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Male hormonal contraception: hope and promise

Katarzyna Piotrowska, MD, Christina Wang, MD, Ronald S. Swerdloff, MD, and Peter Y. Liu, 
MBBS (Hons I), PhD, FRACP*

Division of Endocrinology, Department of Medicine, Harbor-UCLA Medical Center and Los 
Angeles Biomedical Research Institute (LA BioMed) Torrance, CA 90509

Abstract

Family planning is a shared responsibility, but currently available male-directed methods are either 

not easily reversible (vasectomy) or not sufficiently effective (condom). Despite this, 

approximately 20% of couples using a contraceptive method worldwide, and up to 80% in some 

countries, choose a male-directed method. Male hormonal contraception (MHC) is acceptable and 

highly effective, with perfect use failure rates of 0.6% (95% confidence interval 0.3–1.1%) 

provided sperm concentration are maintained below 1 M/mL. Upon cessation of MHC, sperm 

quality fully recovers in a predictable manner resulting in pregnancies and live births. Spontaneous 

miscarriage and fetal malformation rates overlap that observed in the general population. Short-

term adverse events, namely acne, night sweats, increased weight and altered mood and libido are 

recognized, but are generally mild. Further optimization of specific androgen-progestin regimens 

followed by Phase 3 studies of lead combinations is still required for successful development of an 

approved MHC and to determine long term adverse effects.
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1. Introduction

Finding a partner and starting a family are common human desires. These desires are 

constrained by the need to space and limit pregnancies according to personal and financial 
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circumstances. Allowing both men and women to share family planning responsibilities by 

increasing contraceptive choices would promote important, but still largely unmet individual 

and societal needs, such as ameliorating the number of elective terminations for unplanned 

pregnancies and reducing overpopulation 2. Promising candidate non-hormonal male-

directed approaches have been identified 3,4, but pivotal trials in humans that would be 

necessary for drug or device registration are lacking: table 1. In contrast, more than 2000 

men have already been exposed to over 2000 person-years of male hormonal contraception 

(MHC, consisting of androgens with or without progestins) to assess contraceptive efficacy: 

table 2. Furthermore, testosterone has been marketed for 6 decades after first being 

synthesized 8 decades ago, and is increasingly prescribed throughout the developed 

world 5,6. Vast clinical experience relevant for understanding the safety of testosterone 

therapy is therefore available. Nevertheless, concerns arising from the Women’s Health 

Initiative study regarding the safety of hormonal therapies in general seems to be hampering 

product development of MHC by industry 7,8. Accordingly, this review of male-directed 

contraceptive methods will focus on recent advances in MHC as well as new generic 

information regarding the safety of exogenous hormone exposure in men for non-

contraceptive purposes. The hope is that this review will promote male-directed 

contraceptive drug development.

An ideal male-directed contraceptive method should be safe, rapidly and uniformly effective 

(i.e. usable by all men) and rapidly and uniformly reversible. In contrast, the two currently 

available male-directed methods are not widely acceptable because vasectomies are not 

easily or uniformly reversible and condoms have limited user efficacy. Despite this, many 

couples already choose a male-directed method, although considerable regional and national 

variability in usage exists 9. Recently completed studies confirm the effectiveness, 

reversibility and short-term safety of MHC, which promises many advantages over existing 

methods 1,10–12. These androgen-progestin treatment regimens reduce sperm output and 

induce a predictable degree of infertility by exploiting the negative feedback suppression of 

pituitary gonadotropin secretion by sex hormones 3,13,14. The inhibition of ovulation by 

combined estrogen-progestin contraceptives uses an analogous mechanism; this approach is 

widely utilized by women because multiple delivery systems (transdermal patches, oral pills, 

transvaginal rings, intramuscular injections and subcutaneous implants), drug and dose 

combinations are available to broaden choice. MHC may also fulfill many of the 

requirements for an ideal male-directed contraception method and the hope is that a range of 

treatment options will become available to satisfy differing needs and preferences of 

couples.

2.1 MHC is acceptable to many couples, but there is marked geographical variability

Multiple surveys of diverse populations worldwide 15–18 show that at least one quarter of 

men, and in some countries many more, would consider using a male hormonal 

contraceptive. Women would trust their specific partner to be responsible for personal 

contraceptive needs, but not any man in general 9. Amongst actual volunteers participating 

in clinical trials of MHC, intramuscular injections every 1–3 months 19,20, subcutaneous 

implants every 3 months 21 or transdermal gels applied every day 22,23 would be acceptable 

treatment regimens. These complementary data from potential users contemplating a 
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theoretical product, and actual participants in a clinical trial of a specific MHC, show that 

MHC is acceptable to men and their partners.

In order to understand current male-directed contraceptive use throughout the world, we 

examined the most recent complete national data collected since 2010 by the United 

Nations 24. Data meeting these criteria were available for 66 nations from Africa and the 

Middle East, Asia-Pacific, Europe and South America, but were not available from North 

America. However, findings are consistent with pre-2010 data from North American 

countries. In aggregate, male-directed methods (male sterilization, condom, withdrawal) 

were utilized by about 10% of all couples surveyed, but this ranged from 0 to 50% in 

individual countries. Amongst couples that were actually using a contraceptive method, 

about 20%, and up to 80% in some countries, were relying on a male-directed method. More 

research is needed to understand why marked regional variability exists, whether these 

differences are due to cultural, religious or other attitudes, and whether such attitudes can be 

changed. Nevertheless, a large group of couples already rely on existing male-directed 

methods, despite such methods being far from ideal. Many additional couples would 

presumably utilize a male-directed method that was more effective, convenient and 

reversible. Societal changes as well as drug development may both be needed to increase 

usage as oral mode of delivery and higher income and education have been associated with 

higher acceptability of a theoretical MHC 18. Reliably understanding the factors that 

influence acceptability may require such methods to first become available.

2.2 MHC induces predictable contraception

In contrast with the situation in women where hormonal method either prevents, or does not 

prevent ovulation, contraceptive effectiveness with MHC depends on the degree to which 

spermatogenesis is suppressed 25–27. The clinical assessment of spermatogenesis continues 

to depend upon semen analysis, a widely recognized surrogate measure of male fecundity 27. 

Accordingly, contraceptive failure (i.e. pregnancy) rates of 0.6 (95% confidence interval CI 

0.09–2.7) % can be expected if sperm concentrations are consistently suppressed to no more 

than 1 M/mL, whereas failure rates of 1.4 (0.4–3.7) % occur with a threshold of 3 M/

mL 25,26. Based on these data and recognizing that both paternity and actual sperm 

concentration at the time of conception can only be assumed 12, expert opinion recommends 

a sperm concentration threshold of 1 M/mL as suitable for reliable contraception 28,29. 

