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COLORECTAL CANCER (CRC) is the second 
most commonly diagnosed cancer and is 
second only to lung cancer as the leading 
cause of cancer death in Australia.1 
Despite being one of the most preventable 
cancers and the existence of a free 
National Bowel Cancer Screening Program 
(NBCSP), screening rates remain low.2 
In fact, only about 36% of the 1.4 million 
people invited in 2014 by the NBCSP 
returned a completed faecal occult blood 
screening kit (FOBT) for analysis.3 One of 
the reasons for poor screening uptake may 
be people’s inaccurate perceptions of their 
own risk of developing CRC.4

A large proportion of Australians who 
are at average risk of CRC are undergoing 
unnecessary colonoscopies against 
National Health and Medical Research 
Council (NHMRC) guidelines, despite 
the risks involved in the procedure and 
the financial burden this places on the 
healthcare system.5 Conversely, the 
majority of Australians who are at above 
average risk, who would benefit most from 
colonoscopies, are getting inadequate 
screening or not being screened at all.5,6  

Risk-stratification is increasingly 
proposed as a method for improving the 
efficacy of cancer screening. In order to 
maximise screening that is appropriate 
to the actual risk level, risk should 
be presented in a meaningful way to 
help patients develop a more accurate 
perception of their risk. The NHMRC-
funded Centre for Research Excellence on 
optimising CRC screening has developed 
the risk assessment tool CRISP (Colorectal 
Cancer RISk Prediction) for this purpose.7

Evidence suggests that the format in 
which risk information is presented affects 
patients’ understanding and perception 
of risk.8 Communicating risks as absolute 
rather than relative risk delivers more 
transparent and complete risk information 

without causing people to overestimate 
benefits or harms.9–15 Previous studies 
have also found that communicating 
probability information in numbers rather 
than words improves people’s accuracy 
of risk perception.10,14,16–19  Using natural 
frequencies instead of percentages to 
explain risk has also been shown to be more 
intuitive and better understood.10–14,16,20–23 
Moreover, line graphs can be useful to 
show comparative risk over time, and 
icon arrays may help people to identify 
themselves as one of the icons.10,13,16 

More recently, expected frequency 
trees (EFT) have been proposed as a more 
comprehensive format for effectively 
communicating the potential harms and 
benefits of screening, by demonstrating 
the predictive accuracy of a screening 
test and the potential complications 
of having a screening test. EFTs have 
been hypothesised to improve informed 
decision making about screening 
methods by simplifying conditional 
probabilities.12,16,24

Previous literature also suggests that 
people are far more likely to be influenced 
by the views of those around them 
(including strangers) than by advice from 
governments.25 So in addition to testing 
the various risk communication formats, 
we examined the impact on people’s 
CRC screening choice of presenting 
recommendations in two ways: one 
based on national health guidelines 
and the other on social norms. One 
important person around patients is 
their general practitioner (GP), whose 
influence, even in only a letter, has been 
shown to increase participation in CRC 
screening.26–28 It is likely that an in-person 
CRC screening recommendation from 
the GP has an even larger effect on 
uptake. The CRISP-Q study compared the 
impact of various risk formats on patients’ 
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Background and objectives
Many Australians at average risk of 
colorectal cancer (CRC) are undergoing 
unnecessary colonoscopic screening, 
while many at increased risk are 
getting inadequate screening. The 
aim of this study was to test different 
ways of communicating the risks and 
benefits of CRC screening, as part 
of the development of a CRC risk 
prediction (CRISP) tool. 

Method
General practice patients were shown 
five different risk presentations for 
hypothetical ‘average’ and ‘increased’ 
risk cases and were asked to choose the 
screening method they would undergo. 
Associations were explored between 
risk presentation type and ‘risk-
appropriate screening’ choice. 

Results
All risk formats were associated with 
improved risk-appropriate screening by 
participants (n = 204); however, there 
was a statistical trend favouring absolute 
risk with a government recommendation 
and an ‘expected frequency tree’. The 
icon array was most weakly associated 
with appropriate screening. 

Discussion
This research will inform approaches  
to communicating risk in CRISP 
and may be of wider relevance to 
supporting informed decisions about 
cancer screening.
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ability to choose a CRC screening test that 
is appropriate to their level of CRC risk. 

