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Abstract

Purpose: To analyze the impact of mobile electronic devices (MEDs) and apps in the daily clinical activity of young radiation or
clinical oncologists in 5 Western European countries (ltaly, Germany, Spain, Portugal, and Denmark). Methods: A web-based
questionnaire was sent to 462 young (<40 years) members of the national radiation or clinical oncology associations of the
countries involved in the study. The 15 items investigated diffusion of MEDs (smartphones and/or tablets), their impact on daily
clinical activity, and the differences perceived by participants along time. Results: A total of 386 (83.5%) of the 462 correctly filled
questionnaires were statistically evaluated. Up to 65% of respondents declared to use an electronic device during their clinical
activity. Conversely, 72% considered low to moderate impact of smartphones/tables on their daily practice. The daily use sig-
nificantly increased from 2009 to 2012: users reporting a use >6 times/d raised from 5% to 39.9%. Professional needs fulfillment
was declared by less than 68% of respondents and compliance to apps indications by 66%. Significant differences were seen among
the countries, in particular concerning the feeling of usefulness of MEDs in the daily clinical life. The perception of the need of a
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comprehensive Web site containing a variety of applications (apps) for clinical use significantly differed among countries in 2009,
while it was comparable in 2012. Conclusions: This survey showed a large diffusion of MEDs in young professionals working in
radiation oncology. Looking at these data, it is important to verify the consistency of information found within apps, in order to
avoid potential errors eventually detrimental for patients. “Quality assurance” criteria should be specifically developed for medical

apps and a comprehensive Web site gathering all reliable applications and tools might be useful for daily clinical practice.

Keywords

mobile electronic devices, app, smartphone, tablet, radiotherapy

Abbreviations

AIRO, Italian Association of Radiation Oncology; MED, mobile electronic device; PCS, Pearson chi-square; PEDRO, Pocketable

Electronic Devices in Radiation Oncology

Received: August 5, 2014; Revised: December 30, 2014; Accepted: January 15, 2015.

Introduction

The field of clinical oncology rapidly evolved over the last
decades and several technological, medical, and biological
innovations changed the daily practice of clinical oncolo-
gists." Thus, a continuous effort to optimize medical educa-
tion and update skills and knowledge is strongly demanded.
National and international congresses represent a helpful pos-
sibility, but they are often time and resource consuming.
Moreover, some important geographical and logistic issues
potentially limit a widespread participation, in particular for
young professionals. Nevertheless, it is a rather frequent sit-
uation for physicians to examinate patients having a previous
informative background regarding their health conditions
and disease, obtained from ‘‘official”’ or ‘““unofficial”
cancer-related Web sites.*® In recent years, tablets and smart-
phones became widely diffused worldwide, potentially over-
coming the limits of a slow internet connection or the
impossibility to easily access a personal computer to obtain
medical information. These mobile electronic devices
(MEDs) and their available different tools represent a very
interesting way to overcome the aforementioned limitations.
Indeed, they could be promptly consulted during the daily
clinical activity. Moreover, several dedicated softwares
(apps) are available online and could be easily downloaded
and installed, usually for free: thus, MEDs became accessible
sources of information and education for radiation oncolo-
gists. Given this technological and social background, those
MEDs are now an important tool in the daily clinical practice
of radiation oncologists. It is worth noting that some differ-
ences in the diffusion and utilization of MEDs could be influ-
enced by the ‘“technological level” of a country and the
“technological habits” of the physicians. One of the major
aims of the Italian Association of Radiation Oncology
(AIRO)—Young Members Working Group (AIRO Giovani)
is the conduction of studies and activities investigating dif-
ferent issues related to young members of the society.””'* The
Pocketable Electronic Devices in Radiation Oncology

(PEDRO) project is an international, web-based survey inves-
tigating the impact of MEDs on the clinical practice of young
radiation oncologists. As a first step, we previously reported on
exclusive Italian data.'' Thereafter, we performed a compara-
tive analysis with the data of other European young national
radiotherapy societies involved in the project (Spain, Portu-
gal, Denmark, and Germany). The aim of this study is to
report definitive results of the PEDRO survey.

