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ABSTRACT  

BACKGROUND: While decision aids have been proven effective to facilitate patient-centered discussion 
about evidence-based health information in practice and enable shared decision making (SDM), a chasm 
remains between the promise and the use of these SDM tools in practice. 

AIMS: To promote evidence-based patient-centered care in primary care by using encounter SDM tools 
for medication management of chronic conditions. 

METHODS: We conducted a mixed methods study centered around a practice-based, multi-centered 
pragmatic randomized trial comparing active implementation (active) to passive dissemination (passive) 
of a web-based toolkit, ShareEBM, to facilitate the uptake in primary care of four SDM tools designed for 
use during clinical encounters. These tools supported collaborative decisions about medications for 
chronic conditions. ShareEBM included activities and tactics to increase the likelihood that encounter 
SDM tools will be routinized in practice. Study team members worked closely with practices in the active 
arm to actively integrate and promote the use of SDM tools; passive arm practices received no support 
from the study team. The embedded qualitative evaluation included clinician phone interviews (n=10) 
and site observations (n=5) for active practices, and exit focus groups for all practices (n=11).  

RESULTS: Eleven practices and 62 clinicians participated in the study. Clinicians in the active arm used 
SDM tools in 621 encounters (Mean [SD]: 21 [25] encounters per clinician, range: 0-93) compared to 680 
in the passive arm (Mean [SD]: 20 [40] encounters per clinician, range: 0-156, p=0.4). Six of 29 (21%) 
clinicians in the active arm and 14 of 33 (42%) in the passive arm did not use any tools (p=0.1). Clinicians’ 
views covered four major themes: general views of using encounter SDM tools, perceived impact on 
patients, strategies used, and how encounter SDM tools are incorporated into practice flow.  

CONCLUSION: Neither active nor passive implementation of a toolkit improved the uptake and use of 
encounter SDM tools in primary care. Overcoming clinician reluctance to consider using encounter SDM 
tools, their seamless integration into the electronic and practice workflows, and ongoing feedback about 
the quality of their use during encounters appear necessary to implement their use in primary care 
practices. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Shared decision making (SDM) describes the collaboration of patients and clinicians to address the 
problematic situation of the patient.1 This process benefits from the participation and engagement of 
both patient and clinician, the mobilization of their expertise and experience, and drawing from the best 
available research evidence about the available options for care. SDM tools for use during the clinical 
encounter can be designed and implemented to support this collaborative conversation in practice.2,3 
These tools often present evidence from comparative effectiveness research describing the relative 
benefits, harms, burdens, and costs of the possible paths forward. Their effectiveness in promoting SDM 
has been repeatedly established in more than a hundred randomized controlled trials.2,4  Many such 
tools are available but their uptake and routine use in practice remains rare. This may reduce the quality 
of patient-centered care and represents an opportunity to improve care. 
 
SDM is particularly important in the care of patients with chronic conditions. Chronic conditions affect six 
out of every ten Americans, significantly impact quality of life, and are the leading causes of death and 
disabilities.5 Most common chronic conditions (e.g., heart disease, diabetes, depression, osteoporosis) 
are managed in primary care, yet international studies report major gaps in the quality of evidence-
based, patient-centered care for patients with chronic conditions.6,7  In patients with chronic conditions, 
treatments and life have ongoing interactions such that achieving a good fit is necessary. Thus, the 
simple prescription of a recommended therapy for each of the patient’s conditions may not produce the 
expected results because it may not be initiated or used consistently, or its use may end up being 
undesirable or unfeasible. This may lead to inappropriate, unnecessary, or unwanted care and 
suboptimal outcomes.8,9 
 
At the time of this study, investigators at the Knowledge and Evaluation Research (KER) Unit at Mayo 
Clinic had over a decade of experience partnering with patients, clinicians and other stakeholders to 
create encounter SDM tools, decision aids designed to support collaborative conversations at the point 
of care.9-15 These decision aids have been evaluated in practical randomized trials and proven effective in 
supporting greater patient and clinician participation in SDM, improving patient and clinician satisfaction 
with care and decisions, without demanding more clinical time.9-18 
 
Little is known about how to effectively embed SDM encounter tools within routine practices.19,20,21  
Indeed, the use of decision aids has not been successfully implemented and routinized in clinical 
practices despite ethical desirability and growing clinical and policy consensus about its importance. 
Implementation of SDM and decision aids in practice has proven difficult and far more complex than 
merely making them available to patients and clinicians.19,20 This calls for implementation science to 
overcome the barriers that preclude their routine use and limit their desirability and widespread 
adoption.21  

Here we report on the results of a practice-based study seeking to compare two implementation 
approaches to increase the uptake and use of effective SDM encounter tools in primary care practices. 

