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Abstract 

Objectives: To evaluate legibility, comprehension, and clinical usability of visual aids to communicate 
cancer treatment paths. 
Design: Questionnaire study. Two open-label, cross-sectional questionnaires, a single-centered, 
patient questionnaire. 
Setting: Two online questionnaires, one in-person questionnaire (patients with haematological 
neoplasms at the University Hospital Dresden, Germany). 
Participants: Online questionnaires included 306 and 160 participants respectively (18 to >60 yrs). 
Clinical evaluation included 30 patients (44 to 72 yrs), 11 were re-surveyed, 24 responses from 
attending physicians. 
Main Outcome Measures: Participants ability to understand cancer treatment paths with audio 
information, or supplemented with two formats of visual aids; to comprehend visual representations 
for key treatment terms; patients ability to understand and recall their cancer treatment path.  
Results: Visual aids, pictogram- or text-based, significantly improved participants response quality 
(mean response quality 0.81 pictogram/0.84 text, audio: 0.68, p< 0.001), increased response 
confidence (mean confidence 0.84 pictogram/0.86 text, audio: 0.66, p< 0.001), and information was 
rated higher (mean information quality rating 0.85 pictogram/0.82 text, audio: 0.71, p< 0.001). In the 
visual aids, key terms were encoded with visual representations. 7/8 terms were comprehensible as 
pictograms (>85% transparency), fewer when encoded as comics or photos (5/8 and 4/8 >85% 
transparency). Comprehensibility is term-specific, i.e., no pictogram tested significantly more 
understandable than comic, 3 were more comprehensible than photos (p < 0.001). In clinical 
questionnaires, patients were able to comprehend information about treatment paths (mean 
response quality 0.82) and recall this (mean response quality 0.71 after several weeks). Patients (n=30) 
and physicians (n=24) rated the visual aids as very or partially helpful.  
Conclusions: Visual aids to communicate cancer treatment path information are legible and increase 
short- and long-term comprehension. Patients and physicians welcome integration of visual aids to 
supplement communication about cancer treatments. 
Ethics review: Patient interviews were reviewed by TU Dresden ethics board (BO-EK-338072022). 
 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 5, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.04.24308420doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:helena.jambor@fhgr.ch
mailto:martin.bornhaeuser@ukdd.de
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.04.24308420
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 2 

Introduction 

The National Academy of Medicine/USA defines high-quality care as encompassing safety, 
effectiveness, timeliness, efficiency, patient-centeredness, and equity 1. Important for patient-
centeredness and equity is an effective communication between health care providers and patients 2–

4. Comprehensible information and patients' health literacy, i.e. the ability to understand written and 
verbal medical information about diagnosis, prognosis, uncertainties and risks, are important in 
shared decision-making 5. However, mismatches in numeracy, literacy, and experience frequently 
challenge physicians communication with patients 6. Around 10% of the global population is estimated 
to lack basic literacy and, at a lower percentage, also numeracy skills, and even among those with high 
school education, adults have comprehension difficulties 7–9. Additionally, medical teams often 
encounter non-native speakers and patients with cognitive decline due to age or neurotoxic therapies, 
raising concerns about their understanding of treatment regimens for informed decision-making and 
further challenging the process 5.  

Health literacy gaps are well-documented obstacles to equitability in care. Consent forms are 
frequently written in inaccessible language and illegible print 3,10. Likewise, verbal communication is 
often overly complex, with medical teams often overestimating patients' literacy levels 11–14. This 
complexity is exacerbated when discussing intricate medical information, such as cancer treatments 
15–17. Consequently, studies consistently find that patients tend to recall only half of their medical 
information 17–22, leading to implications for patients safety, treatment adherence and health 
outcomes 12,23,24.  