Methods
Study design and participants
This was an observational, cross-sectional, 
vignette-based study. Patients in the 
waiting room of a Melbourne general 
practice were approached and invited to 
participate in the study if they were aged 
40–75 years, understood English and were 
waiting for an appointment with their 
GP. Patients were deemed ineligible if 
they were not seeing a GP, non–English 
speaking, acutely unwell, distressed, or 
flagged by medical or administrative staff 
as inappropriate to recruit. The CRISP-Q 
study was approved by the University 
of Melbourne Human Research Ethics 
Committee (HREC 1545587.2). 

Procedures
Ten different risk communication screens 
were developed with five formats and two 
different levels of CRC risk (average and 

relative risk of 6, consistent with NHMRC 
moderately increased risk; Figures 1–5 
[Figure 5 available online only]). The 
formats were:
• Icon array demonstrating five-year 

CRCrisk
• Comparative risk line graph showing 

personal CRC risk over time against the 
average risk

• EFT showing outcomes of a 
hypothetical population of 100,000 
(average or moderate risk) who receive 
no screening, FOBT or colonoscopy 
screening. 

• Absolute five-year risk of CRC 
(AR) and Australian Government 
recommendation

• Absolute five-year risk of CRC (AR) and 
social norm statement (eg ‘Most people 
like you would choose the FOBT test')

Participants were asked to imagine that 
the information presented was about 
them and to choose their preferred 
screening option (no screening, FOBT, or 
colonoscopy). Participants were shown 
up to ten risk presentations, which were 

delivered in a random order to reduce 
potential learning effects, via a software 
application running on an Apple iPad. We 
also collected non-identifiable information 
about participant characteristics, such as 
age, gender, ethnicity, relationship status, 
education level and previous history of 
colonoscopy. 

The vignettes were designed to take no 
more than ten minutes to complete. The 
researcher collected extensive field notes, 
including observations within the clinic, 
to provide any qualitative information 
relevant to the results. 

Statistical analysis
In addition to descriptive analysis, we 
used multivariable logistic regression 
to examine associations between risk 
format and risk-appropriate screening. 

Table 1. Summary of participant 
characteristics (n = 204)

Participants n (%)

Age (years)
40–49
50–59
60–69
≥70

37 (18%)
38 (19%)
87 (43%)
42 (20%)

Gender
Male
Female

65 (32%)
139 (68%)

Ethnicity
Australian
Other

163 (80%)
41 (20%)

Relationship status
In a relationship
Separated/divorced
Single
Widowed

152 (74%)
16 (8%)

26 (13%)
10 (5%)

Education level
University degree or higher
TAFE qualification or similar
Completed high school only
Never completed high school

125 (61%)
28 (14%)
37 (18%)

14 (7%)

Previous colonoscopy
Yes
No
Missing

84 (41%)
47 (23%)
73 (36%)Figure 1. Risk format 1– Icon array depicting absolute risk over five years (for increased risk)
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Appropriate screening choice was defined 
as FOBT for average risk and colonoscopy 
for increased risk as per NHMRC 
guidelines. The explanatory variables 
included risk format, risk level, age (as a 
continuous variable), gender, ethnicity 
(born in Australia or ‘other’), relationship 
status, education and previous history of 
colonoscopy. As a secondary analysis, we 
split the dataset and developed separate 
models for each risk level. 

Part way through recruitment, we 
decided to add in a question about 

previous history of colonoscopy, to 
explore if people who had previously had 
colonoscopies were more likely to choose 
colonoscopy as their choice of screening 
method. Because history of colonoscopy 
data were missing for a random subset 
of the sample, we analysed the data in 
the same way as the other variables. We 
adjusted for clustering due to multiple 
data points per participant using robust 
standard errors.29 The responses were 
recorded in Microsoft Excel and analysed 
using Statacorp STATA 13.1.29

Results

Between February and April 2016, we 
recruited 204 individuals; 20 individuals 
declined to participate (91% accrual 
rate; Figure 6, available online only). 
The mean age of participants was 61.7 
years. The sample was relatively highly 
educated, with a high rate of colonoscopy 
use (Table 1). History of colonoscopy data 
were missing for 36% of participants. 

Overall, the study showed that all risk 
formats were associated with increased 

Table 2. Predictors of appropriate screening

Total Average risk Increased risk

Predictor variable OR (95% CI) P OR (95% CI) P OR (95% CI) P

Risk format
Icon array
Government recommendations
EFT
Line graph
Social norms

Ref
1.69  (1.35–2.12)
1.50  (1.16–1.94)
1.43  (1.15–1.78)
1.41  (1.18–1.68)

0.0001
..
..
..