 

METHODS 

Study Design 

We conducted a mixed-methods study centered around a pragmatic, practice-based, multi-centered 
randomized trial and an associated qualitative assessment that compared active implementation to 
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passive dissemination of ShareEBM, an implementation toolkit to facilitate uptake of encounter SDM 
tools among primary care practices serving patients with chronic conditions. The Mayo Clinic 
Institutional Review Board approved study procedures and the trial was registered at Clinicaltrials.gov 
(NCT02136199). We adhered to the CONSORT and COREQ guidelines in reporting our findings.22,23  

Setting, Participants & Recruitment 

We conducted the study in 12 rural, suburban, and inner-city primary care practices across Minnesota 
and Wisconsin, USA. Practices were eligible for the study if they had at least 2 primary care clinicians 
(defined as any healthcare professional involved in direct patient care) committed to participate in the 
study, a designated site champion, and endorsement from practice leadership. Practices with an 
established relationship with the Institute for Clinical System Improvements (ICSI), a statewide 
Minnesotan institution that supports health care delivery systems in quality improvement were invited 
to participate in this study.  

Clinicians were eligible to participate in the study if they participated in the care of patients with chronic 
conditions and provided informed written consent to participate in this study. They were approached to 
participate in the study during an initial on-site meeting with members of the investigation team, and 
then at any point during the trial period either by a member of the research team or by the site 
champion.  

Allocation procedures 

We randomly allocated practices to the intervention (active implementation) or control (passive 
dissemination) arm after they were stratified by setting (rural vs. urban) and number of clinicians (<10 vs. 
≥10). The study statistician performed the random allocation centrally after practices were enrolled to 
ensure concealment of allocation. Investigators, practices, and clinicians were not masked to the 
allocation. To prevent loss to follow-up, ensure complete data collection, and support the intention-to-
treat principle, we followed practices and clinicians centrally.  

Encounter SDM tools and the ShareEBM Toolkit 

The effective encounter SDM tools targeted by this trial and developed by the Mayo Clinic KER Unit were 
designed to improve conversations between clinicians and patients regarding medication management 
for patients with chronic conditions (carethatfits.org/tools). They included Statin Choice (statin use for the 
primary prevention of cardiovascular disease),10,10 Osteoporosis Choice (bisphosphonate use in at-risk 
women to prevent bone fragility fractures),12,14 Diabetes Choice (glucose-lowering medication use in 
patients with type 2 diabetes)11,16 and Depression Choice (antidepressant use in patients with 
depression).14 

In close collaboration with intended end-users (patients, clinicians and staff) and other stakeholders 
(local quality improvement leaders, administrators and executives), we developed a web-based 
repository, the ShareEBM Toolkit. This toolkit included activities and tactics facilitating the active 
implementation and maintenance of the targeted encounter SDM tools in practices (Table 1). We 
followed the Replicating Effective Frameworks24 and worked iteratively with our end-users and 
stakeholders, with and without previous experience of SDM or SDM tool usage, from four primary care 
practices across Minnesota over the course of a one-year period. In the end, these activities and tactics 
focused on four main categories targeting (1) the clinical encounter (e.g., SDM tools, patient leaflets), (2) 
clinicians (e.g., online training, guides, tutorials), (3) practices (e.g., journal clubs, presentations), and (4) 
components to engage leadership (e.g., presentations, performance measures). 
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Intervention (active implementation) 

We worked closely with pre-identified practice champions (up to two per practice) and key staff at each 
practice to actively integrate and promote the use of encounter SDM tools, tailoring activities and tactics 
from the toolkit to the needs of each practice assigned to this arm. Led by ICSI, we held recurrent 
individual touchpoints with practices and collective touchpoints with all practice champions to provide 
updates and share experiences amongst them.  

Control (Passive Dissemination) 

We met once with practices assigned to this arm to review study goals and procedures, and present the 
ShareEBM toolkit. Each practice champions (up to two per practice) was then responsible for the 
implementation of the encounter SDM tools in their environment, for which they could access the toolkit 
activities and tactics ad libitum. No further help from the study team was provided. 

Conceptual Frameworks 

We supported the evaluation of the impact of the active implementation and passive dissemination 
strategies using the RE-AIM framework, developed specifically to evaluate how interventions are 
implemented in a real-world setting.25 Dimensions of the RE-AIM include: Reach (how broadly is this 
intervention used within the practices), Effectiveness (what is the impact of the intervention on 
outcomes), Adoption (can this be adopted by new groups with ease and minimal modifications), 
Implementation (what are the special issues and barriers in implementation), and Maintenance (can the 
intervention be maintained and will the impact continue).25   

We combined the use of RE-AIM with the Normalization Process Theory (NPT), a sociological theory and 
whole-system approach to understanding how complex interventions, such as SDM tools, become 
embedded in practice.26-28 NPT focuses on the work individuals or teams do, rather than their attitudes 
or beliefs, to enable an intervention to become embedded in routines, according to a set of four 
constructs: Coherence (i.e., sense-making), Cognitive participation (i.e., relational work), Collective 
action (i.e., operational work), and Reflexive monitoring (i.e., appraisal of the work).26,27 NPT constructs 
were mapped into and added depth of understanding of the Adoption, Implementation, and 
Maintenance dimensions of the RE-AIM framework. 