Material and Methods

A self-produced 15-item-based, nonvalidated, questionnaire
was designed by a specific task force of AIRO Giovani. The
questionnaire was subsequently evaluated by 2 external
reviewers and modified according to their suggestions in terms
of content, face validity, wording, and flow. Finally, 3 ques-
tions allowed open text answers and 11 questions presented
multiple choice items. The survey was entirely conducted dur-
ing 2013. Questions number 6 to 9 and 15 (referred to the years
2009 and 2012) should be intended as a report of participants’
perception regarding their habits in using MEDs during their
clinical activity in the cited years. Representatives from the young
sections of 5 European scientific societies devoted to radiation
oncology were contacted and asked to diffuse the survey, namely,
AIRO, German Society for Radiotherapy and Oncology, The
Danish Association of Young Oncologists, Spanish Association
of Radiotherapy and Oncology, and Portuguese Society of Radio-
therapy and Oncology. Their databases were consulted in order to
target young members (<40 years; both young specialist and res-
idents). A total of 462 young professionals were identified and
reached via e-mail for participation to the PEDRO International
project (anonymity of the survey was addressed in the presenta-
tion letter). The survey was conducted online, using the Internet-
based Survey-Monkey platform (www.surveymonkey.com), and
completion took about 10 minutes. The survey was active from
September to December 2013. Twice a month, an e-mail reminder
was send to all the so-identified participants. The completed
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Table |. Features of the Population.

Italy Germany Denmark  Spain  Portugal
Sample, N 158 89 6l 52 26
Age, years
Average 339 33.0 321 34.7 315
Min 26.9 25.0 26.0 28.0 27.0
Max 40.0 39.0 39.0 41.0 41.0
Specialists, 108 (68.35) 42 (47.2) 8(13) 43 (83) 15(57.7)
N (%)
Age, years
Average 35.6 355 379 353 337
Min 30.0 30.0 36.0 29.0 30.0
Max 40.0 39.0 39.0 41.0 41.0
Residents, N 50 (31.65) 47 (52.8) 53 (87) 9(17) 11 (423)
(%)
Age, years
Average 30.5 30.8 31.2 32.1 28.5
Min 26.0 25.0 26.0 28.0 27.0
Max 40.0 36.0 38.0 40.0 31.0

Abbreviations: max, maximum; min, minimum.

questionnaires were collected and anonymously analyzed during
February and March 2014.

Statistical Analysis

In order to provide a glimpse into eventual differences occurring
during time in terms of frequency of daily use and utility percep-
tion of MEDs, a subgroup analysis was performed according to
the year considered (2009 and 2012). Two approaches were
employed. A transversal approach investigating eventual differ-
ences occurring among different scientific society members dur-
ing 2009 and during 2012, either on the whole sample with
“society” as a variable (5 variables overall) and on a specific
sample for each society compared to AIRO data set as reference
(2 variables). A longitudinal approach investigating eventual dif-
ferences occurring within the members of the same society
between 2009 and 2012 was also performed. Pearson chi-
square (PCS) tests for independence (1 or 4 degree of freedom
at significance level oo = .05 for 2 or 5 variable analyses, respec-
tively) were performed using cross-tabulations for items 6 and 9
and for items 14 and 15 (see Table 1 for the items). The level of
statistical significance for PCS was set to >3.84 and >9.49 for 1
and 4 degrees of freedom analyses, respectively. The investiga-
tion evaluated whether the dichotomous variable society (for year
2009 and 2012, respectively) and “year” (2009 vs 2012) might be
associated with the frequency distributions of the analyzed events
considered as categorical variables in our sample (high vs low use
level: 6-10/11-15/>16 vs 0-1/2-5; high vs low level of utility
perception: yes/probably yes vs no/probably not). The events
we considered were mutually exclusive and had a total probability
of 1. A test of goodness of fit was performed (assessing whether
the observed frequency distribution differed from a theoretical
distribution). The open text answers were also analyzed and clas-
sified following a categorical affinity approach. Descriptive and

quantitative statistical analyses were performed with SPSS Sta-
tistics Software version 19.0 (IBM, Armonk, New York).

Results

Descriptive Statistics

A total of 386 (83.5%) of the 462 questionnaires were com-
pletely filled in and consequently taken into account for the
present analysis; those partially completed were automatically
disregarded by the electronic platform, thus avoiding selection
bias. The number of respondents strongly varied according to
country from 158 for Italy to 26 for Portugal (reflecting differ-
ences in the total number of young radiation oncologists in the
participant countries). The distribution between residents and
specialists was quite similar for Germany and Portugal, in favor
of specialists for Spain and Italy and in favor of residents for
Denmark. Overall mean age of the participants was 32.8 years.
Mean age ranged from 31.5 (Portugal) to 35.6 (Germany) (see
Table 1 for details).

