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Donor Truthfulness Problems*

Paper Computer-Assisted
Behavior Questionnaire (%) Questionnaire (%)
Crack/cocaine 3.3 6.0

Male/male sex 1.5 5.5

IV drug abuse 1.4 5.2

Paid for sex 1.6 3.8

*  Turner, et al. Science May 8, 1998, p.867.
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Computerized Screening (52,650 Donors)*

What effect would computer screening have on the 
blood donor interview process?

Age Category 18-24 25+
Percent 8.3     91.7
Answers more confidential (%) 47.4 28.8
Answers more accurate (%)35.5 17.9
Help reveal personal 

information(%) 37.7 15.5
Help quicken process (%) 66.1 49.2

* Watanabe, K., et al. Transfusion (Supp) 1999;39:1255
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Purpose of Study

To evaluate a computer-assisted 
interactive video blood donor screening 
system (IVDS) *  

* Copyright by Talisman, Ltd., Vienna, VA
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IVDS System Components
♦ PC and touch screen 
♦ earphones
♦ face-to-face (FTF) 

back-up

♦ keypad 
♦ printer
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Functional Characteristics
♦ illustrated questions on touch screen
♦ audio synchronized with questions

• absolute privacy (earphones)
• optional abort after interval*

o can not abort “vital questions” 
♦ response made on touch screen 

* not part of system used in this study
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Nature of Clinical Trial
♦ trial at university-affiliated blood center

• only at central site (fixed)
• better educated donors than average

♦ first-time (6%); repeat (94%)
♦ standardized health history questions
♦ system approved by FDA 
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Results - Operational
♦ 277 donors completed survey 

• two donors declined to use system
♦ 3.5% of donors skipped one question

• asked orally later
♦ 10% did not understand one question

• clarified orally later
♦ IVDS ↑ screening time (by about 5 min.)*                  

* ↓ by 3-5 minutes with audio bypass option exercised
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Acceptance - Donors’ Attitudes
♦ questionnaire elicited 5-point graded responses
♦ understandability - 92% favorable
♦ compared with FTF screening:

• 67% - truth more likely
• 95% - more comfortable with privacy
• likelihood of repeat donation:

o greater - 28%
o less - 7%
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Results - Advantages/Efficacy
♦ addresses 55% of FDA errors/accidents*
♦ privacy is absolute (audio)
♦ clearer (question-specific illustrations?)
♦ reduces costs:

• 30% decreased staff interview time
• ↑ repeat donations (↓ cost $10 - 30)

♦ overnight change ability

* FDA Error and Accident Reports:  Annual Summary FY 1998
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Reasons for Success

♦ very high donor acceptance
• millions of Americans own PC’s
• ages of donors are decreasing
• to youths, computers are way of life

♦ inject “fun” into donation process



14

Conclusions
♦ donors preferred IVDS to FTF screening
♦ donors appear more likely to tell the truth
♦ 28% were more likely to repeat donation 

• ↓ costs
• ↓ infectious disease risks

♦ eliminates up to 55% of screening errors
♦ IVDS results warrant broader implementation


	Computer-Assisted Audio Video Versus Traditional Blood Donor Screening:  Initial Results��T.F.Zuck, S.L.Wilkinson, T.P.Neff, �
	Donor Truthfulness Problems*
	Computerized Screening (52,650 Donors)*
	Purpose of Study
	IVDS System Components
	Functional Characteristics
	Nature of Clinical Trial
	Results - Operational
	Acceptance - Donors’ Attitudes
	Results - Advantages/Efficacy
	Reasons for Success
	Conclusions