Ref
2.02 (1.43–2.86)
1.86 (1.23–2.83)
1.61 (1.15–2.25)
1.44 (0.98–2.11)

0.0016
..
..
..

Ref
1.64 (1.12–2.40)
1.58 (1.12–2.23)
1.37 (1.05–1.79)
1.37 (0.94–2.00)

0.032
..
..
..

Risk level
Average risk
Increased risk

Ref
0.88 (0.53–1.49) 0.64

Age 1.01 (0.99–1.02) 0.30 1.02 (0.99–1.05) 0.23 1.00 (0.97–1.03) 0.81

Gender
Female
Male

Ref
0.98 (0.77–1.26) 0.90

Ref
0.48 (0.25–0.91) 0.024

Ref
2.00 (1.06–3.77) 0.033

Ethnicity
Australian
Other

Ref
1.11 (0.84–1.46) 0.45

Ref
0.74 (0.37–1.52) 0.41

Ref
1.71 (0.79–3.68) 0.17

Relationship status
In a relationship
Separated/divorced
Single
Widowed

Ref
1.05 (0.72–1.54)
1.44 (0.97–2.15)
0.78 (0.49–1.26)

0.19
..
..

Ref
2.20 (0.71–6.82)
3.04 (1.11–8.35)
1.42 (0.38–5.40)

0.11
..
..

Ref
0.59 (0.21–1.69)
0.80 (0.35–1.81)
0.39 (0.11–1.35)

0.11
..
..

Education level
Uni degree or higher
Other

Ref
1.31 (1.02–1.69) 0.03

Ref
0.90 (0.48–1.70) 0.75

Ref
2.06 (1.08–3.94) 0.029

Previous colonoscopy
No
Yes

Ref
0.92 (0.70–1.19) 0.51

Ref
0.22 (0.11–0.42) <0.001

Ref
3.49 (1.82–6.70) <0.001

CI, confidence interval; EFT, expected frequency tree; OR, odds ratio
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likelihood of opting for appropriate 
screening, compared with not giving any 
information about risk. The AR statement 
with government recommendation, 
EFT, line graph and AR statement with 
social norm statement were associated 
overall with a significantly higher odds of 
appropriate screening than the icon array 
(Table 2). The point estimates of the odds 
ratios were highest for the AR statement 
with government recommendation but 
there were no statistically significant 
differences between the other formats. 
We found no statistically significant 
association between risk level and 
appropriate screening choice. 

A lower level of education was 
associated with appropriate screening 
(odds ratio [OR] 1.31, 95% confidence 
interval [CI] 1.02, 1.69; P = 0.03). In the 
‘average risk’ subgroup, being male and 
having a history of previous colonoscopy 
were each associated with a reduced 
likelihood of making the appropriate 
screening choice (Table 2). In the average 

risk group, both AR statements and 
the EFT overall were associated with a 
significantly higher odds of appropriate 
screening, compared with the icon array 
(P <0.01), but there was no difference 
between the line graph and icon array (P = 
0.061). Notably, the average risk EFT led 
to the lowest number of people choosing 
‘no screening’ (ie only four people chose 
no screening when they saw the EFT, as 
opposed to 37 with the icon array). 

In the ‘increased risk’ subgroup, being 
male and less educated each increased 
the likelihood of choosing the appropriate 
screening method by a factor of two, and 
having a previous history of colonoscopy 
increased the likelihood of choosing the 
appropriate screening method threefold 
(Table 2). The AR statement with 
government recommendation, graph 
and AR statement with recommendation 
based on social norms were better than 
the icon array (P <0.03), but the EFT was 
not significantly different from the icon 
array (P = 0.10). 

Discussion

This study provides insight into different 
formats to communicate risk and their 
associations with risk-appropriate 
screening choices for CRC. We observed 
that patients in primary care were more 
likely to make the appropriate screening 
choice when they were shown an AR 
statement and the associated government 
recommendation. The icon array was most 
weakly associated with risk-appropriate 
screening. 

Influencing human behaviour is very 
difficult and often requires complex 
interventions.16 Contrary to previous 
literature and data suggesting that social 
norms are more effective for influencing 
behaviour,25 we found that more people 
opted for the appropriate screening when 
they were shown the AR statement with 
national health guidelines rather than 
with a social norm statement. This finding 
could be because people trust the NHMRC 
as an independent source of expert 
and legitimate information. This result 
supports the importance of government/
national health guidelines on improving 
the rates of appropriate screening and 
suggests that current government 
messages about CRC screening may not be 
effectively reaching the public. 