Visual aids have proven to be beneficial for understanding the data, especially in the case of risks, 
uncertainties, and numerical information 25–27. In health care, visual aids are beneficial when 
promoting healthy choices to improving treatment adherence and risk-avoidance 28–32. Information 
that is supplemented by comics or pictograms measurably enhances health understanding and is 
perceived as helpful by patients 30,33,34. This approach is particularly helpful for vulnerable and non-
native speaking patients, with whom visual aids are more effective even than translations 30,33. Despite 
their advantages, visual aids are underutilized in patient communication. The overall aim of this study 
was to develop and evaluate visual aids for communicating treatment paths in cancer therapy using 
three haematological neoplasms as case studies. 

 

Methods  

To develop visual aids in the form of visual treatment paths for patients with haematological neoplasm 
(figure 1, supplementary figure 1), we assessed the information needs by observing outpatient 
consultations as well as via meetings with patients, patient board, and clinicians, and guides for patient 
treatment plans and schedules 35. This revealed the time-course of treatment, the sequence of 
interventions, and their settings (hospital stay or outpatient care) as relevant areas for visual aids. In 
existing public information from national cancer institutes and cancer charities in the USA, UK, and 
Germany visual information was scarce in the text-heavy brochures, and mostly limited to photos and 
anatomical illustrations (supplementary table 1). Only 3 of the 44 figures provided some information 
on the treatment course 36. We therefore used an iterative design approach 37–40 consisting of three 
questionnaires to develop a visual aid to communicate cancer treatment paths. In the first step, we 
used questionnaire 1 to assess participants comprehension when receiving either audio only, or 
supplemented with text- or pictogram-based visual aids. Next, we compared the legibility of different 
visual representations for key terms with the help of questionnaire 2. Finally, based on questionnaire 
3, the visual aids for treatment paths with patients were evaluated. 
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Figure 1 Example of a visual treatment plan co-designed with patients and evaluated for comprehension with 
participants and patients. Multiple myeloma treatment with high-dose chemotherapy and autologous stem cell 
transplantation.  

 
Questionnaire 1 – Comparing information delivery formats for cancer treatment paths 
To compare the effectiveness of three formats for delivering information on cancer treatment paths, 
we quantified participants response qualities using a between-subject design (figure 2A). Participants 
were randomly assigned into one of the three arms each with a different independent variable: i. 
audio only (scenario in current patient consultation), ii. audio with pictogram-based visual aids, or iii. 
audio with text-based visual aids (questionnaire materials in German available at : 
https://osf.io/wkqb4/, DOI 10.17605/OSF.IO/WKQB4). Participants in arm ii and iii could use visual 
aids for answering questions. After a 2-minute audio information on a treatment path, participants 
answered 10 content questions, each followed by a question on their confidence in answering (rating 
scale, "How confident are you in your answer?”). We monitored the response times overall, and per 
question. After the completion, participants were asked to rate the quality of the received 
information. We included a question on prior health education to monitor a potential selection bias. 
The study was preregistered at OSF (https://osf.io/t2gkq).  
 
Questionnaire 2 - Transparency and translucency of visual representations 
Essential for designing a visual aid is the identification of suitable visual representations to encode the 
key terms. We have selected pictograms for the visual aids for treatment paths as they are widely 
used e.g., in public transport 39, have been integrated in health information 31,41,42, and are highly rated 
by patients 34,43,44. However, given their high abstraction level, pictograms must be evaluated before 
use with the target audience 45. By ANSI (American National Standards Institute) requirements, only 
visuals that are recognizable by at least 85% of participants fulfil the criteria for being self-explanatory 
and helpful 45. Alternative visual representations are photographs and comics, which, however, may 
contain irrelevant information, e.g., gender of medical professional, overemphasize details (comics). 
To compare visual representations, we designed a one-factorial (phase) within-subjects design (figure 
2B). In each phase, eight terms (MD, hospital, patient/person, infusion, infusion therapy, pill, syringe, 
blood) were shown in three different visual representations (pictogram, comic, photo, see figure 
available at https://osf.io/m6cj9). To minimize the order effect, the visual representations were 
shown in random order. The participants were required to answer questions on the transparency 
(phase 1) and translucency (phase 2) of the visual representations. To assess transparency 
(guessability, Question: “What is the meaning of the prompted visual?”), participants were required 
to enter free text to describe a visual representation with one term. To examine translucency 
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(Question: “Is the prompted visual suitable for term?”), participants assessed the suitability of the 
visual representation and its term on a scale from 1-7 (1-4: not appropriate; 5-7: appropriate). The 
study was preregistered at OSF (https://osf.io/cs57n). 