Specific delivery, dose and drug combination influences the degree of suppression of sperm 

output, and each regimen must therefore be individually evaluated for sperm suppression in 

preparation for contraceptive efficacy studies. Over 3000 person years of androgens alone or 

in combination with progestins has been administered to assess sperm quality or 

contraceptive efficacy 1,10–12. Multiple androgen-progestin drug combinations have been 

studied 3,14, but together comprise less than one-fifth of the total hormone exposure 1,10–12. 

The vast majority of these studies have utilized testosterone, although two other androgens, 

7-alpha-methyl-19-nortestosterone and dimethandrolone undecanoate, are also being 

evaluated 30,31. Few androgens alone, or combination androgen-progestin regimens have 

actually been evaluated for contraceptive efficacy.
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Initial proof of concept studies showed that short-acting testosterone therapy is a highly 

effective contraceptive (i.e. prevents pregnancies) and profoundly suppresses 

spermatogenesis through negative feedback inhibition of gonadotropins 25,32: table 2. 

Contraceptive efficacy has since been confirmed via a longer-acting testosterone 

regimen 12,33, over a longer duration of time 12, and with an androgen-progestin 

combination 34: table 2. Individual large scale studies show contraceptive failure rates of 

0.8–2.3%, with upper 95% limits of 1.8–4.5%: table 2. Pooling data from studies which 

suppressed sperm count to no more than 1 M/mL and calculating Poisson confidence limits, 

yields a contraceptive failure rate of 0.6 (0.3–1.1)%. This compares favorably with the use of 

the oral contraceptive pill by women in the first year 35–37. In fact, modern female hormonal 

methods, which utilize lower doses, report 12 month failure rates of 7% 36. Nevertheless, 

available MHC efficacy data are limited by relatively low overall exposure, especially for 

androgen-progestin combinations: table 2. A recent large-scale study of over 100 person 

years of combined androgen-progestin exposure has been conducted and shows profound 

suppression of spermatogenesis to a threshold of 1 M/mL during which very few 

pregnancies occurred 38,39. However final results are still pending.

2.3 Optimizing MHC to increase the rate and extent of sperm output suppression

We performed an integrated analysis of individual participant data of all then-available 

studies to examine rates of suppression of sperm output to concentrations compatible with 

reliable contraception (< 1 M/mL) 10. By 3 and 6 months, 50% and 85% of men, 

respectively, adequately suppressed sperm output 10. However, this analysis included many 

exploratory MHC regimens where drug dose and frequency had not yet been optimized. 

Accordingly, restricting the analysis to contraceptive efficacy studies where regimen 

optimization has already occurred should yield more realistic estimates. These show that 

only 96% of men did suppress sperm output to a threshold of 1 M/mL by 6 months: table 2. 

Of historical interest, 75% of men suppressed sperm output to a threshold of azoospermia by 

6 months (table 2).

Modern large-scale optimized androgen and androgen-progestin combinations report 

adequate suppression in 80–95%, not 50%, of men by about 3 months 11,12,33,34: table 2. 

This reduction in sperm output is comparable to the disappearance of sperm after 

vasectomy 40. The distinction regarding androgen alone versus androgen-progestin 

combinations is important because progestin co-administration enhances both the rate and 

extent of sperm output suppression by up to two fold 10: table 3. Furthermore, individual 

progestins differ in properties related to the binding and activation of progesteroneand other 

steroidreceptors, in anovulatory potency and the ability to support pregnancy in women 41. It 

is therefore likely that there are certain progestins which will be more effective in 

spermatogenic suppression than others, but current studies in men are underpowered to 

prove this distinction 10. Accordingly, it remains plausible that a fully optimized androgen-

progestin combination could be universally applied to all men within a practical timeframe.

Optimization of this regimen may also involve varying the dose of testosterone. In humans, a 

higher total dose of administered testosterone is associated with a higher proportion of men 

with inadequate suppression of sperm output during MHC 10,42,43 and higher baseline 

Piotrowska et al. Page 4

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



endogenous testosterone is also associated with slower suppression 10: table 3. However, 

there are few data directly comparing testosterone dosages within the same study, although 

the few available data do support this contention 44. Nevertheless, once the testosterone-

dependent feedback inhibition of gonadotropic secretion reaches its limit, increasing the 

testosterone dose will increase intratesticular testosterone levels. These very low 

concentrations of intratesticular testosterone are sufficient to maintain spermatogenesis, at 

least in rodents and primates 45–47. In fact, there is no definable dose of testosterone that 

would both maintain sexual function and also suppress gonadotropins without 

simultaneously activating spermatogenesis in rodents 48. Whether these considerations are 

relevant in humans is not directly known. If relevant, further suppression of intratesticular 

testosterone by direct inhibition of steroidogenesis may be required, and proof of principle 

in humans has been demonstrated using a nonspecific inhibitor of steroidogenesis 49. Drugs 

which inhibit 17 beta-hydroxysteroid dehydrogenase type 3 enzyme, which catalyzes the 

final step of testosterone biosynthesis, would specifically reduce testicular steroidogenesis. 

Direct proof of principle studies in humans are required.

Further optimization may require dose adjustment or titration. Although high dose 

testosterone therapy may reduce the eventual nonsuppression rate (see previous paragraph), 

initial high dose testosterone therapy may be required to first induce rapid suppression of 

sperm output, which could then be followed by dose reduction for maintenance of sperm 

output to concentrations compatible with reliable contraception (< 1 M/mL). Whether this 

proposed regimen can actually decrease the rate of sperm rebound where sperm output 

increases to rates that are not compatible with reliable contraception (≥ 1M/mL) observed in 

many large studies 11,12,25 will require direct verification. Alternate dose preparations of 

established androgen-progestins, akin to the low and high dose oral contraceptive pill for 

women, may also be necessary.

Another regimen optimization approach is to investigate novel androgens, particularly non-

injectable formulations which seem to have greater acceptability (see Section 2.1). One such 

androgen is dimethandrolone undecanoate (7alpha, 11beta-methyl-19-nortestosterone), 

which like other 19-nortestosterone derivatives binds to both androgen and progesterone 

receptors 31. This orally bioavailable androgen is 4-fold more potent than testosterone and 

about half as potent as progesterone, for their respective cognate receptors. However, it is 

not aromatized and hence bone, metabolic and sexual health needs to be carefully 

assessed 50,51. Another promising approach is the use of combined transdermal androgen 

and progestin gels 52,53.