Previous studies have found that visual 
displays are better at improving people’s 
understanding of risk information than 
pure numbers because they are better at 
gaining people’s attention, can summarise 
the key message, explain complicated 
concepts in a concise way, and are helpful 
for those with low numeracy and literacy 
skills.10,14–16 Although icon arrarys are 
widely used in current risk communication 
tools, our findings showed that they were 
least effective in getting people to make 
appropriate screening choices. In this 
study, the icon array for average risk led 
to the greatest number of people choosing 
‘no screening’. This finding is consistent 
with previous work showing that icon 
arrays, when used in decision tools for rare 
events, tend to make people feel that they 
are at such low risk of the condition that 
they opt for no screening.10 

In relation to cancer screening, there 
has been a gradual push to implement 

Figure 2. Risk format 5 – Line graph showing absolute risk over lifetime, compared with the 
population (for increased risk) 
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the use of EFTs as they are a simple 
way of presenting multiple conditional 
probabilities.12 In agreement with previous 
studies,12 we have found that the EFT for 
average risk was strongly associated with 
appropriate CRC screening. This format 
emphasises the risks of colonoscopy and 
the benefits of FOBT screening, suggesting 
a potential role in reducing the rate of 
unnecessary colonoscopies in those at 
average risk of CRC. 

The comparative line graph was 
strongly associated with appropriate 
screening in the increased risk group. This 
finding is consistent with Spiegelhalter’s 
findings that people felt some 
reassurance learning their risk of cancer 
is below average for their age.16 A clear 
demonstration that one’s risk is greater 
than expected for one’s age may be 
sufficient to promote use of colonoscopy. 

Strengths and limitations of this study
The high recruitment rate of 91% 
minimised any sample selection bias. 
However, recruitment in a single general 
practice that included patients who were, 
on average, well educated, may limit 
the generalisability of our findings. The 
order of vignettes and risk formats was 
presented randomly to reduce potential 
learning effects, but a much larger study 
would be required with ten different 
scenarios to fully balance any ordering 
effects.  Although vignette responses are 
useful indicators of people’s screening 
intentions, they may not accurately reflect 
people’s actual screening behaviour.30 

Conclusions and implications 
for general practice

We have found that the AR statement 
with national health guidelines has the 
greatest association with appropriate 
screening decisions across both risk 
groups. The findings have implications for 
designers of tools and decision aids that 
present information about disease risk and 
outcomes of different screening tests. We 
have applied our results to the development 
of the CRISP risk assessment tool for 
CRC, which is currently being tested in a 
randomised controlled trial in Australian 
general practice. Evidence suggests 

that GPs and their recommendations 
consistently improve participation in 
screening for CRC. The EFTs we have 
developed, which outline the relative 
benefits and harms of different screening 
options for CRC, may be useful for GPs to 
facilitate a discussion in those at average 
risk of CRC who want a colonoscopy. 
If more patients can be engaged in a 
discussion with their GP about CRC risk, 
and the risks and benefits of different 
screening methods, a more effective 
implementation of risk-approriate CRC 
screening could result. 

Authors
Grace Y Kim BSc, MD, Medical Resident, St Vincent’s 
Hospital, Fitzroy, Vic; Scholarly Selective Student, 
Centre for Cancer Research, Department of General 
Practice, Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and Health 
Sciences, Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre, 
University of Melbourne, Vic. ykim1@student.
unimelb.edu.au
Jennifer Walker BAppSci, MPH, PhD, Senior Research 
Fellow, Centre for Cancer Research, Department of 
General Practice, Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and 
Health Sciences, Victorian Comprehensive Cancer 
Centre, University of Melbourne, Vic
Adrian Bickerstaffe BCompSci (Hons), PhD, Senior 
Research Fellow and Head of Research Computing, 
Centre for Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Melbourne 