Data Collection 

We collected quantitative and qualitative data at the practice and clinician levels. We surveyed practice 
leaders, administrative staff, and clinicians to report on practice and clinician characteristics. We 
conducted onsite ethnographic observations at 6 months (N=5) and semi-structured interviews at 3 
(N=10) and 9 months (N=8) with clinicians or key staff from practices assigned to the intervention arm. 
We held one focus group (clinicians and staff) at each intervention and control practices at the end of 
the trial period. Lastly, we collected written documents pertaining to implementation activities from all 
participating practices (e.g., meeting notes, notices, email exchanges with team members). All qualitative 
activities were conducted by team members with relevant expertise.  

Outcomes 

Reach. We assessed the proportion of practices and clinicians who agreed to participate in the study. 
Clinicians reported “missed opportunities”, i.e., patients for which they could have use a decision aid but 
did not, and we used these reports to estimate the number of potentially eligible patients. We further 
documented reach and recruitment approaches through the interviews and focus group with clinicians 
and staff. 
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Effectiveness. Rate of SDM tool usage by clinicians was our primary outcome. Clinicians tracked their use 
of each study SDM tool, either through their electronic medical record or log sheet located in their 
clinical office. We calculated the total number of SDM tools used per arm and per clinician as a fraction 
of all their potentially eligible encounters. We assessed clinicians’ acceptability and satisfaction at 
baseline, 3, 6 and at 12 months using a 2-item survey. We further documented usage, acceptability, 
perception of efficacy, and satisfaction through the interviews and focus group with clinicians and staff. 

Adoption and Implementation. We assessed the proportion of clinicians who used SDM tools as a 
fraction of all clinicians who agreed to participate in the study. We tracked use of the tactics and 
activities of the ShareEBM toolkit or any additional implementation activities through meeting minutes, 
field notes, and web tracking. We assessed ease of adoption, barriers and facilitators to implementation 
through ethnographic observations, field notes, interviews, and focus groups with clinicians and staff. 

Maintenance. We documented the variation of SDM tool use by clinicians over the 12-month period and 
assessed, at the end of the trial, clinicians and staff perspectives on the level of integration of the SDM 
tools in practice and their continued use over time. Clinicians completed, at baseline and at 12 months, 
the Normalization Process Assessment (NPA), a 16-item, 4-domains (coherence, cognitive participation, 
collective action, reflexive monitoring) questionnaire designed to understand the work that individuals 
and teams do to enable an intervention to become normalized.28 

Sample size 

We estimated, for our primary outcome, a conservative 5% rate of use of decision aids within practices 
assigned to the control arm, raising to 25% within practices assigned to the intervention arm. Assuming 
(i) a difference in SDM tool use of ≥20% between arms, (ii) a significance level of 0.05 with a two-sided t-
test, (iii) a modest correlation of outcomes across clinicians and practices (intra-cluster correlation 
coefficient [ICC] of 0.05), and (iv) a design effect factor of [1+ (n−1) • ICC] where n is the number of 
patients per cluster, we estimated the need to recruit 12 practices (30 patients per clinic for a total of 
360 patients) to reach 90% power.29  

Analysis Plan 

We analyzed results according to the intention-to-treat principle.30  We report baseline characteristics 
for practices and clinicians with means and standard deviations for continuous values and counts and 
frequencies for categorical values. Proportions were compared between group using two-sample t-tests. 
Clinicians’ satisfaction was modeled using random effect models, clustering for clinic and accounting for 
the repeated measures while controlling clinician and practice characteristics. 

We conducted qualitative analyses by coding verbatim transcripts of clinician interviews and focus 
groups using a general inductive approach in keeping with RE-AIM and NPT. Analyses were conducted by 
a team of experienced analysts using the specialized software NVivo 10 (QRS International). We 
triangulated quantitative and qualitative data for maximum information regarding the extent of 
adoption and implementation of the targeted decision aids as facilitated by the ShareEBM toolkit. 

 

RESULTS 

We summarized characteristics of practices and clinicians in Table 2. There were no significant 
differences in practice or clinician characteristics across arms. 
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Reach  

We approached 45 practices before reaching our targeted 12 (27% reach) practices (Figure 1). Twelve 
practices (27%) did not return our calls or replied to our invitation, 7 (16%) reported being too busy to 
participate in a research study and 14 (31%) did not provide a reason. One practice from the active 
implementation arm withdrew after consent but before the start of recruitment period, citing 
technological challenges and lack of relevance of the selected SDM tool topics for their population (the 
clinic cared for young migrant families) as reason to withdraw. Four practices (two in each arm) had 
either participated in a previous KER Unit trial of SDM tools or had experience using other types of 
decision aids. In the end, we included 11 practices associated with 9 different health systems, within 
Minnesota and Wisconsin from October 2014 through November 2015.  

From these participating practices, 62 clinicians (53% of all eligible clinicians) agreed to participate in the 
study (median [range], 5 [2-11] per practice). There was no difference in the attrition of clinicians or 
completeness of the data across arms. While we asked practice leaders to invite all eligible clinicians, we 
were not able to document if all clinicians received an invitation or what were the reasons for declining 
participation. Furthermore, one practice reported having restricted the number of clinicians allowed to 
participate in the study, further limiting our capacity to assess with precision clinicians’ reach. 