It is also possible that MHC may not universally suppress sperm output adequately in all 

men even after drug and dose optimization. Methods to predict non-suppression would then 

become important: table 3. Caucasian ethnicity, progestin co-administration and higher 

testosterone dose are important predictors of non-suppression. Higher BMI also predicts less 

complete suppression, but the effect size is small and may not be clinically relevant 10. Other 

factors, such as drug levels and lower LH 54, or biomarkers of testicular function such as 

insulin like 3 55, may ultimately prove to be useful in identifying these individuals, but 

require verification in larger cohorts: table 3. Although younger age, lower baseline 

testosterone and lower initial sperm concentration are all associated with faster 
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spermatogenic suppression, the independent effect sizes of these parameters are relatively 

small 10. Pharmacogenetic approaches may explain the large and opposing ethnic differences 

in the rate and extent of spermatogenic suppression observed between Caucasian and Asian 

men 10,56,57, and ultimately unveil methods to identify or ameliorate nonsuppression.

2.4 Alternative approaches

An alternate approach if predicting non-suppression was impossible would be to verify 

adequate suppression in all men before MHC methods were relied upon. The inconvenience 

would be minimal with sensitive home semen testing kits (e.g. SpermCheck Vasectomy ®). 

Such methods are already FDA approved and currently many couples confirm near 

azoospermia post-vasectomy before ceasing other contraceptive methods 58. These 

techniques can be used to assess male infertility 59 and even more sensitive fluorescent 

methods are being developed for home use 60.

It may not be possible to apply rapid onset male contraception for methods that target 

processes which occur early during spermatogenesis since the spermatogenic cycle is about 

70 days. Other agents that directly and rapidly reduce sperm output or function (eg Table 1) 

could be initially co-administered and then progressively withdrawn to allow the 

maintenance of sperm output to concentrations compatible with reliable contraception (< 1 

M/mL) by hormonal methods alone. This approach might be both advantageous for cost and 

safety. GnRH antagonists or direct inhibitors of testicular steroidogenesis have been used in 

this context, with limited success 3. Targeting non-hormonal mechanisms of action could be 

synergistic, and particularly advantageous if later stages of spermatogenesis were 

suppressed.

2.5 MHC methods are reversible

We performed an integrated analysis of individual participant data of all then-available 

studies and demonstrated that it is realistic to expect full recovery of spermatogenesis to 

levels consistent with normal male fertility (20 M/mL) for all men ceasing hormonal male 

contraceptive regimens 1. Sperm concentrations of only 13–15 M/mL are associated with 

normal male fertility 27. Non-recovery of sperm output has only been reported twice and in 

both cases there was an explanatory intercurrent and unrelated sterilizing process, 

specifically myotonic dystrophy in one man 34 and epididymitis in another 12. Highly 

predictable recovery of spermatogenesis (to concentrations of 20 M/mL) following cessation 

of MHC has been verified: 67%, 90% and 100% of all men would be expected to recover by 

6, 12 and 24 months, respectively 1. Various covariables influence the rate but not the extent 

of recovery: table 3. Of these variables, only treatment duration has a clinically important 

effect. Two large studies published subsequently to the integrated analysis verify the main 

conclusions 11,12. In the first study 12, 855 men received up to 30 months of androgen 

therapy, representing 12–18 months longer exposure than any previous contraceptive 

efficacy study: table 4. As predicted, the median time to recover to a sperm output of 20 

M/mL was 7.6 12, which is longer than the median recovery time of 3.4 (95%CI 3.2–3.5) 

months calculated from all previous studies 1. The rate of recovery of sperm output 

following cessation of MHC in this study was also entirely consistent with our previous 

analyses: all except 17 men had recovered by 12 months, and by 15 months one man had a 
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sperm concentration of 13 M/mL and the other presumably never recovered due to 

intercurrent epididymitis 12. In the other study 11, 354 men received 42–44 weeks of 

combined androgen-progestin therapy after which the median recovery time was 3.7 months 

and by 16 months all evaluable men had recovered. Together these new data confirm our 

earlier analyses showing that it is reasonable to expect full recovery of spermatogenesis to 

levels consistent with normal male fertility and that the rate of recovery is dependent upon 

treatment duration.

One limitation is that MHC studies of more than 30 months treatment duration do not exist, 

and may not be available without post-marketing surveillance. Systematic studies of 

eugonadal men treated with androgens beyond 30 months for non-contraceptive purposes 

also do not exist. Amongst anabolic steroid abusers sperm quality tends to recover 

spontaneously within 4–12 months and the expectation is that the hypogonadotropic 

hypogonadism is fully reversible 61. Another limitation is that few data are available for men 

of African or Hispanic origin, so longer treatment studies in more diverse populations of 

men are required. Many factors that predict slower initial suppression of sperm output also 

predict faster recovery of sperm output, suggesting that these processes are interlinked: table 

3. If true, individuals with subnormal sperm concentrations at baseline would be expected to 

have faster but not more complete suppression, and delayed recovery to 20 M/mL. A 

preliminary study examining men with baseline sperm concentration of 8 ± 6 (mean ±SD) 

M/mL confirmed that the extent of suppression is not different, and showed recovery back to 

individual baseline sperm concentrations, but did not address the rate of suppression or 

recovery to 20 M/mL 62. Future research verifying this possibility is required.

In order to further verify recovery of fertility, we examined pregnancies and their outcomes: 

table 4. A limitation of this analysis was that many couples were likely using other forms of 

contraception after cessation of MHC if parenthood was still not desired. Nevertheless, 51 

pregnancies resulting in 32 live births occurred after cessation of MHC and all individuals 

known to be actively seeking parenthood were reported to be able to do so: table 4. These 

data provide reassurance that the recovery of sperm concentration, motility and morphology 

which we previously documented 1, translates into actual live births.

2.6 MHC methods do not increase fetal risk

We examined pregnancy outcomes occurring during or after MHC treatment to assess fetal 

risk: table 4. There were 112 pregnancies in total, resulting in 45 live births, 7 spontaneous 

abortions, 17 induced abortions and 1 congenital malformation, and 42 unknown pregnancy 

outcomes. We calculate spontaneous miscarriage rates of 6% (95%CI 3–12%) and 11% 

(95%CI 6–18%) assuming no or proportionate miscarriage rates amongst pregnancies with 

unknown outcomes, respectively. These miscarriage rates overlap with spontaneous abortion 

rates of 8–20% in the general population 63.

