association, 311(11), 1143—1149. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jama.2014.2085

Hoffman, R. M., Couper, M. P., Zikmund-Fisher, B. J.,
Levin, C. A., McNaughton-Collins, M., Helitzer, D. L.,
VanHoewyk, J., & Barry, M. J. (2009). Prostate cancer
screening decisions: Results from the National Survey
of Medical Decisions (DECISIONS study). Archives
of Internal Medicine, 169(17), 1611-1618. https://doi.
org/10.1001/archinternmed.2009.262

Hoffman, R. M., & Helitzer, D. L. (2007). Moving towards
shared decision making in prostate cancer screening.
Journal of General Internal Medicine, 22(7), 1056—1057.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-007-0167-7

The Icelandic Cancer Society. (2017). Blédruhdlskirtilskrab-
bamein—Leidbeiningar fyrir karla sem eru nygreindir med
sjukdominn [Prostate Cancer — Guidelines for newly diag-
nosed men]. https://www.krabb.is/media/baeklingar/baeklin-
gur-blodruhalskirtilskrabbamein-fyrir-net-A4-1402.pdf

The Icelandic Directorate of Health. (2017). Good clinical
practice. Directorate of Health. https://www.landlaeknir.
is/servlet/file/store93/item32436/Godir_starfshaettir_
lackna 31.5.2017.pdf

Ilic, D., Djulbegovic, M., Jung, J. H., Hwang, E. C., Zhou, Q.,
Cleves, A., Agoritsas, T., & Dahm, P. (2018). Prostate
cancer screening with prostate-specific antigen (PSA) test:
A systematic review and meta-analysis. British Medical
Journal, 362,%3519. https://doi.org/10.1136/bm;j.k3519

Lamplugh, M., Gilmore, P., Quinlan, T., & Cornford, P. (2006).
PSA testing: Are patients aware of what lies ahead? The
Annals of the Royal College of Surgeons of England, 88(3),
284-288. https://doi.org/10.1308/003588406X98685

Leyva, B., Persoskie, A., Ottenbacher, A., Hamilton, J. G.,
Allen, J. D., Kobrin, S. C., & Taplin, S. H. (2016). Do
men receive information required for shared decision mak-
ing about PSA testing? Results from a National Survey.
Journal of Cancer Education, 31(4), 693—701. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s13187-015-0870-8

Lin, K., Lipsitz, R., Miller, T., & Janakiraman, S. (2008).
Benefits and harms of prostate-specific antigen screening


https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0810696
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0810696
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djr500
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djr500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2014.03.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2014.03.041
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492PMID:30207593
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492PMID:30207593
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.juro.2013.04.119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.juro.2013.04.119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00228-018-2519-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00228-018-2519-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988319834843
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c4543
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c4543
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2018.3712
https://doi.org/10.3109/00365599.2012.691110
https://doi.org/10.3109/00365599.2012.691110
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1539
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.2085
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.2085
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2009.262
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2009.262
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-007-0167-7
https://www.krabb.is/media/baeklingar/baeklingur-blodruhalskirtilskrabbamein-fyrir-net-A4-1402.pdf
https://www.krabb.is/media/baeklingar/baeklingur-blodruhalskirtilskrabbamein-fyrir-net-A4-1402.pdf
https://www.landlaeknir.is/servlet/file/store93/item32436/Godir_starfshaettir_laekna_31.5.2017.pdf
https://www.landlaeknir.is/servlet/file/store93/item32436/Godir_starfshaettir_laekna_31.5.2017.pdf
https://www.landlaeknir.is/servlet/file/store93/item32436/Godir_starfshaettir_laekna_31.5.2017.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k3519
https://doi.org/10.1308/003588406X98685
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13187-015-0870-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13187-015-0870-8

Eiriksdottir et al.

for prostate cancer: An evidence update for the U.S. pre-
ventive services task force. Annals of Internal Medicine,
149(3), 192—199. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-149-
3-200808050-00009

Macfarlane, J., Holmes, W., Gard, P., Thornhill, D., Macfarlane,
R., & Hubbard, R. (2002). Reducing antibiotic use for acute
bronchitis in primary care: Blinded, randomised controlled
trial of patient information leaflet. British Medical Journal,
324(7329), 91-94. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7329.91

Moyer, V. A. (2012). Screening for prostate cancer: U.S. pre-
ventive services task force recommendation statement.
Annals of Internal Medicine, 157(2), 120—134. https://doi.
org/10.7326/0003-4819-157-2-201207170-00459

National Comprehensive Cancer Network. (2020). NCCN guide-
lines for patients: Prostate cancer. https://www.ncen.org/
patients/guidelines/content/PDF/prostate-early-patient.pdf

O’Connor, A. M., Rostom, A., Fiset, V., Tetroe, J., Entwistle,
V., Llewellyn-Thomas, H., Holmes-Rovner, M., Barry,
M., & Jones, J. (1999). Decision aids for patients facing
health treatment or screening decisions: Systematic review.
British Medical Journal, 319(7212), 731-734.