Patients’ reach was under clinicians’ responsibility as they were given discretion of when to use the SDM 
tools. Over the 12-month period, clinicians reported that they could have used a tool with 41 222 
(passive dissemination) and 38 967 (active implementation) patients seen in their offices. Our choice to 
make encounter eligibility criteria minimal (i.e., any encounter in which a medication management 
decision is likely to occur) to facilitate recruitment had however the unintended consequence, revealed 
in interviews with clinicians, of not providing specific criteria that could have resulted in proactive 
identification – electronically or by a member of the healthcare team – of encounters eligible for SDM 
tool use.  

Effectiveness  

Clinicians used a total of 680 SDM tools in the passive dissemination arm compared to 621 in the active 
implementation arm, with no difference in the average rate of use across arms (Table 3). Statin Choice 
was the most commonly used SDM tool (75% of all tools used) in both arms. Satisfaction and intent to 
recommend SDM tools to others increased over time across both arms. 

Adoption, Implementation, and Maintenance 

Adoption of SDM tools by practices and clinicians was uneven across arms. Almost all SDM tool use 
(95%) took place in two practices (n=503 and 146) in the passive dissemination arm (Table 3). Usage was 
somewhat balanced across practices in the active implementation arm with the most active practice 
accounting for 49% (n=306) of SDM tool use. The two leading practices, although in different arms, were 
affiliated with the same health system. Fewer clinicians in the passive dissemination arm used SDM tools 
compared to those in the active implementation one, with one outlier clinician (n=156) driving total use 
(Figure 2). Decision aid usage varied over time in both arms, with no discernable patterns (Figure 3). 

According to the website login information, the use of the ShareEBM toolkit activities and tactics was 
limited to accessing the SDM tools themselves and journal club material across arms. None of the other 
activities or tactics from the toolkit were requested directly or addressed during touchpoints or focus 
groups.  

Clinicians’ initial assessment of the potential of SDM tool integration and normalization into their 
practices was high across all domains, with reflexive monitoring (i.e., evaluating the use of the SDM tools 
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in daily practice and monitoring its value) scoring somewhat lower across arms (Figure 4). Post-
intervention, clinicians in the passive dissemination arm offered lower-than-baseline ratings to all 
domains of normalization, except from the coherence domain (i.e., how using SDM tools made sense in 
their practice) which remained unchanged. In contrast, except from the reflexive monitoring domain, 
clinicians in the active implementation arm offered higher-than-baseline rating for all domains. 

Interviews, focus groups, and field notes revealed that adoption and implementation varied considerably 
within and across practices. Four themes emerged as central to the adoption and implementation of 
SDM tools: clinicians’ general views of SDM tools, the impact they perceived these tools could have on 
patient care, how they used the tools, and how they incorporated SDM tools into their workflow (Table 
4).  

Overall, participating clinicians felt they were already engaging their patients in SDM. They thought SDM 
tools were well-designed, provided reliable visual information, and facilitated SDM. However, not all 
clinicians were convinced that using SDM tools would lead to worthwhile outcomes, thus judging their 
use in practice not worth the time. Accessing SDM tools, whether the paper or online versions, seemed 
to be the main driver of use and key determinant of normalization into the workflow. While some 
clinicians were very comfortable with the use of SDM tools, adapting their use to patient characteristics, 
discussions about how they used the tools with their patients suggest that more extensive training and 
role modeling may have been warranted.  

There was a general feeling from all participating practices and clinicians that there were likely adopters 
who will do everything and work around barriers to use SDM tools and unlikely adopters who will not 
use them “no matter what”. Likelihood of adoption was further tainted by demands perceived as 
competing (e.g., reimbursement), time constraints, and the perceived ability of their patient population 
to take part in SDM. The likelihood of long-term use appears connected to the ability to integrate SDM 
tools into the electronic and practice workflows; there was general agreement from participating 
practices that this is something worth doing (i.e., embedding SDM within the practice culture and 
processes) (Table 4).  

To some extent, the research study and intervention itself (ShareEBM Toolkit) were limiting factors. 
While a few practices took advantage of this project to embark on a practice-wide implementation of 
SDM tools, other practices saw this as “another” research project with leaders minimizing engagement 
and limiting clinician participation (Table 4). Some clinicians and practices did not make the distinction 
between the work associated with the use of the SDM tools, which would remain after the study was 
over, and the work associated with the trial itself (e.g., filling surveys, tracking usage), which may explain 
the lower score observed for the reflexive monitoring domain of the NPA. The setup of the intervention 
(access to the toolkit necessitated a login process for research tracking purpose) created confusion about 
the free access and use of the SDM encounter tools. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Main findings 

In this pragmatic randomized trial, an SDM implementation toolkit whether actively or passively 
implemented, did not significantly contribute to the uptake and use of SDM encounter tools by clinicians 
or practices. Likelihood of long-term use of encounter SDM tools appears connected to the ability to 
integrate the tools into electronic and practice workflows, provide feedback on fidelity and quality of 
their use during encounters, and overcoming clinicians’ reluctance to use SDM tools. 
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Comparison with other studies  

Our results are comparable to previous implementation initiatives.19-21,31 As others, we found that 
adoption requires organizational support, local ownership and leadership, and above all, a favorable 
attitude and openness toward SDM.32,33 Sparse access and use of the activities and tactics, which 
targeted clinicians, suggest that a larger focus on the practice cultural may be warranted.    