The aggregate congenital malformation rate was 0.9% (95%CI 0.0–4.9%) and 1.8% (95%CI 

0.0–6.3%), assuming no or proportionate miscarriage rates amongst pregnancies with 

unknown outcomes, respectively. In this setting, the upper CI of 4.9% is probably realistic 

because it is reasonable to assume that no, or almost no, congenital malformations occurred 

in the unknown group. This is because serious adverse events, of which fetal malformations 
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is one category, were individually reported in all contraceptive efficacy studies and should 

have been reported to study investigators by the participant. Accordingly, these data are also 

consistent with the 4% congenital malformation rate that occurs during spontaneous 

pregnancies 64 and after artificial reproductive technologies 65. Nevertheless, there is 

insufficient power to conclusively exclude the possibility that congenital malformation rates 

could be increased by MHC, even when all studies are aggregated. Structural data in humans 

however, do suggest that fetal malformations arising from exposure of the developing 

spermatozoa to a hostile environment should not occur since the integrity of the blood-testis 

barrier is preserved following 18 weeks of androgen-progestin MHC exposure 66.

2.7 Short-term side effects of MHC methods are now defined in a large placebo-controlled 
trial

Adverse events that led to more than one subject discontinuation in one or multiple 

contraceptive efficacy studies 12,25,32–34 are tabulated: table 5. When compared with a 

recently completed placebo-controlled androgen-progestin MHC trial, altered mood and 

libido as well as acne, weight gain and night sweats were statistically more prevalent than 

those treated with placebo 11. Notably, 93% of men on active treatment, but also by 81% of 

men on placebo therapy self-reported adverse events. Many factors, particularly biochemical 

factors, were judged to be clinically irrelevant. The inclusion of placebo controls had never 

previously been attempted, and would not have been ethically justifiable in any of the 

contraceptive efficacy studies as unwanted pregnancies would have occurred. Postmarketing 

surveillance will be needed to properly assess infrequently occurring adverse effects.

Men receiving active treatment had twice the frequency of complaints (20% versus 8%, on 

average for mood and libidinal changes, weight gain, acne and night sweats) than those 

receiving placebo 11: table 4. Although these adverse events were generally mild, they were 

sometimes of sufficient intensity to lead to subject discontinuation, and statistically more 

prevalent than in the placebo group. In women, mood related side effects of estrogen-

progestin contraceptives have been attributed to the use of gestagens 67,68, but population-

based epidemiological data actually show less depression and suicidality 69,70. Whether 

these data are relevant in men is not known. Across the duration of therapy, HDL cholesterol 

fell by about 10% and in proportion with total cholesterol and none of the lipid changes in 

any treatment or placebo group were statistically significant. The magnitude of the reported 

changes was consistent with many MHC studies and the clinical relevance of these minor 

lipid changes is uncertain particularly since reverse cholesterol transport may actually be 

beneficial.

Although this placebo controlled trial was a major methodological advance, the treatment 

regimen itself probably did not maintain adequate suppression of gonadotropins or 

spermatogenesis. An alternate progestin (see Section 2.3), delivery system, or doses of 

androgen or progestin could well have resulted in more or different adverse events. 

Ultimately, postmarketing surveillance of specific androgen-progestin regimens will be 

required.

Piotrowska et al. Page 8

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



2.8 Long-term cardiovascular and prostate risks of MHC

Examining the long-term adverse cardiovascular or prostate effects of MHC will also likely 

require phase 4 studies. A recent systematic review was unable to make conclusions 

regarding the relationship between testosterone and prostate cancer due to contradictory 

findings arising from different study designs, definitions and methodologies 71. However it 

was concluded that the preponderance of studies suggest that exogenous testosterone in men 

with a prostate cancer history poses little if any risk 71. Furthermore, testosterone therapy 

does not seem to increase the risk of developing high-grade prostate cancer 72. In this study, 

50,000 men were systematically identified with high-grade prostate cancer from population-

based cancer registries and linked to Medicare records to ascertain preceding testosterone 

use during the previous 5 years. This carefully adjusted population-based, but non-

randomized, study provides the strongest reassurance to date that testosterone use does not 

lead to high-grade prostate cancer 72. However, all of these men had prostate cancer 

diagnosed after the age of 70, whereas the target population for MHC is much younger. 

Whether longer lifetime exposure and/or earlier age of first exposure to androgens alters the 

risk of prostate cancer simply is not known, and a definitive randomized study examining 

prostate cancer incidence would require large numbers and long follow up since prostate 

cancer is very uncommon in young men.

Nevertheless, recent data of prostate epithelium gene expression from 30 young men without 

known prostate disease provide some reassurance of prostate safety 73. Global and 

androgen-regulated gene expression did not differ despite expected differences in 

intraprostatic dihydrotestosterone, testosterone and androstenedione with 10 weeks of 

treated prototype MHC therapy: testosterone, testosterone with depot medroxyprogesterone 

acetate, testosterone with dutasteride or placebo therapy 73. Testosterone with dutasteride 

mimics an androgen that is minimally 5 alpha reduced, such as 7-alpha-methyl-19-

nortestosterone and dimethandrolone undecanoate 30,31. Concerns regarding prostate growth 

due to 5 alpha reduction of androgens in the prostate gland would also be negated by the use 

of such androgens.

Similarly, lower urinary tract symptoms in middle-aged or older men do not appear to be 

worsened by testosterone therapy 74,75. Nevertheless, concern remains. How MHC might 

influence lower urinary tract symptoms in younger men requires further evaluation.

Large nonrandomized observational studies comparing those treated with those not treated 

with testosterone report reduced 76,77, as well as increased 78 mortality with testosterone 

therapy. Cardiovascular events may also be reduced 77, increased 78,79 or not changed 80. 

Methods to match those treated with those untreated differed amongst these studies and may 

have contributed to these contradictory findings. Nevertheless, lack of randomization renders 

definitive assessment impossible. For example, another study showed that testosterone was 

more often prescribed prior to a non-fatal myocardial infarction than afterwards, from which 

the authors concluded that testosterone therapy may cause non-fatal myocardial 

infarction 79. This conclusion is particularly problematic since it is likely that many 

prescribers are reluctant to continue testosterone immediately following acute myocardial 

infarction.
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The findings from randomized controlled trials are equally contradictory. Two reports 

published in the same year deserve particular attention 81,82. Both studies were similarly 

powered (209 and 274 men randomized), recruited the same men (frail men over the age of 

65 with a baseline testosterone concentration of less than 12 nmol/L), and treated them 

identically (for 6 months with transdermal testosterone gel which was dose-titrated to 

maintain comparable eugonadal testosterone concentrations). Nevertheless, one study 

reported an excess of cardiovascular events and was terminated 81, whereas the other slightly 

larger study did not 82. The most parsimonious explanation is that if the effect of 

testosterone on cardiovascular events in frail older men were robust (i.e. not due to chance), 

then both studies should have yielded identical results. Other explanations include 

differences in adjudication of cardiovascular events and possibly differences in the degree of 

frailty between the study populations and in the aggressiveness of dose titration. 