Data About MEDs Diffusion in the Daily Clinical Practice

The overall reported use of MEDs (tablet and/or smartphone)
among the considered countries was 65.1%. In Italy, almost
58% of respondents declared to use a tablet in daily clinical
activity, while up to 17% used both a tablet and a smartphone
(Figure 1A). For Germany, 36% reported to use a smartphone
(10.1% both a smartphone and a tablet; Figure 2A). For
Denmark, 52.5% used a smartphone (Figure 3A). For Spain,
up to 50% declared to use a smartphone (Figure 4A), while for
Portugal, 46.2% used a smartphone, 11.5% a tablet, and 19.2%
both (Figure 5A). Main apps by category employed during
daily clinical activity included cancer staging and treatment
(Ttaly, Germany, Spain, and Portugal), apps for bibliographic
researches (Italy, Denmark, Spain, and Portugal), radiobiolo-
gical (all the considered countries), and general medicine apps
(Germany and Denmark; Figures 6D and 7). Main apps
employed by type included guidelines, radiobiological calcu-
lators, citation databases, and drug vademecum (Figures 6B
and 8). Interestingly, main apps that respondents would desire
to be created and shared online included oncological guide-
lines, contouring tools, radiotherapy guidelines, and apps
allowing for external access to the informatics hospital system
(Figure 6E).

Data About Perceived MED Usefulness in the Daily
Clinical Practice

The real impact of these devices during routine activity is still
considered low—moderate for Italy (82.2%), Germany (87.2%),
Denmark (91.8%), Spain, and Portugal (65.4%; Figures 1B,
;2B, ;3B, ;4B, and ;5B). Despite the frequent use of electronic
devices, the fulfillment of professional needs and requirements
is never or occasionally achieved for 85.5% of respondents for
Ttaly (Figure 1C), 76.4% for Germany (Figure 2C), and 73.8%
for Denmark (Figure 3C). Spain and Portugal had a frequent or
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Figure 2. Impact of apps by country—Germany.
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Figure 5. Impact of apps by country—Portugal.

constant fulfillment for 55.7% and 53.8% of respondents
(Figures 4C and 5C). Compliance to the indications obtained
from apps is declared by 34.2% of participants for Italy (Figure
1D), 21.4% for Germany (Figure 2D), and 26.2% for Denmark
(Figure 3D). Conversely, these results rose up to 57.7% for
Spain (Figure 4D) and Portugal (Figure 5D).

Data About the Time Trend of MED Utilization in the
Daily Clinical Practice

The daily use of electronic devices/apps was significantly dif-
ferent among the different countries on an overall basis both in
2009 (PCS = 10.859) and 2012 (PCS = 31.299). The magni-
tude of this difference was found higher in 2012. Having Italy
as a reference, statistically significant differences in terms of
the daily use were found in 2009 for Germany (PCS = 7.780)
and Denmark (PCS = 4.786) with less utilization in Germany
and Denmark. In 2012 (still with Italy as comparison), signif-
icant differences were found with Spain (PCS = 8.772), which
had superior use, Germany (PCS = 5.793), and Denmark
(PCS = 6.692), which continued to use MEDs less frequently.

Regarding the variations in utilization between 2009 and
2012 within the same country, it was found that in Italy the
proportion of physicians with a high daily use significantly
increased from 5% to 39.9% (PCS = 17.726). In 2012, up to
12.7% of Italian respondents used apps more than 10 times/d
(Figure 6A). Germany showed a significant increase from 5.6%
to 24.7% (PCS = 12.618), with 9% reporting to use apps
>10 times/d. Also Denmark presented a significant increase
from 6.5% to 21.3% (PCS = 5.536), with 4.9% of respondents
reporting to use apps >10 times/d. Spain had a statistically
significant increase from 13.4% to 63.5% (PCS = 27.463), with
30.8% reporting to use apps >10 times/d, while Portugal raised
up from 15.3% to 53.8% (PCS = 8.497), reporting to use apps
>10 times/d (Figure 9A-D).