Questionnaire 3 – Clinical evaluation of visual aids 
We evaluated the clinal usability of visual aids for cancer treatment path communication with a non-
blinded, open-label patient questionnaire (figure 2C). The questionnaire was a paper-based, in-person 
questionnaire with five multiple-choice content questions, three questions with rating scales (5-step 
Likert scale, usefulness of the visual aid), and one free text question (“How did you use the plan at 
home?”). Patients treated for multiple myeloma were additionally invited to the re-survey when 
returning for a scheduled stem cell apheresis. The questionnaire was piloted and validated with MDs 
and patient members of the patient board of the National Center for Tumor Diseases/NCT-Dresden. 
The clinical evaluation, including the patients consent form, was approved by the TU Dresden ethics 
board (BO-EK-338072022).  
 
Data collection, participants 
The online, open-label cohort questionnaires were administered using LimeSurvey software, in 
German, and were piloted to validate questions and solve technical issues. Online participants were 
recruited via social media, notice boards, and university mailing-lists. Participants had to provide 
informed consent, agree to anonymous responses being used for research, were provided with 
contact information of researchers, and the opportunity to withdraw. Inclusion criteria were ability to 
understand, read and write in German. No personal data was collected. We determined the sample 
sizes with a priori power analyses. In order to obtain reliable differences in response quality for 
questionnaires 1 and 2, we set the desired statistical power at 0.8 and chose an alpha level of 0.05 
and, given the lack of previous studies, assumed only a medium effect size of 0.25 (questionnaire 1) 
and 0.1 (questionnaire 2). This revealed a required sample size of 159 for questionnaire 1 and a 
required sample size of 259 for questionnaire 2. No statistical tests were planned for the clinical 
evaluation with patients. 160 participants were included in the analysis of the effect of visual aids 
(mean age 38, table 1). In the comparison of visual representations, 306 participants were included 
with a mean age of 39 (table 1). 
For the clinical evaluation, we collected responses from patients with haematological neoplasms 
treated at the Medical Clinic 1, University Hospital Dresden, Germany, and the attending MDs. All 
patients treated for multiple myeloma with autologous stem cell transplantation, allogeneic stem cell 
transplantation or CAR-T cell therapy were eligible for participation. Inclusion criteria were diagnosis 
of a hematologic neoplasm, age ≥ 18 years at diagnosis, attended at the University Hospital Dresden, 
ability to give consent; exclusion criteria were inability to complete a structured questionnaire, e.g., 
in the presence of comorbid dementia, insufficient language skills, illiteracy. Patients were informed 
on purpose and design of the study as well as familiarized with visual aids for treatment path 
communication during the consultation. After giving consent, patients were informed by the MD 
about the treatment procedure with the visual aid (figure 1, supplementary figure 1) before answering 
the questionnaire. 30 patients (table 1) and 24 attending MDs were included; patients treated for 
multiple myeloma return to the hospital for stem cell apheresis, at which time point we re-surveyed 
11 available patients.  
 
Statistical analysis and data visualization 
After data export, the statistical analysis of online questionnaires was done with SPSS Version 28.0.0.0. 
For testing effectiveness of the different cancer paths information formats, we assessed the quality of 
the participants’ answers to all questions (ratio of the correct answers of the individual participants 
to a total of 10 multiple-choice questions), the response quality for each question (sum of correct 
answers across all participants per question), the participants self-assessed answering confidence per 
question with 4-step Likert scale ("How confident are you in your answer?”) and the time for 
answering content and, as control, confidence questions. After completion, participants were asked 
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to rate the overall quality of the received treatment information (4-step Likert scale). For testing the 
understandability of the visual representations, we assessed their transparency (guessability, 
participants were required to add free text description of visual) with a syntax of all correct descriptors 
(terms not part of the syntax were considered as not correct) and summarized the frequency of correct 
answers. To assess translucency (Question: “Is the prompted visual suitable for term?”) of visual 
representations, we then counted the frequency of participants rating the visual representation as 
appropriate. For the clinical evaluation, the frequencies of answers were summarized with descriptive 
statistical methods. Figures were prepared using R and ggplot2, version 4.3.2 46,47.  
 