Clinicians’ perceptions that they are already doing SDM and their view that using SDM tools does not add 
enough value to justify the additional work of accessing and using them in practice are findings also 
consistent with previous work.18,20,23,32,34  Furthermore, in our study, clinicians insisted on the importance 
of just-in-time access to the SDM tools, a characteristic highlighted in studies for more than a decade 
now, with few reporting on successfully implementing easy access and use within electronic and practice 
workflows.21,35 36 

Limitations 

Our rigorous design did not fully protect our study from the intrusion of different sources of error. The 
cluster design did not protect the trial from patient or clinician selection bias. Our findings may not be 
applicable to other primary care settings or contemporary practices. Where possible, we sought to 
overcome these limitations through triangulation of methods and seeking self-reported data.  

CONCLUSION  

We intended to develop an implementation toolkit, ShareEBM, that would contribute to improve care 
quality by supporting primary care practices on their implementation of encounter SDM tools in the care 
of patients with chronic conditions. Our findings, supported by a growing literature on encounter SDM 
tools, provided insights on the complexity of implementing SDM tools at the point of care and the 
importance of operational and cultural aspects in the success of these efforts.   
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TABLE 1. ShareEBM toolkit list of activities and tactics 

SDM encounter tools TOOLS & RESOURCES LEADERSHIP PLANNING & ASSESSING 

Cardiovascular Primary 
Prevention Choice 
(Statin Choice) 
• Link to interactive tool 
• Link to printable DAs  
• Demos & tutorials 
• Link to evidence  
 

Depression Med Choice 
• Link to printable tool 
• Storyboard and demos 
• Take-home brochure  
• Link to evidence 
 

Diabetes Med Choice 
• Link to interactive tool 
• Link to printable tools 
• Storyboard & demos  
• Take-home brochure 
• Link to evidence 
 

Bone Health Choice 
• Frax Score information 
• Link to interactive tool 
• Link to printable tools 
• Demo 
• Link to evidence 

Journal Clubs Material 
• Cardiovascular 

Prevention Choice 
• Depression 

Medication Choice 
• Diabetes Medication 

Choice 
• Bone Health Choice 
 

Video Presentations 
• Narrated PowerPoints 
• 4-min SDM video 
• 4-min SDM interview  
 

Testimonials 
• Clinicians 
• Patients 
 

EHR templates 
• Cardiovascular 

Prevention Choice 
• Depression 

Medication Choice 
• Diabetes Medication 

Choice 
• Bone Health Choice 

 

Related Publications 
• Bibliography 
• References  

Video Presentations 
• Narrated PowerPoints 
 

What’s-In-It-For-Me 
• Briefs 
 

Testimonials 
• Clinicians 
• Patients 
 

Related Publications 
• Bibliography 
• References  

Processes 
• Process mapping 
• Considerations 
• Worksheets 
• Value stream mapping 
• Culture mapping  
 

Measures 
• Inventory 
• Patient satisfaction 
• Surveys 

DA= Decision aid, SDM = Shared decision making, EHR = Electronic health record
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Table 2. Practice and Clinician Characteristics 

 PASSIVE DISSEMINATION ACTIVE IMPLEMENTATION 
PRACTICES, N  N = 6  N = 5  
Location, N (%)     
     Inner city/ Urban 2 (33) 0 (0) 
     Suburban 3 (50) 4 (80) 
     Rural 1 (17) 1 (20) 
% Payment Method, median (IQR)   
      Private health insurances 23 (5-78) 74 (37-85) 
      Medicare 9 (9-35) 15 (6-23) 
      Medicaid/ Government 10 (10-11) 10 (6-35) 
      Others 1 (1-2) 1 (0-2) 
      Missing practice(s), N 1 1 
 Patient Ethnicity, median (IQR)  

  

       White 91 (90-95) 86 (55-93) 
       Black 2 (2-4) 6 (1-20) 
       Others  3 (0-8) 3 (0-4) 
       Missing practice(s), N 1 1 
Prior experience with SDM tools, N (%)   

        Participant in a prior KER Unit trial  1 (17) 1 (20) 
        Prior use of SDM tools 1 (17) 1 (20) 
CLINICIANS, N  N = 33 N = 29 
Female, N (%)  27 (82) 16 (55) 
Age, Mean (SD) 48 (10) 44 (8) 
         Missing, N (%) 2 (6) 3 (10) 
Type of Clinicians   
         MD/DO 19 (58) 19 (66) 
         Other (e.g., advance practitioners, nurses) 14 (42) 10 (34) 
Years in Practice, Mean (SD)   15(11) 13 (9) 
         Missing, N (%) 2 (6) 2 (7) 
% in Direct Patient Time, Mean (SD) 89 (16) 82 (22) 
         Missing, N (%) 0 (0) 2 (7) 
Estimated Overall Patient Encounters per 
Month, Mean (SD) 104 (68) 100 (65) 