School of Population and Global Health, University of 
Melbourne, Vic
Nadira Hewabandu BITS (Hons), Technical Support 
Officer, Melbourne School of Population and Global 
Health, University of Melbourne, Vic
Marie Pirotta MBBS, MMed, GradDipEpi&Biostats, 
PhD, FRACGP, General practitioner, Senior Lecturer 
and Research Fellow, Centre for Cancer Research, 
Department of General Practice, Faculty of 
Medicine, Dentistry and Health Sciences, Victorian 
Comprehensive Cancer Centre, University of 
Melbourne, Vic
Louisa Flander PhD, Senior Research Fellow, 
Centre for Epidemiology & Biostatistics, Melbourne 
School of Population & Global Health, University of 
Melbourne, Vic
Mark Jenkins BSc, PhD, Director of the Centre for 
Epidemiology and Biostatics, Melbourne School 
of Population and Global Health, University of 
Melbourne, Vic
Jon Emery MA, MBBCh, FRACGP, MRCGP, DPhil, 
Professor of Primary Care Cancer Research, Centre 
for Cancer Research, Department of General Practice, 
Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and Health Sciences, 
Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre, University 
of Melbourne, Vic
Competing interests: None.
Provenance and peer review: Not commissioned, 
externally peer reviewed.
Funding: The authors acknowledge the funding 
support from the NHMRC Centre for Research 
Excellence [APP1042021]. 

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Patty Chondros and Sharmala 
Thuraisingam for their contribution to data analysis; 

Figure 3. Risk format 3 – Expected frequency tree (for average risk)



144

RESEARCH THE CRISP-Q STUDY

|   REPRINTED FROM AJGP VOL. 47, NO. 3, MARCH 2018 © The Royal Australian College of General Practitioners 2018

Ashleigh Qama for the development of the graphics; 
VicReN; and the doctors, staff and patients from the 
Melbourne general practice clinic that participated 
in the study.

References 
1. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. Cancer 

in Australia: An overview 2014. Cat. no. CAN 75. 
ACT: AIHW, 2014. Available at www.aihw.gov.au/
publication-detail/?id=60129550047 [Accessed 
1 March 2016]

2. The Department of Health. National Bowel Cancer 
Screening Program – Fact sheet. Canberra: DoH, 
updated 28 Nov 2017. Available at www.health.gov.
au/internet/screening/publishing.nsf/Content/
nbcsp-fact-sheet [Accessed 28 Nov 2017].

3. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 
National Bowel Cancer Screening Program: 
Monitoring report 2013–14. Cat. no. CAN 92. 
ACT: AIHW, 2015. Available at www.aihw.gov.au/
publication-detail/?id=60129551421 [Accessed 1 
March 2016].

4. Dawson G, Crane M, Lyons C, Burnham A, 
Bowman T, Travaglia J. A qualitative investigation 
of factors influencing participation in bowel 
screening in New South Wales. Health Promot 
J Austr 2016;27(1):48–53.

5. Flander L, Jenkins M, Aung KW, et al. Screening 
practices of Australians at population and familial 
risk following the partial roll-out of the National 
Bowel Cancer Screening Program, 2009–2012. 
Ann Oncol 2016;27(Suppl 2):67–68. 

6. Ouakrim D, Boussioutas A, Lockett T, et al. 
Screening practices of unaffected people at 
familial risk of colorectal cancer. Cancer Prev Res 
(Phila) 2012;5(2):240–47.

7. Walker JG, Bickerstaffe A, Hewabandu N, et al. 
The CRISP colorectal cancer risk prediction 
tool: An exploratory study using simulated 
consultations in Australian primary care. BMC 
Med Inform Decis Mak 2017;17(1):13.

8. Edwards AGK, Naik G, Ahmed H, et al. 
Personalised risk communication for informed 
decision making about taking screening tests. 
Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2013;(2):CD001865.

9. Gigerenzer G, Wegwarth O, Feufel M. Misleading 
communication of risk. BMJ 2010;341:c4830.

10. Trevena L, Zikmund-Fisher BJ, Edwards A, et al. 
Presenting quantitative information about decision 
outcomes: A risk communication primer for 
patient decision aid developers. BMC Med Inform 
Decis Mak 2013;13(Suppl 2):S7.

11. Gaissmaier W, Gigerenzer G. Statistical 
illiteracy undermines informed shared decision 
making. Z Evid Fortbild Qual Gesundhwes 
2008;102(7):411–13.

12. Kurz-Milcke E, Gigerenzer G, Martignon L. 
Transparency in risk communication: Graphical and 
analog tools. Ann N Y Acad Sci 2008;1128:18–28.

13. Gigerenzer G, Edwards A. Simple tools for 
understanding risks: From innumeracy to insight. 
BMJ 2003;327(7417):741–44.