Patient and Public Involvement   
Our work was supported by the patient board of the National Center for Tumor Diseases/NCT-
Dresden, which also includes former patients. The planned work and its progress was presented to 
the entire board. A project advisory group of three board members was also involved in reviewing 
and piloting the questionnaire and provided helpful input on the design of visual aids. The ongoing 
project was presented publicly at “patient day’s” organized by the National Center for Tumor 
Diseases.  

 

 

Figure 2 Flowcharts 
of results of the  
questionnaire 
studies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Results 

Based on consultations with the patient board, medical teams, and feedback from our target audience 
6, we iteratively developed visual aids that communicate the cancer treatment path to patients (figure  
1). To evaluate the effectiveness of these visual aids, we: (1) assessed patients’ comprehension of 
treatment paths information with or without these visual aids; (2) tested the clarity of the pictograms 
used; and (3) tested their use in a clinical setting.  

Questionnaire 1 – Comparing information delivery formats for cancer treatment paths 
We compared participants’ ability to understand cancer treatment path information presented as 
audio-only or with two different formats of visual aids (figure 2A, figure 1, see supplementary figure  
DOI 10.17605/OSF.IO/WKQB4). Compared to participants who received only audio information, 
simulating a typical patient consultation, those who also received visual aids demonstrated 
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significantly higher response quality overall when answering content question (figure 3A, 0.84/0.82 
compared to audio 0.68). The response quality was not statistically different between participants 
receiving text-based and pictogram-based (table 2A) visual aids. Participants with visual aids not only 
were quantitatively better in answering content questions, but also subjectively indicated feeling 
more confident their answers were correct (figure 3B, 0.78/0.82 compared to audio 0.55) and also 
rated the quality of the information higher (figure 3D, 0.79/0.76 compared to audio 0.62). Overall the 
groups with visual aids were slightly, but significantly, slower in their response times than participants 
with audio information only (figure 3C, table 2A, supplementary table 2, 21.4/21.7 seconds compare 
to audio 14.2 seconds). This slower response time may indicate that participants indeed used the 
visual aids for answering questions. While slower with content questions, the time required for rating 
their answering confidence was comparable, and not statistically different among all three groups 
(figure 3E, 4.1/4.8/5.1 seconds). Thus, while slightly slower in responding, the groups with visual aids, 
both text and pictogram-based, had significantly improved overall response quality, and also higher 
response quality for individual questions (figure 3F). 

 

Figure 3 Comparing information delivery formats for cancer treatment paths 

Visual aids (pictogram- and text-based) improved overall response quality (A) and increased respondents security 
(B) and response times (C), and were rated higher in information clarity (D). Response times for content questions 
varied, while the times for the control questions were similar across groups (E). Response qualities split for 
question 1 to 10 (F). Participants: 160.   
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Questionnaire 2 - Transparency and translucency of visual representations 
We compared pictograms to comics and photos in their effectiveness to communicate medical term 
(figure 2B). We tested eight terms relevant for communicating cancer treatment paths. Out of the 
eight terms, six pictograms, five comic representations, and four photos were correctly identified 
(guessed) by at least 85% of participants, and thus fulfilled the transparency criterion of the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) of being comprehensible/guessable to at least 85% of participants 
(figure 4A, table 2B,C). Seven of eight pictograms and comics and five of eight photos were also rated 
as suitable by at least 85% of participants, and thus fulfilled the translucency criterion (figure 4B, 
Table1). Visual representations that did not pass the transparency or translucency criterion were the 
pictogram for “Pill” (76%), the comic for “Person” (77%), and the photos for “Hospital” (43%), “Person” 
(60%) and “Blood” (47%), which were neither guessable, nor considered suitable by >85% of 
participants, the ANSI requirements (85%) for symbols, and most are even below the somewhat more 
flexible standard of the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) of being understood by at 
least 67% of users without explanatory text 45. The visual representations for “infusion therapy”, 
arguably a highly specific term, was guessable by only 18% of the participants, but when prompted 
rated as “very suitable” in all visual representations (90-94%).  