The Issue of a Web Site Collecting the Available Apps:
The Perception of the Participants
The perception of the need for a comprehensive Web site con-

taining a variety of apps for clinical use significantly differed
among countries in 2009 (PCS = 16.331), while it was
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Figure 6. Habits in apps utilization—Italy (reference data).

comparable in 2012 (PCS = 4.237; no statistically significant
difference). With Italy as a reference, in 2009, the only signif-
icant difference was found with Spain (PCS = 13.193), which
had an inferior perception of the utility of such kind of Web
site. In 2012, no difference could be found among Italy and
other countries. Regarding the differences in the perception of
the need for a comprehensive Web site between 2009 and 2012
within the same country, Italy and Germany had highly signif-
icant increases (PCS = 54.205 and 41.978, respectively), with
up to 97.5% and 96.6% of respondents desiring it in 2012
(Figures 6C and 8A). Spain (PCS = 27.463), Portugal
(PCS = 8.497), and Denmark (PCS = 5.536) showed lower, but
still significant increase with 100% of physicians desiring it in
2012 (Figure 8B-D). In general, the need for a comprehensive
Web site gathering together all reliable apps and tools was found
to be highly demanded in all countries in recent years (Figures 8
and 10).

Discussion

To the best of our knowledge, the PEDRO project is the first
study aiming at the analysis of the diffusion and impact of
MEDs among young radiation oncologists in Western Europe.
The high response rate of 83.5% renders these data a quite
realistic picture of the young radiation oncologist’s current
perception on the role, diffusion, and impact of these devices
during daily clinical practice. In our opinion, several charac-
teristics of the present study should be underlined. The survey
was anonymously filled in online, and the incompletely filled
in questionnaires were automatically rejected by the platform,
avoiding selection bias. The statistical method, which was
used, allows an “intracountry”’ analysis (showing eventual dif-
ferences between 2009 and 2012) but also an “intercountries”
analysis (showing differences between the participating coun-
tries). Finally, nonrespondents characteristics were collected
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Figure 7. Most used apps by country.2

and found similar to those of attending patients (data not
shown). Our results suggest a rather important impact of MEDs
in the daily clinical practice of respondents: Overall, 65% of
physicians declared to use a smartphone and/or a tablet during
their clinical activity, even if this use was much lower in Ger-
many compared to other countries (49.4%). One of the most
relevant results of the PEDRO survey regards the perceived
impact of MEDs in the routine activity. Indeed, more than
80% of Italian, German, and Danish participants consider it
as low—moderate. This means that young radiation oncologists
frequently use the apps, but they do not consider them essential
or at least have a critical approach toward their integration
within the clinical decision-making process. Easy access to a
quick and friendly application may lead to a frequent consulta-
tion during working activities; conversely, the application of
the suggestion and recommendation implies a trustful process
that takes into account the reliability of the electronic tool.
Thus, there may be only a partial correspondence between
consultation and practical repercussion rates. This finding is
divergent to the constant use increase detected in all countries
over time (2009-2012). Conversely, Spanish and Portuguese
participants showed a major impact of MEDs, as one-third of

them consider them as essential. Moreover, most of respon-
dents reported a low level of satisfaction toward the congruity
of indications provided by the employed apps, as the fulfill-
ment of professional needs and requirements was never or
occasionally achieved for 73.8% to 85.5% of respondents in
Italy, Germany, and Denmark (Figures 1C, 2C, and 3C). Con-
sistent with previous findings, Spanish and Portuguese physi-
cians showed a completely different trend, reporting frequent
or constant fulfillment for more than 50% of respondents (Fig-
ures 4C and 5C). Some hypotheses may be supposed: residents
(44% of participants) are probably still incompletely autono-
mous in the clinical decision making, and the presence of an
institutional duty of a decisional filter performed by a tutorial
figure could mitigate the influence of MEDs. However, the
explanation for the “frequent referral/low real utilization™
dichotomy for the Italian subgroup could not be applied to the
Spanish group, which was principally constituted by young
specialists. For specialists (56% of respondents), this diverging
profile could be explained with the clinical experience and
professional maturity leading to a critical interpretation of sug-
gestions derived from apps and MEDs. Looking at the trend of
utilization over time, it shows an overall “high daily use”
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Figure 8. Perceived usefulness of a Web site containing apps for clinical and radiation oncology.