Furthermore, these putative testosterone induced cardiovascular events are unlikely to be due 

to progression of atherosclerosis per se, both because the duration of therapy was relatively 

short and also because atherosclerosis progression was not demonstrated in a recent study 

that was adequately powered to do so 83. In this study, 308 relatively healthy men over the 

age of 60 were randomized to receive titrated testosterone or placebo gel for 3 years. 

Testosterone therapy did not increase common carotid artery intima media thickness, 

coronary calcification or cardiovascular events 83. To add to the confusion, meta-analyses of 

randomized placebo controlled trials including the two studies outlined above have also 

yielded contradictory results. The first reported that testosterone therapy increased 

cardiovascular events 84, but a subsequent more comprehensive metaanalysis which included 

more studies 85 did not. Another limitation is that the majority of the studies included in 

both metaanalyses were performed in older men.

How these data concerning cardiovascular safety relate to younger men is not known. A 

definitive randomized study examining cardiovascular events would require large numbers 

and long follow up since cardiovascular disease is uncommon in young men.

3. Conclusions and Next Steps

There has been significant progress in documenting the effectiveness, reversibility and short-

term safety of MHC. Further regimen optimization of lead compounds is required before 

Phase 3 registration studies can be contemplated. Uncertainty remains regarding long-term 

cardiovascular and prostate effects, but data in older populations show no clear signal for 

harm and surrogate endpoints suggest safety. Male-directed methods are already being relied 

upon by many couples, despite the limitations of currently available methods. From a drug 

or device registration perspective, MHC remains closest to approval, although non-hormonal 

methods could potentially be combined with hormonal methods in the future. Ultimately, the 

market will decide whether better methods are needed, at what cost and to what degree of 

safety. Definitive assessment of cardiovascular and prostate risk, and acceptability will likely 

require postmarketing surveillance and assessment. Societal as well as drug development 

will both be needed to maximize acceptability. In the meantime, uniform reporting of 

contraceptive efficacy studies to include detailed information regarding suppression and 

recovery of sperm output, pregnancies, pregnancy outcomes (particularly fetal abnormality) 

to allow integrated aggregation of data is required to better delineate unanswered questions 
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regarding nonuniform suppression, recovery of fertility and fetal risk. Such harmonization 

could be executed by the hormonal male contraception summit group. Continuing research 

into androgen therapy in the older man to assess prostate and cardiovascular safety will 

inform safety concerns in the younger population, but research examining short-term 

appropriately selected surrogate markers of prostate and cardiovascular safety using lead 

androgen-progestin formulations in the MHC target population of young men is still 

required. Community advocacy to better understand contraceptive priorities amongst couples 

will be needed to convince industry and government agencies of the hope and promise of 

male hormonal contraception.

Over 50 years have passed since the oral contraceptive pill became readily available. 

Developing a single universally applicable female-directed hormonal method with 

absolutely no adverse effects was not necessary. Instead, it has been increasingly recognized 

that providing a range of different options is more important because no single method can 

realistically be ideal for every couple. Indeed, certain women should not use female 

hormonal methods at all due to previous occurrences of breast cancer, thromboembolism, 

migraine headaches or older age. The hope and promise of male hormonal contraception is 

that equally effective male-directed methods will also become available, broadening choice.

Acknowledgments

This review was supported by the Endocrinology, Metabolism and Nutrition Training Grant T32 DK007571, the 
National Center for Advancing Translational Sciences through UCLA CTSI Grant UL1TR000124, Contraceptive 
Clinical Trials Network HHSN27520130024I and R01 HL124211, and research funds from Los Angeles 
Biomedical Research Institute. The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily 
represent the official views of the NIH. The funding sources had no role in the writing of the manuscript or the 
decision to submit it for publication.

References

1. Liu PY, Swerdloff RS, Christenson PD, Handelsman DJ, Wang C. Hormonal Male Contraception 
Summit Group. Rate, extent and modifiers of spermatogenic recovery after hormonal male 
contraception: An integrated analysis. Lancet. 2006; 367(9520):1412–20. [PubMed: 16650651] 

2. Peterson HB, Darmstadt GL, Bongaarts J. Meeting the unmet need for family planning: now is the 
time. Lancet. 2013; 381(9879):1696–9. [PubMed: 23683620] 

3. Page ST, Amory JK, Bremner WJ. Advances in male contraception. Endocr Rev. 2008; 29(4):465–
93. [PubMed: 18436704] 

4. Chao J, Page ST, Anderson RA. Male contraception. Best Pract Res Clin Obstet Gynaecol. 2014; 
28(6):845–57. [PubMed: 24947599] 

5. Baillargeon J, Urban RJ, Ottenbacher KJ, Pierson KS, Goodwin JS. Trends in androgen prescribing 
in the United States, 2001 to 2011. JAMA Intern Med. 2013; 173(15):1465–6. [PubMed: 23939517] 

6. Gan EH, Pattman S, SHSP, Quinton R. A UK epidemic of testosterone prescribing, 2001–2010. Clin 
Endocrinol (Oxf). 2013; 79(4):564–70. [PubMed: 23480258] 

7. Chlebowski RT, Anderson GL. Changing concepts: Menopausal hormone therapy and breast cancer. 
J Natl Cancer Inst. 2012; 104(7):517–27. [PubMed: 22427684] 

8. Oduwole OO, Huhtaniemi IT. Feasibility of male hormonal contraception: lessons from clinical 
trials and animal experiments. Curr Mol Pharmacol. 2014; 7(2):109–18. [PubMed: 25620227] 

9. Glasier A. Acceptability of contraception for men: a review. Contraception. 2010; 82(5):453–6. 
[PubMed: 20933119] 

Piotrowska et al. Page 11

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



10. Liu PY, Swerdloff RS, Anawalt BD, et al. Determinants of the rate and extent of spermatogenic 
suppression during hormonal male contraception: An integrated analysis. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 
2008; 93(5):1774–83. [PubMed: 18303073] 

11. Mommers E, Kersemaekers WM, Elliesen J, et al. Male hormonal contraception: a double-blind 
placebo-controlled study. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2008; 93(7):2572–80. [PubMed: 18413423] 

12. Gu Y, Liang X, Wu W, et al. Multicenter contraceptive efficacy trial of injectable testosterone 
undecanoate in Chinese men. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2009; 94(6):1910–5. [PubMed: 19293262] 

13. Liu, PY., Veldhuis, JD. The hypothalamo-pituitary unit, testis and male accessory organs. In: 
Strauss, JF., Barbieri, RL., editors. Yen and Jaffe’s Reproductive Endocrinology: Physiology, 
Pathophysiology and Clinical Management. 7. Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders; 2014. p. 272-86.