This data indicates a slight skew towards pictograms and comics being more guessable and suitable, 
however based on our eight tested terms, no visual representation was consistently outperforming 
the other. “MD” and “Syringe” were equally guessable in all forms of visual representation (Chi-
squared <0 / 1.1, no deviation across all visual representations, table 2C), while infusion therapy was 
not sufficiently guessable in any representation (table 2B). For “Hospital”, “Person”, “Infusion”, and 
“Blood”, pictograms were significantly more guessable than comics and/or photos as conformed by 
Chi-squared testing (table 2C). Only for “Pill”, comic and photo representations significantly 
outperformed the pictogram (table 2C). A similar result was obtained for the suitability of visual 
representations. Again, for “Hospital”, “Person”, and “Blood”, pictograms were rated significantly 
more suitable than comics and/or photos, however not only “MD” and “Syringe”, but also “Infusion” 
and “Infusion therapy” were rated equally suitable in all visual representations.  

Questionnaire 3 – Clinical evaluation of visual aids 
Given that visual aids improved comprehension of cancer treatment paths, and that visual elements 
were clear to the majority of participants, including the relevant age group for haematological 
diseases, we next evaluated the effectiveness of visual aids in the clinic for three use-cases and three 
visual aids (figure 2C): patients treated for multiple myeloma with autologous stem cell 
transplantation (figure 1), patients undergoing allogeneic stem cell transplantation, and patients 
receiving CAR-T cell therapy (supplementary figure 1). We tested the visual aids in patient interviews 
and questioned attending MDs and patients. All MDs (n=24) fully or partially agreed that patients seem 
to understand the aids, and that aids were a helpful addition; almost all MDs partially or fully agreed 
that they were able to  use visual aids without preparation and indicate that they would include aids 
in future communication (figure 5A). Patients (aged 44 to 72, average 58) were similarly positive, all 
responded that the aids helped during the interview and for answering questionnaire, and they plan 
to consult them again (figure 5B). For the five content questions the mean response quality was 0.82 
(s.d. 0.15), with five patients answering all questions correctly (figure 6A, table 2D,E).  

Patients with multiple myeloma return to hospital several weeks after the begin of therapy to undergo 
stem cell apheresis for the following autologous stem cell transplantation. At this point, and before 
they met the medical team, we were able to re-survey 11 patients. While we observed a drop in overall 
response quality to 0.71 (sd 0.23), a high recall rate, and 5/11 patients remembered the same amount 
as right after the interview (figure 6B-C, table 2D,E). Some questions were easier to answer than 
others, we therefore also analysed the response quality per question at both time points. This revealed 
that while we saw a drop in response quality for each question, the overall response quality was still 
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high after several weeks, with the question with lowest response quality still correctly answered by 
>50% of patients (figure 6D). Patients had kept the visual aide, and still fully or partially agreed that it 
had helped them understand the procedure. Moreover, they indicated that they had consulted the 
plan at home, and, if the spoke with relatives about their treatment (4/11), used it to refresh their 
memory, and even send pictures/photocopies of the plan, to relatives (figure 5C). 

Fig 4. Transparency and translucency of visual representations  

A. % Transparency: can participants guess the image term? Overall, many are above the 85% mark. Highest 
number of icons above 85% are pictograms, then comics, lowest photos. B. % Translucency: do participants rate 
the icon as suitable for a known term? Overall, many are above the 85% mark. Highest number of icons above 
85% are pictograms, then comics, lowest photos. C-D. Frequencies of correct answers for transparency (C) and 
translucency (D). Participants: 306.    
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Figure 5 Clinical evaluation of visual aids  