         Missing, N (%) 5 (15) 5 (17) 
         Depression encounters 29 (22) 24 (19) 
         Missing, N (%) 5 (15) 3 (10) 
         Osteoporosis encounters 9 (10) 7 (10) 
         Missing, N (%) 4 (12) 4 (14) 
         Cardiovascular prevention encounters 39 (32) 37 (35) 
         Missing, N (%) 5 (15) 3 (10) 
         Diabetes encounters 30 (23) 40 (49) 
         Missing, N (%) 4 (12) 3 (10) 
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Table 3: Clinicians Use of SDM tools and Satisfaction 

 PASSIVE DISSEMINATION ACTIVE IMPLEMENTATION  
SDM TOOL  USE, N N=33 N=29 P-value 
All SDM tools    
    Total use, N 680 621  
    Per clinician  20.1 (39.9); 1 (0, 156) 21.2 (25.4); 12 (0, 93) 0.36 
    % Rate of use 1.8 (2.5); 0.4 (0, 7.2) 2.6 (2.8); 2 (0, 10)   
    Clinicians w ≥ 1 tool use, N (%) 19 (58) 23 (79)  
Cardiovascular Prevention (Statin) Choice   
    Total use, N 589 382  
    Per clinician 17.4 (36.4); 0 (0, 146) 13.2 (19.6); 4 (0, 67) 0.22 
    Clinicians w ≥ 1 tool use, N (%) 11 (33) 21 (68)  
Depression Medication Choice   
    Total use, N 60 170  
    Per clinician 1.8 (3.3); 0 (0, 13) 5.7 (9.9); 1 (0, 36) 0.11 
    Clinicians w ≥ 1 tool use, N (%) 13 (39) 17 (55)  

Diabetes Medication Choice   
    Total use, N 9 59  
    Per clinician 0.3 (0.8); 0 (0, 4) 2 (3.5); 1 (0, 12) 0.02 
    Clinicians w ≥ 1 tool use, N (%) 5 (15) 16 (52)  

Bone Health Choice   
    Total use, N 22 10  
    Per clinician 0.7 (2.4); 0 (0, 13) 0.3 (0.9); 0 (1, 4) 0.30 
    Clinicians w ≥ 1 tool use, N (%) 6 (18) 5 (16)  
CLINICIAN SATISFACTION    
Feel satisfied or completely satisfied with medication discussion, N (%)  
    At Entry (baseline) 18 (62) 12 (45)  
    Missing 4 2  
    At Exist (12-month) 18 (90) 12 (86)  
    Missing 13 15  
Would recommend use of SDM tool to others, N (%)   
    At Entry (baseline) 3 (10) 9 (33)  
    Missing 4 2  
    At Exist (12-month) 12 (71) 11 (79)  
    Missing 13 15  

Per clinician use and percentage rate of use are reported as Mean (SD); Median (min, max) 
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Table 4. Themes and quotes associated with the adoption and implementation of SDM tools 

THEMES SUBTHEMES Clinicians’ interviews quotes 
(active implementation) 

Focus groups quotes  
(both arms) 

Ethnographic observations  
(active implementation) 

CLINICIANS’ 
GENERAL 
VIEWS OF 
DECISION 
AIDS 

SDM tools as 
additional 
reliable visual 
information for 
patients 

“I think it’s a nice tool for [patients] to 
get a better idea of how we are 
balancing pros and cons of choosing 
medicines” (MD6, 3m) 
 

“I like it because you can discuss side 
effects up front.” (MD9, 9m) 

  

Decisions aids as 
facilitator of 
shared decision 
making 

 “This really is a true shared decision 
making question because you know it’s 
the matter of your personal values if 
reducing your risk from 10 to 8 percent 
is worth being on medication the rest of 
your life and so I really think it’s true 
decision making” (FG-P) 

Many participating 
clinicians felt they were 
already doing shared 
decision making. 

Clinicians’ 
satisfaction with 
SDM tools 

“It’s making our life easier in many 
regards instead of harder.” (MD3, 3m) 
 

“I’ve got a great reach resource to do 
that instead of scribbling it down on 
scrap paper…” (MD3, 9m) 
 

“It’s got everything on there that we use 
so it’s been very helpful.” (MD2, 3m) 

“it’s also like bringing third person into 
the room” (FG-A) 
 

“…patients liked seeing categories of 
side effects. Seeing what they cared 
about and then going from there to 
what the options would be, and some of 
them wanted to take it home” (FG-A) 

Participating clinicians 
seemed genuinely 
interested in using SDM 
tools whereas non-
participants seemed 
genuinely disinterested. 