O’Connor, A. M., Stacey, D., Rovner, D., Holmes-Rovner, M.,
Tetroe, J., Llewellyn-Thomas, H., Entwistle, V., Rostom,
A., Fiset, V., Barry, M., & Jones, J. (2001). Decision
aids for people facing health treatment or screening deci-
sions. The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 3,
CDO001431. https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001431

Pathirana, T., Hayen, A., Doust, J., Glasziou, P., & Bell, K.
(2019). Lifetime risk of prostate cancer overdiagnosis in
Australia: Quantifying the risk of overdiagnosis associated
with prostate cancer screening in Australia using a novel
lifetime risk approach. BMJ Open, 9(3), €022457. https://
doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022457

Regionala cancercentrum i samverkan. (2020). Prostatacancer:
Nationellt vardprogram [Prostate Cancer: Swedish National
Cancer Care]. Regionala cancercentrum i samverkan
[Regional Cancer Centre Cooperation].

Schroder, F. H., Hugosson, J., Roobol, M. J., Tammela, T. L.
J., Zappa, M., Nelen, V., Kwiatkowski, M., Lujan, M.,
Maitténen, L., Lilja, H., Denis, L. J., Recker, F., Paez,
A., Bangma, C. H., Carlsson, S., Puliti, D., Villers, A.,
Rebillard, X., Hakama, M., . . . Auvinen, A. (2014). The
european randomized study of screening for prostate

cancer —prostate cancer mortality at 13 years of follow-up.
Lancet, 384(9959), 2027-2035. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0140-6736(14)60525-0

Stacey, D., Bennett, C. L., Barry, M. J., Col, N. F., Eden, K.
B., Holmes-Rovner, M., Llewellyn-Thomas, H., Lyddiatt,
A., Légaré, F., & Thomson, R. (2011). Decision aids for
people facing health treatment or screening decisions. The
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 10, CD001431.
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001431.pub3

Taylor, K. L., Davis, K. M., Lamond, T., Williams, R. M.,
Schwartz, M. D., Lawrence, W., Feng, S., Brink, S., Birney,
A., Lynch, J., Regan, J., & Dritschilo, A. (2010). Use and
evaluation of a CD-ROM-based decision aid for prostate
cancer treatment decisions. Behavioral Medicine, 36(4),
130-140. https://doi.org/10.1080/08964289.2010.525263

US Preventive Services Task Force, Grossman, D. C., Curry, S.
J., Owens, D. K., Bibbins-Domingo, K., Caughey, A. B.,
Davidson, K. W., Doubeni, C. A., Ebell, M., Epling, J. W.,
Kemper, A. R., Krist, A. H., Kubik, M., Landefeld, C. S.,
Mangione, C. M., Silverstein, M., Simon, M. A., Siu, A. L.,
& Tseng, C.-W. (2018). Screening for prostate cancer: US
Preventive Services Task Force recommendation statement.
Journal of the American Medical Association, 319(18),
1901-1913. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2018.3710

Volk, R. J., Hawley, S. T., Kneuper, S., Holden, E. W., Stroud,
L. A., Cooper, C. P., Berkowitz, J. M., Scholl, L. E.,
Saraykar, S. S., & Pavlik, V. N. (2007). Trials of decision
aids for prostate cancer screening: A systematic review.
American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 33(5), 428-434.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.07.030

Volk, R. J., Linder, S. K., Kallen, M. A., Galliher, J. M., Spano,
M. S., Mullen, P. D., & Spann, S. J. (2013). Primary care
physicians’ use of an informed decision-making process
for prostate cancer screening. Annals of Family Medicine,
11(1), 67-74. https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1445

Wolf, A. M. D., Wender, R. C., Etzioni, R. B., Thompson, 1.
M., D’Amico, A. V., Volk, R. J., Brooks, D. D., Dash,
C., Guessous, 1., Andrews, K., DeSantis, C., & Smith, R.
A., & American Cancer Society Prostate Cancer Advisory
Committee. (2010). American cancer society guideline for
the early detection of prostate cancer: Update 2010. CA:
A Cancer Journal for Clinicians, 60(2), 70-98. https://doi.
org/10.3322/caac.20066


https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-149-3-200808050-00009
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-149-3-200808050-00009
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7329.91
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-157-2-201207170-00459
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-157-2-201207170-00459
https://www.nccn.org/patients/guidelines/content/PDF/prostate-early-patient.pdf
https://www.nccn.org/patients/guidelines/content/PDF/prostate-early-patient.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001431
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022457
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022457
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)60525-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)60525-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001431.pub3
https://doi.org/10.1080/08964289.2010.525263
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2018.3710
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.07.030
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1445
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.20066
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.20066

