Supplement 5. Qualitative evaluations of informed consent forms
Supplemental evaluations of the clinical trial form are provided in Table S5.1.  The full-length form in general showed the highest enrollment, satisfaction, trust in investors, and perceptions of treatment effectiveness across all metrics; however, these differences were typically not significant.

Of the notable differences, enrollment appears to be lower in the highlights form compared to the original form.  Trust in the investigators appears lower in the concise, prioritized, and interactive form compared to the original form. These findings are consistent with results in our earlier work that suggest the longer form does appear to engender more trust in the investigators; however, these differences tend to be minor.  The effects nonetheless appear reasonably small.  A detailed description of each metrics follows.

Enrollment 

Enrollment intentions were measured using the following question: “Considering what you had read in the consent form, how would you feel about enrolling in the trial described?” Participants answered using a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from -3 (“Strongly opposed”) to 3 (“Strongly in favor”).  The median response across all formats was 0 (“Indifferent”). The average response was highest for participants who read the full-length format (Table S5.1).  An ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, with the full-length format as the baseline and all other formats as indicator variables suggests that enrollment intentions were significantly lower after reading the highlights format compared to the full-length version, t = -1.97, p = 0.049.  No other differences were significant.

Enrollment confidence was measured using the following question: “How confident would you be in your decision?”  Participants answered using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“Not at all confident”) to 5 (“Extremely confident”).  The median response across all formats was 4 (“Very confident”). The average response was highest for participants who read the full-length format (Table S5.1). An OLS regression, with the full-length format as the baseline, indicates that the enrollment confidence is not significantly different from the full-length format for any of the restructured formats.

Satisfaction with the Information

Participant satisfaction with the information provided in the informed consent form was measured using the following question: “How satisfied are you with the information provided in the consent form?” Participants answered using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“Not at all satisfied”) to 5 (“Extremely satisfied”).  The median response across all formats was 4 (“Very satisfied”). The average response was highest for participants who read the full-length format (Table S5.1). An OLS regression, with the full-length format as the baseline, indicates that satisfaction is not significantly different from the full-length format for any of the restructured formats.

Trust in the Investigators

Perceptions of the investigator’s concern for the participant’s wellbeing was measured using the following question: “How concerned do you think the researchers involved in the clinical trial are about your well-being?”  Participants answered using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“Not at all concerned”) to 5 (“Extremely concerned”).  The median response across all formats was 4 (“Very concerned”).  The average response was highest for participants who read the full-length format (Table S5.1). An OLS regression, with the full-length format as the baseline, indicates that perceived concern for wellbeing was significantly lower for participants reading the concise, t = -2.60, p = 0.010, prioritized, t = -2.84, p = 0.005, and interactive, t = -2.76, p = 0.006 formats compared to the full-length version.

Perceptions of the investigator’s concern for accuracy was measured using the following question: “How concerned do you think the researchers involved in the clinical trial were about presenting the clinical trial accurately?”  Participants answered using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“Not at all concerned”) to 5 (“Extremely concerned”).  The median response across all formats was 4 (“Very concerned”).  The average response was highest for participants who read the full-length format (Table S5.1). An OLS regression, with the full-length format as the baseline, indicates that perceived concern for wellbeing was significantly lower for participants reading the prioritized, t = -2.52, p = 0.012, and interactive, t = -2.13, p = 0.034 formats compared to the full-length version.

Perceived Treatment Effectiveness

Perceptions of the effectiveness of the drug was measured using the following question: “If you enrolled in the trial described in the consent form, what is the probability that the treatment could help control your asthma better, where 0% means "no chance at all of helping" and 100% means "would definitely help"?” Participants answered with a number ranging from 0% to 100%. The median response across all formats was 50% .  The average response was highest for participants who read the full-length format (Table S5.1). An OLS regression, with the full-length format as the baseline, indicates that perceived effectiveness is not significantly different from the full-length format for any of the restructured format

Table S5.1 Enrollment, satisfaction, trust, and perceptions of treatment effectiveness
	Enrollment, mean (sd)
	Full-length
(n = 99)
	Concise
(n = 100)
	Highlights
(n = 100)
	Reordered
(n = 101)
	Interactive
(n = 95)

	Enrollment [-3:3]
	0.65 (1.61)
	0.47 (1.68)
	0.19 (1.64) *
	0.25 (1.67)
	0.57 (1.56)

	Enrollment confidence [1:5]
	3.66 (0.81)
	3.63 (0.92)
	3.50 (0.98)
	3.59 (0.89)
	3.49 (0.98)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Satisfaction with form, mean (sd) [1:5]
	
	
	
	

	Satisfied with information 
	3.94 (0.89)
	3.82 (0.99)
	3.89 (0.98)
	3.81 (0.90)
	3.71 (0.89)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust in investigators, mean (sd) [1:5]
	
	
	
	

	Concern about wellbeing
	3.84 (0.89)
	3.46 (1.05) *
	3.63 (1.00)
	3.43 (1.16) *
	3.43 (1.01) *

	Concern about accuracy
	4.05 (0.87)
	3.89 (1.09)
	3.92 (1.13)
	3.67 (1.15) *
	3.73 (1.03) *

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of treatment, % (sd)
	
	
	
	

	Probability help symptoms
	53.5 (20.5)
	52.8 (21.6)
	48.6 (21.5)
	51.8 (20.3)
	50.5 (20.2)

	* p < 0.05 based on an ordinary least-squares regression; no adjustment for multiple comparisons