A. Responses from MDs that used visual aids for treatment paths in patient interviews, n=24. B. Responses from 
patients after interview with treatment plan, n= 30. C. Responses from patients at re-survey several weeks after 
initial interview, n=11. * missing responses: patients had not spoken with any relatives about their treatment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6 Clinical evaluation of visual aids 

A. Patient response quality at outpatient consultation, n= 30. B. Patient recall response quality at re-survey when 
visiting for cell apheresis, n=11. C. Comparison of individual patients’ responses at survey and re-survey, n=11. D. 
Responses per question at survey and re-survey, n=11. 
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Discussion 

In this work, we investigated to what extent visual aids communicating the treatment path can 
effectively supplement health care information. We used visual aids for three haematology 

treatments as example cases.  Questionnaire results reveal that visual aids significantly enhance 
comprehension and increase participants confidence when responding to content questions on 
treatment paths. Consistent with existing literature 31,39, pictograms and comics often outperformed 

photo representations and were deemed suitable across various age groups, highlighting their 
accessibility and versatility in patient communication. Our data also show that some visual 
representations were not sufficiently guessable, therefore, legibility should be evaluated for each 
visual representation and, when used, pictograms should be combined with an explanation and a 

legend. In our clinical evaluation, MDs and patients positively responded to integrating visual aids in 
consultations, and patients remembered treatment details to correctly answer questions 

immediately as well as several weeks after the interview. Patient consultations take place under time 
pressure as staff is obliged to provide comprehensive and legally compliant information on various 
aspects of treatment. The American Cancer Society recommends that patients request decision aids, 

e.g. in the form of written treatment plans or schedules 35. Thus, visual aids for treatment paths, 

designed with minimal text and supplemented with pictograms, could effectively complement 
patient interviews. 

A limitation of our study is the surveyed demographics in the clinical evaluation, as only a small 
number of patients were available locally during the recruitment period. The limited number of 
patients also meant that in this first clinical evaluation we could not randomize patients into two 
arms, a control and an experimental group. However, based on our initial evaluation conducted with 
the target audiences 6,45, and with feedback from the patient board, we conclude that the visual aids 
for communicating treatment paths do significantly enhance comprehension within our target group. 
A logical next step therefore is a multi-centric, controlled clinical trial to pave the way for clinical 
adoption. In an aging society haematological neoplasms among elderly is still rising 48 and treatments 
become more complex with advancements in patient stratification and personalized medicine 49,50, 

making accessible patient information even more pressing. A trial could also compare several 

realizations of the visual treatment plan and possibly also test measurable effects on the quality of 
life.  

Our visual aids for treatment paths likely have broader applications, e.g. for other cancer types or 
other long treatment schedules. Such visual aids may also fill the information need of the elderly 
patients, experiencing an anxiety-inducing diagnosis 16,23,51–53 and could generally support vulnerable 

populations, children patients, relatives and caregivers, nurses 6. The rapid developments of AI-based 

tools likely will also facilitate generating visual aids from text-prompts. At times, modest measures 
can have profound effects, as was demonstrated by improved cancer survival when monitoring 

patients well-being with questionnaires 54. Patients expressed gratitude for these visual aids, 
treasuring them as they navigate their health care journey.  The aids provide tangible answers to 
important questions that were also raised by the patients involved in this study, such as “How long 
will I be away from home?” and “How often do I come back to the hospital?”. 
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Figures and Tables 

 
Table 1 Cohort descriptions 

Feature Category Number Percent % 

Information delivery formats for cancer treatment paths (Questionnaire 1) 

Groups Audio 60 38 

 Pictogram 47 29 

 Text 53 33 

Age <18 1 <1 

 19-30  66 41 

 31-60  85 53 

 60+ 7 4 

 na 1 <1 

Health Knowledge None 58 36 

 Little 82 51 

 Large  19 12 

 na 1 <1 

Transparency and translucency of visual representations (Questionnaire 2) 

Age <20 13 4 

 20-39  163 53 

 40-59  99 32 

 60+ 31 10 

Gender Male 72 24 

 Female 228 75 

 Diverse 3 1 

 na 3 1 

Clinical evaluation of visual aids (Questionnaire 3) 