increase from 2009 to 2012. The daily impact of MEDs is
quickly raising both in general population and in the profes-
sional life of physicians. It has been reported as increasing from
44% (2010) to 81% (2012) for smartphones and from 30%
(2011) to over 72% (2013) for tablets, respectively.'*'> Our
study also confirms trends recently published within wide-
spread and popular newspapers: an article in the Wall Street
Journal showed that in 2011 up to 72% of all medical doctors
in the United States own a smartphone and up to 95% of them
do usually download apps.'® In this context, the discipline of
Radiation Oncology is much more influenced by the important
evolving relationship between health care and technology, as
clinical, technical, and computational aspects are clearly more
interconnected. Thus, radiation oncologists could probably
consider the role of MEDs very appealing, as they could be
in their opinion a potential means to improve cancer care. The
MEDs allow rapid access to the most updated information
(apps, podcasts, reference texts, protocols, and recent research)
and to the clinical guidelines endorsed by the most important
radiation and clinical oncology societies. Moreover, several
available apps strongly simplify the bedside use of medical
equations (eg, Biologically effective dose (BED) calculation,

scores, tumor staging, risk prediction, etc). We analyzed the
use and diffusion of MED among young radiation oncologists,
but it is worthwhile to note that a consistent literature has also
been produced studying the potential impact of MED on edu-
cational processes of medical students and in the informational
background of patients.'”** In this context, the importance of a
correct knowledge of the clinical use of apps is strongly needed
and should be underlined.>® Indeed, the important potential
advantages could be mitigated by some critical issues that must
be strictly taken into account. Approaching MED and apps, the
first question should be who are the providers and what is their
reputation? One of the indices of the apps quality should be, in
our opinion, the possibility to correctly and easily identify the
name of the provider and the overall evaluation of the apps
given in the user comments. O’Neill ef al. analyzed 68 medical
apps addressing issues related to colorectal cancer, assessing
the levels of medical professional involvement in their design
and content.?” Only 29% of colorectal apps presented customer
satisfaction ratings and only 32% declared medical profes-
sional involvement in their development or content. The
authors concluded underlining the need for a better control and
regulation of app content. Another recent study by Rodrigues
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Figure 9. Daily use by country.

et al. analyzed 321 radiology-related smartphone applica-
tions.?® Finally, despite their many potential benefits, the med-
ical involvement in their contents and design was not always
clearly identifiable. Finally, also these authors underlined the
need for well-established measures to ensure apps accuracy.
Van Velsen ef al. originally underlined that one of the major
limitations is the growing number of available apps: this over-
load makes it difficult for medical professionals (and citizens)
to find the tools more appropriate to a given situation.?” More-
over, the authors consider that information and features are
fragmented over too many apps, thereby limiting their useful-
ness. Bender ef al. reported in a recent review a lack of scien-
tific data supporting the use of cancer-related apps
scientifically supported data.’® In their review, authors report
that only 9.4% of the available apps are affiliated with a uni-
versity or a medical institution. Finally, also these authors con-
cluded that there is a need for a “white list” of scientifically
recommended mobile health apps. We strongly share the posi-
tions of Van Velsen and Bender. In our opinion, it is time for a
“joint venture” between the providers of medical information
and the open source movement, aiming at a standardization of
medical information formats and contents, preventing the risk

of overload and improving the quality of the apps, and their
impact on health care quality. We also support the creation of a
Quality Assurance program, allowing also a clear definition of
sources of information (eg, links to published, indexed articles,
and/or to official Web sites). Last but not least, we would
strongly underline that the specific clinical case and the per-
sonal clinical experience of the health care provider are much
more important than information obtained by a MED, which
should be considered as useful tools supporting, but not repla-
cing clinical evaluations and knowledge. Indeed, clinical deci-
sion making should always remain an articulate and thoughtful
process taking into account medical, technical, logistic, and
human aspects. National and international scientific societies
may play an important role in testing and verifying the correct-
ness of the information provided by MED, endorsing, and cer-
tifying those considered valuable and reliable.

Conclusions

The PEDRO project confirmed the constantly increasing trend
of utilization of clinical resources via smartphones and tablets.
It is desirable to achieve a critical use of apps and mobile
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(a) Main Apps used by category Germany (b) Main Apps used by category Denmark
100.0% 1000%
900% 90.0%
800% 80.0%
T00% T00%
600% 60.0%
500% 500%
400% 400%
300% 300%
200% 200%
100% 100%
oo R B ] JR— oo% AR fOrBEOGENINC | ooy e | USRS Breancer o birkiokogcd
Mt [ St | T | i R e | | T | actn R
wzm L) 25% 0% 20% 25w ) lgm g5 [ 8% 5% WY HEY
LFid oU% 0% % 0% o D o207 - 1¥ 3 RE% i 1 20 £9 2R |
(C) Main Apps used by category Spain (d) Main Apps used by category Portugal
100.0% 100.0%
90.0% 90.0%
80.0% 80.0%
70.0% To0% P
60.0% 60.0% e
50.0% 50.0%
40.0% 40.0%
30.0% 30.0%
20.0% 20.0%
10.0% 10.0%
o et rmouces | ooty | Amstrma (oS | Greeamedone | sy brticoges - e rmouees | ooy, | Awstramr (“40S | ey meane | sy trtioogos
sopes) g e ] gt Soops) sty I (ML) s S oo
i ot ot T o o 18 i s s oot i