SDM tool as an 
educational tool 

 “I’ve just found it very helpful because it 
just helps me have some objective 
information to share with the patient. 
We can look at it together and both are 
kind of learning at the same time so I 
really enjoyed it”(FG-A) 
 

“I think the data on the cards supports 
what we pretty much know already 
about the medications and it’s how do 
we communicate that with the patient. I 
don’t feel like it’s has helped me with 
my knowledge…” (FG-A) 

 

The impact 
clinicians 
perceive 
SDM tools 
have on 
patients 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Visual nature of 
the information 
as helpful for the 
appropriate 
encounters 

“[Patients are] feeling that they are part 
of their plan” (MD1, 3m) 
 

“I think people like it. I used the phrase 
‘if there were 100 people exactly like 
you’ and they’re like ‘oh’ you know the 
fact that this is this is just about you …it 
kind of makes a little bit more sense to 
them. It’s a little bit more workable,” 
(FG-A) 
 

“To me, it’s like I said, drawing in. Being 
able to look at all the variables that 
affect your cholesterol and how one 
may affect it more than another, how 
age affects it I think it gives them a 
clearer picture of their risk…I’m just a 
visual person but I think it’s always 
helpful when you’re talking to 
somebody if you can show them 
something too, and you always look 
more fancy schmancy when you do it on 
the computer” (FG-P) 

 

Perception of 
patient behavior 
change 
 
 
 

“Some patients just sort of expect that 
their doctor’s going to lead them down 
the correct path and this is just such a 
foreign idea.” (MD10, 9m) 
 

“Certain patients that are looking for 
the more in depth decision making, I 
think they do try their best to 
understand the risk and side effects 
and… a lot of times they aren’t ready to 
do it. Like they wanna think about it 
and go home and read more so I think 
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“It aids in [patient] acceptance of the 
change, is what I’m getting at.” (MD2, 
3m) 

any information we can give ‘em is 
good” (FG-A) 

SDM tools’ 
connection to 
worthwhile 
outcomes 

“It has improved my decision-making 
capacity. It has certainly improved 
patients’ understanding…” (MD7, 3m) 
 

“…We’re not all that impressed as far 
as…outcomes and compliance—that 
kind of stuff that, you know, hopefully 
matters.” (MD10, 9m)  
 

“[Patients] get another level of 
understanding.” (MD8, 3m) 
 

 

 “[It] kind of felt like a luxury to pull 
these out and have the time to go 
through ‘em. And it was what was 
interesting to me the mom and the 
daughter were both there…the mom 
grabbled out two things that were most 
important to her and the daughter 
grabbed out two other things you know 
that were more important to her…I 
don’t know if I would have gotten that if 
I had just done it verbally,” (FG- P) 
 
“I’ve ended up taking a lot of people off 
their statins because they’ve ended up 
looking at it and the numbers are 
saying it’s not worth it to me. Which is 
great that we’re doing things for what 
the patient wants and having that 
conversation but we’re getting heat 
because all of a sudden it says I’m 
supposed to be using statin on 
everybody and trying to find that 
balance,” (FG- I) 

 

Clinicians’ 
use of SDM 
tools  
 

Using SDM tools 
as intended 

 “I wasn’t really using the physical cards 
but since I used them it was some of 
those questions were in my head so if 
you were talking about SSRI’s I would 
talk about weight but not necessarily 
with the cards that I would do before. 
Ah so I shouldn’t say that I didn’t use it 
maybe I used it subconsciously without 
using the cards itself…” (FG- P) 
 

“I was afraid that I was doing 
something wrong because of that 
warning on there that if the patient 
wasn’t in the room I wasn’t supposed to 
use it. So I went back to just using an 
online calculator that had nothing to do 
with ICSI and the Mayo study” (FG- P) 

Some clinicians seem to 
very comfortable with the 
SDM tools, adapting their 
use to patients’ 
characteristics and 
intended discussions.  
 

Many clinicians did not 
seem comfortable with the 
use of SDM tools.  
 

Clinicians mentioned on a 
few occasions having used 
a SDM tool to nudge a 
course of action. 
 
 

Identification of 
patients (i.e., 
characteristics, 
eligibility) 

“I’m using the statin one on everyone 
over the age of 40.” (MD4, 3m) 
 

“Depends on their literacy and their 
education level. There are some people 
that just don’t have the background to 
really understand it and I tried with a 
few of those patients and I could see it 
wasn’t really going anywhere kind of 
stopped” (FG- I) 

Patient population – clinics 
with higher proportions of 
disadvantaged patients 
may view SDM and DA’s as 
incompatible or less 
imperative (there’s “bigger 
fish to fry”; focus is 
elsewhere). 

SDM tools’ 
characteristics, 
features, and 
accessibility (i.e., 
online tool) 

“[We] just calculate their risk based on 
last year’s cholesterol.” (MD 10, 3m) 
 

“I was too lazy to run out to my office to 
get them.” (MD5, 3m) 
 
“The last time I wanted to go use one I 
couldn’t find it.” (MD5, 9m)” 
 

“We’re ordering those tests and 
sometimes we may or may not see 
[patients] back face-to-face when we get 
the results.” (MD6, 3m) 

“You can also like see what happens if 
you switch the smoking [button] to 
nonsmoking and then it goes from 9 
percent to 5 percent you know and so 
it’s really visual. I mean it that’s what I 
like about it…90 percent of my 
cholesterols that outside of the visit and 
so I use a calculator and send that 
information home…” (FG- P) 
 

“It was easy to grab. It was easy to have 
in the rooms.”(FG-I) 

 