Gender Male 19 63 

 Female 11 36 

Age 40-49 5 17 

 50-59 12 40 

 60-69 11 37 

 > 70 2 7 

Disease entity Multiple Myeloma 21 70 

 Lymphoma  6 20 

 AML 3 10 
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Table 2A 
Summary of results from comparing information delivery formats for cancer treatment paths. 
Included participants: 160 

Variable Audio with 
Pictogram-

based visual 
aid 

Audio with      
Text-based     

visual aid 

Audio only        Significant difference between 
groups, Tukey post-hoc 

 Mean 
(standard 
deviation) 

Mean 
(standard 
deviation) 

Mean 
(standard 
deviation) 

Mean difference (95% CI) 

Response quality 0.841 (0.117) 0.820 (0.137) 0.676 (0.163) Picto:Audio: 0.12 (0.07, 0.20) 

Text:Audio 0.16 (.10, 0.23) 

Response time 
(sec) 

21.43 (9.22) 21.71 (9.5) 14.23 (5.76) Picto:Audio: -7,21 (-10.85, -3.56) 

Text:Audio -7.64 (-11.61, -4.12) 

Response time 
confidence (sec) 

4.19 (1.27) 4.82 (2.06) 5.14 (0.90) No statistical difference                    
(Welch- ANOVA) 

Confidence 
rating 

0.78 (0.13) 0.82 (0.11) 0.55 (0.16) Picto:Audio: 0.18 (0.13, 0.22) 

Text:Audio 0.20 (.15, 0.24) 

Rating of info 
quality 

0.79 (0.19) 0.76 (0.21) 0.62 (0.23) Picto:Audio: 0.13 (0.13, 0.23) 

Text:Audio 0.11 (.04, 0.18) 

 
Table 2B 
Summary of transparency and translucency of visual representations 
Included participants: 306 

Term Transparency  

(% correct) 

Translucency 

(% correct) 

 Pictogram Photo Comic Pictogram Photo Comic 

MD 90.2 90.6 90.6 95.4 96.4 85.7 

Hospital 86.6 43.0 94.1 98.0 65.5 99.7 

Person 87.9 60.6 77.5 94.5 73.3 73.0 

Infusion 87.6 90.2 82.7 96.1 98.4 96.7 

Infusiontherapy 18.6 28.3 33.9 92.8 94.1 90.2 

Pills 76.2 95.8 86.3 81.1 99.1 85.0 

Syringe 87.6 86.3 88.3 96.7 100 99.7 

Blood 90.2 47.2 85.7 98.4 84.0 96.4 

 
Table 2C 
Statistical tests transparency of visual representations 
Included participants: 306 
Test Frequencies (n) Cochrans Q Test 

(χ2(2), p) 
Pairwise Chi-square test, significance 

level (χ2(2), p) 

Term Picto Photo Comic Across visual 
representations 

Picto : Photo Picto : Comic Photo:Comic 
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MD 277 278 278 0.043, p = .979  
Hospital 266 132 289 224.66, p < .001 -0.436, 

p ≤ .001 
0.075, 

p = .126 
0.511, 

p ≤ .001 
Person 270 186 238 83.60, p < .001 0.274, 

p ≤ .001 
0.104,  

p < .05 
-0.169,  

p ≤ .001 
Infusion 269 277 254 14.35, p < .001 -0.026, 

p = .583 
0.049,  

p < .05 
0.075, 

p ≤ .001 
Infusion-
therapy 

57 87 104 31.76, p < .001 0.098,  
p ≤ .001 

0.153, 
 p ≤ .001 

0.055, 
 p = .132 

Pills 234 294 265 53.46, p < .001 -0.195,  
p ≤ .001 

-0.101, 
p ≤ .001 

0.094, 
p ≤ .001 

Syringe 269 265 271 1.10, p = 0.578  
Blood 277 145 263 195.93, p < 0.00 0.430, 

 p ≤ .001 
0.046,  

p = .530 
-0.384, 

p ≤ .001 

 
Table 2D 
Summary of results clinical evaluation of visual aids  

Questionnaire 

 