14. Anderson RA, Baird DT. Male contraception. Endocr Rev. 2002; 23(6):735–62. [PubMed: 
12466187] 

15. Martin CW, Anderson RA, Cheng L, et al. Potential impact of hormonal male contraception: cross-
cultural implications for development of novel preparations. Hum Reprod. 2000; 15(3):637–45. 
[PubMed: 10686211] 

16. Glasier AF, Anakwe R, Everington D, et al. Would women trust their partners to use a male pill? 
Hum Reprod. 2000; 15(3):646–9. [PubMed: 10686212] 

17. Weston GC, Schlipalius ML, Bhuinneain MN, Vollenhoven BJ. Will Australian men use male 
hormonal contraception? A survey of a postpartum population. Med J Aust. 2002; 176(5):208–10. 
[PubMed: 11999235] 

18. Heinemann K, Saad F, Wiesemes M, White S, Heinemann L. Attitudes toward male fertility 
control: results of a multinational survey on four continents. Hum Reprod. 2005; 20(2):549–56. 
[PubMed: 15608042] 

19. Zhang L, Shah IH, Liu Y, Vogelsong KM, Zhang L. The acceptability of an injectable, once-a-
month male contraceptive in China. Contraception. 2006; 73(5):548–53. [PubMed: 16627044] 

20. Meriggiola MC, Cerpolini S, Bremner WJ, et al. Acceptability of an injectable male contraceptive 
regimen of norethisterone enanthate and testosterone undecanoate for men. Hum Reprod. 2006; 
21(8):2033–40. [PubMed: 16731547] 

21. McLachlan RI, McDonald J, Rushford D, Robertson DM, Garrett C, Baker HW. Efficacy and 
acceptability of testosterone implants, alone or in combination with a 5alpha-reductase inhibitor, 
for male hormonal contraception. Contraception. 2000; 62(2):73–8. [PubMed: 11102590] 

22. Amory JK, Page ST, Anawalt BD, Matsumoto AM, Bremner WJ. Acceptability of a combination 
testosterone gel and depot medroxyprogesterone acetate male contraceptive regimen. 
Contraception. 2007; 75(3):218–23. [PubMed: 17303493] 

23. Roth MY, Shih G, Ilani N, et al. Acceptability of a transdermal gel-based male hormonal 
contraceptive in a randomized controlled trial. Contraception. 2014; 90(4):407–12. [PubMed: 
24981149] 

24. United Nations DoEaSA, Population Division. World Contraceptive Use 2015. 2015. POP/DB/CP/
Rev2015

25. WHO Task Force on Methods for the Regulation of Male Fertility. Contraceptive efficacy of 
testosterone-induced azoospermia and oligozoospermia in normal men. Fertil Steril. 1996; 65(4):
821–9. [PubMed: 8654646] 

26. Waites GM. Development of methods of male contraception: impact of the World Health 
Organization Task Force. Fertil Steril. 2003; 80(1):1–15. [PubMed: 12849793] 

27. Cooper TG, Noonan E, von Eckardstein S, et al. World Health Organization reference values for 
human semen characteristics. Hum Reprod Update. 2010; 16(3):231–45. [PubMed: 19934213] 

28. Tenth summit meeting consensus: recommendations for regulatory approval for hormonal male 
contraception. Int J Androl. 2007; 30(1):63–4.

29. Sixth Summit Meeting Consensus: Recommendations for Regulatory Approval for Hormonal Male 
Contraception. Int J Androl. 2002; 25(6):375.

30. Nieschlag E, Kumar N, Sitruk-Ware R. 7alpha-methyl-19-nortestosterone (MENTR): the 
population council’s contribution to research on male contraception and treatment of 
hypogonadism. Contraception. 2013; 87(3):288–95. [PubMed: 23063338] 

Piotrowska et al. Page 12

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



31. Surampudi P, Page ST, Swerdloff RS, et al. Single, escalating dose pharmacokinetics, safety and 
food effects of a new oral androgen dimethandrolone undecanoate in man: a prototype oral male 
hormonal contraceptive. Andrology. 2014; 2(4):579–87. [PubMed: 24789057] 

32. WHO Task Force on Methods for the Regulation of Male Fertility. Contraceptive efficacy of 
testosterone-induced azoospermia in normal men. Lancet. 1990; 336:955–9. [PubMed: 1977002] 

33. Gu YQ, Wang XH, Xu D, et al. A multicenter contraceptive efficacy study of injectable 
testosterone undecanoate in healthy Chinese men. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2003; 88(2):562–8. 
[PubMed: 12574181] 

34. Turner L, Conway AJ, Jimenez M, et al. Contraceptive efficacy of a depot progestin and androgen 
combination in men. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2003; 88(10):4659–67. [PubMed: 14557437] 

35. Trussell J, Kost K. Contraceptive failure in the Unites States: A critical review of the literature. 
Stud Fam Planning. 1987; 18(5):237–83.