SDM tools 
integration 

Clinicians’ intent 
to adopt the use 
of SDM tools 

“We have a couple of docs who are kind 
of nearing retirement…I don’t know if 

 SDM tool use may be more 
widespread when it is 
considered to be consistent 
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into practice 
flow 

(i.e., likely/ 
unlikely) 

they want to incorporate anything new.” 
(MD10, 3m) 
 

“Not much of a priority for the other 
physicians…what we should have done is 
say, okay, everybody’s going to do this.” 
(MD8, 3m) 
 

“I hate to say this, but their age, I think 
the family practice clinicians…are all 
really young and so I think they sort of 
grew up with shared decision making.” 
(MD1, 9m) 

with clinicians and 
practices values. Practices 
which allowed for more 
collaboration and 
interaction among 
clinicians seemed to be 
more regular SDM tool 
users. 
 

Practices which had a 
larger proportion of 
participating clinicians 
seemed to use SDM tools 
with more regularity. 

 Access to paper 
or online 
versions of the 
SDM tools 

“They told us where they were and then 
there’s just a certain way that you can 
go ahead and save certain links and so I 
just did that myself.” (MD4, 3m) 
 

“We have some of the rooms stocked, 
but we’re always in different rooms 
every day.” (MD6, 3m) 
 

“We don’t have it embedded in Epic yet. 
I could probably start using it in the 
browser, it’s just kind of hard to go back 
and forth.” (MD1, 3m) 
 

“They could never figure out how to get 
it loaded onto our computers.” (MD9, 
6m) 
 

 
 

“EPIC could build a smart set or smart 
phrase that just automatically drew 
everything in and did it. One of the 
restrictions for me is it takes time to 
connect and pull up and I gotta write 
everything down; write down their 
blood pressure, write down their last 
labs, pull up a different screen, plug in 
the numbers and so it’s one of the 
drawbacks too; it’s time consuming to 
do it” (FG- I) 
 

“I needed the calculator and you 
couldn’t print it off. Printing from it was 
worthless; we don’t have a colored 
printer so it was just totally worthless…” 
(FG- P) 
 
 

Practices which facilitated 
easy access to SDM tools 
(both cards and electronic 
versions) seemed to have 
more success with 
implementation and 
normalization of use. 
 

Clinicians who had 
“dedicated” exam rooms 
seemed to have better 
access to the paper SDM 
tools (stored in exam 
rooms more consistently). 
 

SDM tools did not always 
fit easily into existing 
processes (i.e., timing of 
blood work, EMR 
documentation, clinical 
reminders, existing 
guidelines). 

 Competing 
demands (i.e., 
time, 
reimbursement) 

“They’re trying to think of more ways 
even to make sure we’re not missing 
eligible patients.” (MD6, 3m)  
 

 Practices with “high 
pressure” atmospheres 
(shorter visit times & more 
visits per day) may struggle 
with implementing SDM 
tools. 

 Distinction 
between the 
demands of the 
research project 
and the use of 
SDM tools 

“One of the problems is just 
remembering to document when we use 
them.” (MD1, 3m) 
 

“I can get [to online tools] much faster if 
I just sort of go through Google.” (MD10, 
3m) 
 

“[The] nurse manager has been coming 
around once a week and sort of 
collecting [tally sheets on DA use].” 
(MD3, 3m) 
 

“We had created a dot phrase for the 
tracking purposes, and that had a link to 
the [online toolkit]…but I think our 
servers…are outdated.” (MD6, 3m) 

“I think that people are open to change 
and new ideas but I there is a 
tremendous amount of pressure for 
productivity, seeing someone every 20 
minutes…when I kinda ask other people 
initially about this project they were just 
like I can’t take on anything else. It was 
just that feeling of being overloaded,” 
(FG- I) 

The purpose and role of 
study team members was 
not well understood. 
 

Clinicians often confused 
the work associated with 
the research project (i.e., 
count SDM tool use, 
surveys) with that of using 
SDM tools. 
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Figure 1. Participants Flow Diagram 

  

 Invited Health Systems or Practices (N=45)      

Excluded or declined (N=33) 
• Too busy (N=7) 
• No response (N=12) 
• Other reasons (N=14) 

Control Arm 
Passive Dissemination (N=6) 

Intervention Arm 
Active Implementation (N=6) 

Potentially Eligible Clinicians (N=66) Potentially Eligible Clinicians (N=51) 

Withdrew (N=1) 
• No time (N=1) 

Consented to participate (N=33) 

Lost to Follow-up (N=3) 
• Relocation (N=2) 
• Limited time (N=1) 

Practices Analyzed (N=6) 
Clinician Analyzed (N=33) 

Consented to participate (N=29) 

Lost to Follow-up (N=7) 
• Withdrew (N=3) 
• Status changed (N=4) 

Practices Analyzed (N=5) 
Clinician Analyzed (N=29) 

 Practices Randomized (N=12) 
(From 9 Health Systems)      
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Figure 2. SDM tool usage per clinician 
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Figure 3. SDM tools usage over time across arms 
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Figure 4. Normalization process assessment (NPA) pre and post SDM tools usage 
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