Participants Response quality to content questions 

Timepoint n Mean Standard 
deviation 

Median Standard 
error 

Survey 
(timepoint 1)  

30 0.82 0.15 0.8 0.03 

Re-survey 
(timepoint 2) 

11 0.71 0.23 0.71 0.07 

 

Table 2E 
Summary of changing response quality in clinical evaluation of visual aids  

Patient Response quality, 
survey 

Response quality, re-
survey 

Change in response 
quality over time 

ID Mean Mean Delta 

13 1.0 0.6 -0.4 

14 0.8 0.8 0.0 

15 0.6 0.6 0.0 

16 1.0 0.8 -0.2 

17 1.0 0.4 -0.6 

19 0.8 1.0 0.2 

20 1.0 1.0 0.0 

21 0.8 0.6 -0.2 

28 1.0 1.0 0.0 

26 0.4 0.4 0.0 

27 0.8 0.6 -0.2 
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Supplementary Materials 

Supplementary Figure 1. Additional visual aids used for the clinical evaluation (Questionnaire 3) 
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Supplementary Table 1. Existing patient information. 

Comparison of public information for three haematological neoplasm therapies (MM, multiple 
myeloma; AlloTX, allogenic transplantation for e.g. AML patients; CAR-T, targeted immunotherapy for 
e.g. lymphoma patients) in USA, UK and Germany (DE). The information includes text only or few 
visuals with decorative character (figure of cell types, patient). In three cases a process was visualized, 
each without details.    

Organization (Country) Case Text Visual elements 

(photos, diagrams) 

Visual of 
process 

NHS (UK) MM Website - - 

Myeloma UK (UK) MM 12-page PDF - - 

Myeloma UK (UK) MM 58-page PDF 3 - 

Cancer research UK MM Website 2 - 

Cancer research UK MM Website 2 1 

NCI (USA) MM Website 4 - 

KID (DE) MM Website 1 - 

Onkopedia (DE) MM Website 4 - 

Myelom-net (DE) MM 60-page PDF 9 - 

Myelom.org (DE) MM Website - - 

Lymphome-de (DE) MM 12-page PDF 2 - 

DLH (DE) MM 50-page PDF 4 - 

NHS (UK) AlloTX Website - - 

Cancer research UK AlloTX Website 2 1 

NCI (USA) AlloTX Website  1 

KID (DE) AlloTX Website 1 - 

Onkopedia (DE) AlloTX Website - - 

NCI (USA) CAR-T Website 2 - 

NHS England (UK) CAR-T 29-page PDF - - 

KID (DE) CAR-T 2-page PDF 1 - 

Lymphome-de (DE) CAR-T 12-page PDF 4 - 
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Supplementary Table 2.  
Summary of questionnaire 1 – Comparing information delivery formats for cancer treatment 
paths, 160 respondents. 

Group Observation mean sd min max range s.e. 

Audio Response Quality 0.67 0.17 0.3 1 0.7 0.02 

 Security 0.55 0.16 0 1 1 0.02 

 Clarity 0.62 0.23 0 1 1 0.03 

 Total Time Questions 14.23 5.76 6.59 41.13 34.54 0.74 

 Total Time Security 4.19 0.9 2.8 7.36 4.56 0.12 

Pictogram Response Quality 0.82 0.14 0.5 1 0.5 0.02 

 Security 0.78 0.13 0.5 1 0.5 0.02 

 Clarity 0.79 0.19 0.33 1 0.67 0.03 

 Total Time Questions 21.43 9.22 9.17 63.37 54.2 1.35 

 Total Time Security 4.82 1.27 3.06 9.08 6.01 0.19 

Text Response Quality 0.84 0.12 0.5 1 0.5 0.02 

 Security 0.82 0.11 0.6 1 0.4 0.01 

 Clarity 0.76 0.21 0.33 1 0.67 0.03 

 Total Time Questions 21.71 9.5 10.67 55.53 44.86 1.3 

 Total Time Security 5.14 2.06 2.84 13.81 10.97 0.28 
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