36. Kost K, Singh S, Vaughan B, Trussell J, Bankole A. Estimates of contraceptive failure from the 
2002 National Survey of Family Growth. Contraception. 2008; 77(1):10–21. [PubMed: 18082661] 

37. Gerlinger C, Trussell J, Mellinger U, et al. Different Pearl Indices in studies of hormonal 
contraceptives in the United States: impact of study population. Contraception. 2014; 90(2):142–6. 
[PubMed: 24813941] 

38. Larkin, A. Male Hormonal Contraceptive Trial Ending Early. CONRAD; 2011. http://
wwwconradorg/news-pressreleases-63html [accessed October 1, 2015]

39. McCaw-Binns, A., Mullings, J. HRP External Evaluation 2008–2012: Advancing sexual and 
reproductive health. WHO; 2013. Evidence generation and synthesis to improve family planning, 
prevent unsafe abortion and prevent and control sexually transmitted and reproductive tract 
infections; p. 101-52.http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/85331/1/
WHO_RHR_HRP_13.07_eng.pdf

40. Marwood RP, Beral V. Disappearance of spermatozoa from the ejaculate after vasectomy. Br J 
Med. 1979; 1:87.

41. Sitruk-Ware R. New progestagens for contraceptive use. Hum Reprod Update. 2006; 12(2):169–78. 
[PubMed: 16291771] 

42. Meriggiola MC, Costantino A, Bremner WJ, Morselli-Labate AM. Higher testosterone dose 
impairs sperm suppression induced by a combined androgen-progestin regimen. J Androl. 2002; 
23(5):684–90. [PubMed: 12185103] 

43. Michel E, Bents H, Akhtar FB, et al. Failure of high-dose sustained release luteinizing hormone 
releasing hormone agonist (buserelin) plus oral testosterone to suppress male fertility. Clin 
Endocrinol (Oxf). 1985; 23(6):663–75. [PubMed: 3938352] 

44. Gonzalo IT, Swerdloff RS, Nelson AL, et al. Levonorgestrel Implants (Norplant II) for Male 
Contraception Clinical Trials: Combination with Transdermal and Injectable Testosterone. J Clin 
Endocrinol Metab. 2002; 87(8):3562–72. [PubMed: 12161475] 

45. Weinbauer GF, Gockeler E, Nieschlag E. Testosterone prevents complete suppression of 
spermatogenesis in the gonadotropin-releasing hormone antagonist-treated nonhuman primate 
(Macaca fascicularis). J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 1988; 67(2):284–90. [PubMed: 3292557] 

46. Weinbauer GF, Khurshid S, Findscheidt U, Nieschlag E. Sustained inhibition of sperm production 
and inhibin secretion by a gonadotrophin-releasing hormone antagonist and delayed testosterone 
substitution in non-human primates (Macaca fascicularis). Acta Endocr. 1989; 123:303–10.

47. Handelsman DJ, Spaliviero JA, Simpson JM, Allan CM, Singh J. Spermatogenesis without 
gonadotropins: maintenance has a lower testosterone threshold than initiation. Endocrinology. 
1999; 140(9):3938–46. [PubMed: 10465262] 

48. Oduwole OO, Vydra N, Wood NE, et al. Overlapping dose responses of spermatogenic and 
extragonadal testosterone actions jeopardize the principle of hormonal male contraception. FASEB 
J. 2014; 28(6):2566–76. [PubMed: 24599970] 

49. Roth MY, Nya-Ngatchou JJ, Lin K, et al. Androgen synthesis in the gonadotropin-suppressed 
human testes can be markedly suppressed by ketoconazole. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2013; 98(3):
1198–206. [PubMed: 23348398] 

50. Khosla S, Riggs BL. Androgens, estrogens, and bone turnover in men. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 
2003; 88(5):2352. [PubMed: 12727997] 

Piotrowska et al. Page 13

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://wwwconradorg/news-pressreleases-63html
http://wwwconradorg/news-pressreleases-63html
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/85331/1/WHO_RHR_HRP_13.07_eng.pdf
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/85331/1/WHO_RHR_HRP_13.07_eng.pdf


51. Finkelstein JS, Lee H, Burnett-Bowie SA, et al. Gonadal steroids and body composition, strength, 
and sexual function in men. The New England journal of medicine. 2013; 369(11):1011–22. 
[PubMed: 24024838] 

52. Mahabadi V, Amory JK, Swerdloff RS, et al. Combined transdermal testosterone gel and the 
progestin nestorone suppresses serum gonadotropins in men. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2009; 
94(7):2313–20. [PubMed: 19366848] 

53. Ilani N, Roth MY, Amory JK, et al. A new combination of testosterone and nestorone transdermal 
gels for male hormonal contraception. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2012; 97(10):3476–86. [PubMed: 
22791756] 

54. Roth MY, Ilani N, Wang C, et al. Characteristics associated with suppression of spermatogenesis in 
a male hormonal contraceptive trial using testosterone and Nestorone((R)) gels. Andrology. 2013; 
1(6):899–905. [PubMed: 24123845] 

55. Amory JK, Page ST, Anawalt BD, Coviello AD, Matsumoto AM, Bremner WJ. Elevated end-of-
treatment serum INSL3 is associated with failure to completely suppress spermatogenesis in men 
receiving male hormonal contraception. J Androl. 2007

56. Handelsman DJ, Farley TM, Peregoudov A, Waites GM. Factors in nonuniform induction of 
azoospermia by testosterone enanthate in normal men. World Health Organization Task Force on 
Methods for the Regulation of Male Fertility. Fertil Steril. 1995; 63(1):125–33. [PubMed: 
7805901] 

57. Wang C, Kamischke A, Noe G, et al. A three center male contraceptive trial with MENT (7-alpha 
methyl-19nor-testosterone) acetate and levonorgestrel implants. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2006 
submitted. 

58. Klotz KL, Coppola MA, Labrecque M, et al. Clinical and consumer trial performance of a sensitive 
immunodiagnostic home test that qualitatively detects low concentrations of sperm following 
vasectomy. J Urol. 2008; 180(6):2569–76. [PubMed: 18930494] 

59. Coppola MA, Klotz KL, Kim KA, et al. SpermCheck Fertility, an immunodiagnostic home test that 
detects normozoospermia and severe oligozoospermia. Hum Reprod. 2010; 25(4):853–61. 
[PubMed: 20139122] 

60. Beyer CE, Kayler B, Osborne E, McLachlan R, Osianlis T. Supersensitive fluorescent semen 
analysis: validation on azoospermic and oligozoospermic samples. Fertil Steril. 2012; 98(4):843–
8. e1. [PubMed: 22818286] 

61. de Souza GL, Hallak J. Anabolic steroids and male infertility: a comprehensive review. BJU Int. 
2011; 108(11):1860–5. [PubMed: 21682835] 

62. Nieschlag E, Vorona E, Wenk M, Hemker AK, Kamischke A, Zitzmann M. Hormonal male 
contraception in men with normal and subnormal semen parameters. Int J Androl. 2011; 34(6 Pt 
1):556–67. [PubMed: 21651568] 

63. Regan L, Rai R. Epidemiology and the medical causes of miscarriage. Baillieres Best Pract Res 
Clin Obstet Gynaecol. 2000; 14(5):839–54. [PubMed: 11023804] 