14. Visschers VH, Meertens RM, Passchier WW, 
de Vries NN. Probability information in risk 
communication: A review of the research 
literature. Risk Anal 2009;29(2):267–87.

15. Paling J. Strategies to help patients understand 
risks. BMJ 2003;327(7417):745–48.

16. Spiegelhalter D, Pearson M, Short I. Visualising 
uncertainty about the future. Science 
2011;333(6048):1393–400.

17. Gurmankin AD, Baron J, Armstrong K. Intended 
message versus message received in hypothetical 
physician risk communications: Exploring the gap. 
Risk Anal 2004;24(5):1337–47.

18. Weinstein ND, Atwood K, Puleo E, Fletcher R, 
Colditz G, Emmons K. Colon cancer: Risk 
perceptions and risk communication. J Health 
Commun 2004;9(1):53–65.

19. Stacey D, Légaré F, Col NF, et al. Decision aids 
for people facing health treatment of screening 
decisions. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 
2014;(1):CD001431. 

20. Hoffrage U, Lindsey S, Hertwig R, Gigerenzer G. 
Medicine. Communicating statistical information. 
Science 2000;290(5500):2261–62.

21. Akl EA, Oxman AD, Herrin J, et al. Using 
alternative statistical formats for presenting risks 
and risk reductions. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 
2011;(3):CD006776.

22. Gigerenzer G, Hoffrage U. How to improve 
Bayesian reasoning without instruction: Frequency 
formats. Psychol Rev 1995;102(4):684–704.

23. Schapira MM, Nattinger AB, McHorney CA. 
Frequency or probability? A qualitative study of 
risk communication formats used in health care. 
Med Decis Making 2001;21(6):459–67.

24. Spiegelhalter D. Using expected frequencies 
when teaching probability. Cambridge, UK: 
University of Cambridge, 2014. Available at http://
understandinguncertainty.org/using-expected-
frequencies-when-teaching-probability [Accessed 
1 March 2016].

25. Australian Public Service Commission. Changing 
behaviour: A public policy perspective. Canberra: 
APSC, 2015. Available at www.apsc.gov.au/
publications-and-media/archive/publications-
archive/changing-behaviour [Accessed 28 June 
2016].

26. Zajac IT, Whibley AH, Cole SR, et al. Endorsement 
by the primary care practitioner consistently 
improves participation in screening for colorectal 
cancer: A longitudinal analysis. J Med Screen 
2010;17(1):19–24.

27. Cole SR, Young GP, Byrne D, Guy JR, Morcom J. 
Participation in screening for colorectal cancer 
based on a faecal occult blood test is improved 
by endorsement by the primary care practitioner. 
J Med Screen 2002;9(4):147–52.

28. Hewitson P, Ward AM, Heneghan C, Halloran SP, 
Mant D. Primary care endorsement letter and 
a patient leaflet to improve participation in 
colorectal cancer screening: Results of a factorial 
randomised trial. Br J Cancer 2011;105(4):475–80.

29. StataCorp. Stata Statistical Software: Release 13. 
College Station, TX: StataCorp LP, 2013. 

30. Peabody JW, Luck J, Glassman P, Dresselhaus TR, 
Lee M. Comparison of vignettes, standardized 
patients, and chart abstraction: A prospective 
validation study of 3 methods for measuring 
quality. JAMA 2000;283(13):1715–22.

Figure 4. Risk format 4 – Absolute risk statement with government recommendation (for 
increased risk)

correspondence ajgp@racgp.org.au



145

RESEARCHTHE CRISP-Q STUDY

REPRINTED FROM AJGP VOL. 47, NO. 3, MARCH 2018   |© The Royal Australian College of General Practitioners 2018

Figure 5. Risk format 2 – Absolute risk statement with recommendation based on social norms 
(for average risk)

204 people consented 

224 eligible people were 
approached

20 people declined 
Reasons:
• Did not want to talk about cancer (2)
• Unwell (6)
• Worried about missing 

appointment (4)
• Not interested (5)
• Other worries (2)
• Anxiety (1) 

73 people did not get asked 
about history of colonoscopy 

196 people completed the survey. 
8 people did not finish the survey 
(they ran out of time)

Complete data for 196 people 
and incomplete data for 8 people 
included in the analysis 

131 people answered the question about 
history of colonoscopy  

Figure 6. Number of individuals at each stage of the study 