Figure 10. Most used apps by country.

technology to potentially optimize medical information and
care processes. Security and reliability of apps remain impor-
tant but actually unsolved issues, as well as the quality of the
electronic resource, which should be checked before the adop-
tion of the information obtained via MED in the clinical
decision-making processes.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article.

References

1. European Partnership Action Against Cancer consensus group;
Borras JM, Albreht T, Audision R, et al. Policy statement on
multidisciplinary cancer care. Eur J Cancer. 2014;50(3):
475-480. doi:10.1016/j.ejca.2013.11.012.

2. Valentini V, Bourhis J, Hollywood D. ESTRO 2012 strategy

meeting: vision for radiation oncology. Radiother Oncol. 2012;
103(1):99-102. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2012.03.010.

3. Popescu RA, Schéfer R, Califano R, et al. The current and future

role of the medical oncologist in the professional care for cancer
patients: a position paper by the European Society for Medical
Oncology (ESMO). Ann Oncol. 2014;25(1):9-15. doi:10.1093/
annonc/mdt522. Erratum in: Ann Oncol. 2014;25(4):916.

4. Katz JE, Roberge D, Coulombe G. The cancer patient’s use and

appreciation of the internet and other modern means of commu-
nication. Technol Cancer Res Treat. 2014;13(5):477-484. doi:10.
7785/tertexpress.2013.600267.

5. Valero-Aguilera B, Bermudez-Tamayo C, Garcia-Gutiérrez JF,

et al. Information needs and Internet use in urological and
breast cancer patients. Support Care Cancer. 2014;22(2):
545-552.

6. Maloney EK, D’Agostino TA, Heerdt A, ef al. Sources and types

of online information that breast cancer patients read and discuss
with their doctors. Palliat Support Care. 2013:1-8.

7. Filippi AR, Alongi F, Ciammella P, De Bari B, Franco P, Livi L.

A strategy for young members within national radiation oncology
societies: the Italian experience (AIRO Giovani group). Rep Pract



376

Technology in Cancer Research & Treatment 15(2)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Oncol Radiother. 2012 Aug 19;17(5):259-61. doi:10.1016/j.rpor.
2012.07.011.

. Ciammella P, De Bari B, Fiorentino A, et al. The “BUON-

GIORNO” project: burnout syndrome among young Italian radia-
tion oncologists. Cancer Invest. 2013;31(8):522-528. doi:10.
3109/07357907.2013.830735.

. Franco P, Ciammella P, Peruzzo Cornetto A, et al. The STYRO

2011 project: a survey on perceived quality of training among
young Italian radiation oncologists. Med Oncol. 30:729, 2013.
Med Oncol. 2013;30(4):729. doi:10.1007/s12032-013-0729-y.
De Bari B, Fiorentino A, Greto G, et al. Prostate cancer as a
paradigm of multidisciplinary approach? Highlights from the Ita-
lian young radiation oncologist meeting. Tumori. 2013;99(6):
637-49. doi:10.1700/1390.15450.

De Bari B, Franco P, Ciammella P, et al. The PEDRO (Pocketable
Electronic Devices in Radiation Oncology) project: how clinical
practice is changing among young Radiation Oncologists?
Tumori. 2014;100(2):e35-e40.

Alongi F, De Bari B, Franco P, ef al. The ‘PROCAINA (PROstate
CAncer INdication Attitudes) Project’ (Part I)—a survey among
Italian radiation oncologist on postoperative radiotherapy in pros-
tate cancer. Radiol Med. 2013;118(4):660-678. doi:10.1007/
s11547-012-0913-8.

De Bari B, Alongi F, Franco P, ef al. The ‘PROCAINA (PROstate
CAncer INdication Attitudes) Project’ (Part II)—a survey among
Italian radiation oncologist on radical radiotherapy in prostate
cancer. Radiol Med. 2013;118(7):1220-1239. doi:10.1007/
s11547-013-0925-z.

EPG Health Media Focus Group. Healthcare Professional
Use of Mobile Devices: A Comparative Study Between Eur-
ope and US in 2010 and 2012. Kent, UK: EPG Health Media;
2012.

Manhattan Research. Taking the Pulse US. New York, NY:
Manhattan Research; 2013.

The Wall Street Journal. Web site. http://online.wsj.com/article/
SB10001424052748703702004576268772294316518.htm1?
mod=rss_Health. Accessed June 5, 2011.

Alba-Ruiz R, Bermudez-Tamayo C, Pernett JJ, Garcia-Gutierrez
JF, Cozar-Olmo JM, Valero-Aguilera B. Adapting the content of
cancer web sites to the information needs of patients: reliability
and readability. Telemed J E Health. 2013;19(12):956-66. doi:10.
1089/tm;j.2013.0050.

Zuo KJ, Guo D, Rao J. Mobile teledermatology: a promising
future in clinical practice. J Cutan Med Surg. 2013;17(6):
387-391.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Glynn RW, O’Duffy F, O’Dwyer TP, Colreavy MP, Rowley HM.
Patterns of Internet and smartphone use by parents of children
attending a pediatric otolaryngology service. Int J Pediatr Otorhi-
nolaryngol. 2013;77(5):699-702. doi:10.1016/j.ijporl.2013.01.021.
Schneider MP, Gertsch A, Bugnon O. Cyberhealth serving to
support individual intake of medication. Swiss Med Wkly. 2013;
143:w13827. doi:10.4414/smw.2013.13827.

Khalifian S, Markman T, Sampognaro P, Mitchell S, Weeks S,
Dattilo J. Medical student appraisal: searching on smartphones.
Appl Clin Inform. 2013;4(1):53-60. doi:10.4338/ACI-2012-10-
CR-0047.

Nes AA, Eide H, Kristjansdottir OB, van Dulmen S. Web-based,
self-management enhancing interventions with e-diaries and per-
sonalized feedback for persons with chronic illness: a tale of three
studies. Patient Educ Couns. 2013;93(3):451-458. doi:10.1016/j.
pec.2013.01.022.

Waldmann UM, Weckbecker K. Smartphone application of pri-
mary care guidelines used in education of medical students. GMS
Z Med Ausbild. 2013;30(1):Doc6.

Lippman H. How apps are changing family medicine. GMS Z Med
Ausbild. 2013;30(1):Doc6. doi:10.3205/zma000849.
Demaerschalk BM, Vegunta S, Vargas BB, Wu Q, Channer DD,
Hentz JG. Reliability of real-time video smartphone for assessing
National Institutes of Health Stroke Scale scores in acute stroke
patients. Stroke. 2012;43(12):3271-3277. doi:10.1161/STRO-
KEAHA.112.669150.

Charani E, Kyratsis Y, Lawson W, et al. An analysis of the devel-
opment and implementation of a smartphone application for the
delivery of antimicrobial prescribing policy: lessons learnt. J Anti-
microb Chemother. 2013;68(4):960-967. doi:10.1093/jac/dks492.
O’Neill S, Brady RR. Colorectal smartphone apps: opportunities
and risks. Colorectal Dis. 2012;14(9):e530-e534. doi:10.1111/j.
1463-1318.2012.03088 x.

Rodrigues MA, Visvanathan A, Murchison JT, Brady RR. Radi-
ology smartphone applications; current provision and cautions.
Insights Imaging. 2013;4(5):555-5562. doi:10.1007/s13244-013-
0274-4.

van Velsen L, Beaujean DJ, van Gemert-Pijnen JE. Why mobile health
app overload drives us crazy, and how to restore the sanity. BMC
Med Inform Decis Mak. 2013;13:23. doi:10.1186/1472-6947-13-23.
Bender JL, Yue RY, To MJ, Deacken L, Jadad AR. A lot of
action, but not in the right direction: systematic review and con-
tent analysis of smartphone applications for the prevention, detec-
tion, and management of cancer. J Med Internet Res. 2013;
15(12):¢287. doi:10.2196/jmir.2661.


http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703702004576268772294316518.html?mod=rss_Health
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703702004576268772294316518.html?mod=rss_Health
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703702004576268772294316518.html?mod=rss_Health
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703702004576268772294316518.html?mod=rss_Health


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