64. Merlob P, Sapir O, Sulkes J, Fisch B. The prevalence of major congenital malformations during 
two periods of time, 1986–1994 and 1995–2002 in newborns conceived by assisted reproduction 
technology. Eur J Med Genet. 2005; 48(1):5–11. [PubMed: 15953400] 

65. Tandulwadkar S, Lodha P, Kharb V. Congenital malformations and assisted reproductive technique: 
Where is assisted reproductive technique taking us? J Hum Reprod Sci. 2012; 5(3):244–7. 
[PubMed: 23533070] 

66. Ilani N, Armanious N, Lue YH, et al. Integrity of the blood-testis barrier in healthy men after 
suppression of spermatogenesis with testosterone and levonorgestrel. Hum Reprod. 2012; 27(12):
3403–11. [PubMed: 23019303] 

67. Dennis CL, Ross LE, Herxheimer A. Oestrogens and progestins for preventing and treating 
postpartum depression. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2008; (4):CD001690. [PubMed: 18843619] 

68. Wiebe ER. Invited commentary: How can we reconcile the findings of Keyes et al.’s study with the 
experience of our patients in clinical practice? Am J Epidemiol. 2013; 178(9):1389–91. [PubMed: 
24043434] 

Piotrowska et al. Page 14

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



69. Keyes KM, Cheslack-Postava K, Westhoff C, et al. Association of hormonal contraceptive use with 
reduced levels of depressive symptoms: a national study of sexually active women in the United 
States. Am J Epidemiol. 2013; 178(9):1378–88. [PubMed: 24043440] 

70. Keyes KM, Cheslack-Postava K, Westhoff C, et al. Keyes et Al. Respond to “hormonal 
contraception and mood”. Am J Epidemiol. 2013; 178(9):1392–3. [PubMed: 24043438] 

71. Klap J, Schmid M, Loughlin KR. The relationship between total testosterone levels and prostate 
cancer: a review of the continuing controversy. J Urol. 2015; 193(2):403–13. [PubMed: 25260832] 

72. Baillargeon J, Kuo YF, Fang X, Shahinian VB. Long-Term Exposure to Testosterone Therapy and 
the Risk of High-Grade Prostate Cancer. J Urol. 2015

73. Mostaghel EA, Lin DW, Amory JK, et al. Impact of male hormonal contraception on prostate 
androgens and androgen action in healthy men: a randomized, controlled trial. J Clin Endocrinol 
Metab. 2012; 97(8):2809–17. [PubMed: 22659250] 

74. Kathrins M, Doersch K, Nimeh T, Canto A, Niederberger C, Seftel A. The Relationship between 
Testosterone Replacement Therapy and Lower Urinary Tract Symptoms: A Systematic Review. 
Urology. 2015

75. Pearl JA, Berhanu D, Francois N, et al. Testosterone supplementation does not worsen lower 
urinary tract symptoms. J Urol. 2013; 190(5):1828–33. [PubMed: 23764078] 

76. Shores MM, Smith NL, Forsberg CW, Anawalt BD, Matsumoto AM. Testosterone treatment and 
mortality in men with low testosterone levels. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2012; 97(6):2050–8. 
[PubMed: 22496507] 

77. Sharma R, Oni OA, Gupta K, et al. Normalization of testosterone level is associated with reduced 
incidence of myocardial infarction and mortality in men. Eur Heart J. 2015

78. Vigen R, O’Donnell CI, Baron AE, et al. Association of testosterone therapy with mortality, 
myocardial infarction, and stroke in men with low testosterone levels. J Am Med Assoc. 2013; 
310(17):1829–36.

79. Finkle WD, Greenland S, Ridgeway GK, et al. Increased risk of non-fatal myocardial infarction 
following testosterone therapy prescription in men. PLoS One. 2014; 9(1):e85805. [PubMed: 
24489673] 

80. Baillargeon J, Urban RJ, Kuo YF, et al. Risk of Myocardial Infarction in Older Men Receiving 
Testosterone Therapy. Ann Pharmacother. 2014; 48(9):1138–44. [PubMed: 24989174] 

81. Basaria S, Coviello AD, Travison TG, et al. Adverse events associated with testosterone 
administration. N Engl J Med. 2010; 363(2):109–22. [PubMed: 20592293] 

82. Srinivas-Shankar U, Roberts SA, Connolly MJ, et al. Effects of testosterone on muscle strength, 
physical function, body composition, and quality of life in intermediate-frail and frail elderly men: 
a randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled study. The Journal of clinical endocrinology and 
metabolism. 2010; 95(2):639–50. [PubMed: 20061435] 

83. Basaria S, Harman SM, Travison TG, et al. Effects of Testosterone Administration for 3 Years on 
Subclinical Atherosclerosis Progression in Older Men With Low or Low-Normal Testosterone 
Levels: A Randomized Clinical Trial. J Am Med Assoc. 2015; 314(6):570–81.

84. Xu L, Freeman G, Cowling BJ, Schooling CM. Testosterone therapy and cardiovascular events 
among men: a systematic review and meta-analysis of placebo-controlled randomized trials. BMC 
Med. 2013; 11:108. [PubMed: 23597181] 

85. Corona G, Maseroli E, Rastrelli G, et al. Cardiovascular risk associated with testosterone-boosting 
medications: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Expert Opin Drug Saf. 2014; 13(10):1327–
51. [PubMed: 25139126] 

Piotrowska et al. Page 15

Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2018 March 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Search Strategy and Method

Studies where men were treated with an androgen or androgen-progestin regimen for at 

least 3 months were initially identified by PubMed search using search terms “androgen” 

or “testosterone” in combination with “contraception”. We focused on studies published 

in the last 10 years to provide an update that was subsequent to our earlier comprehensive 

subject-level meta-analysis which already included all studies which met these search 

criteria up to that time 1. We also searched the reference lists of articles identified by this 

search strategy to find additional studies which met the original search criteria

We obtained information regarding contemporaneous national contraceptive use from the 

United Nations (accessed 9/28/2015): http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/

population/publications/dataset/contraception/wcu2015/Data/

UNPD_WCU2015_CP_Country%20Data%20Survey-Based.xlsx

We also queried clinical trial registries (https://clinicaltrials.gov and http://www.who.int/

ictrp/en) to search for contemporaneous studies of potential hormonal and non-hormonal 

contraceptive methods (accessed 9/28/2015).

Statistical analyses were performed using Statistical Analysis System genmod and freq 

procedures to calculate aggregate point and asymptotic 95% confidence limits for 

Poisson events and proportions, respectively (version 9.3; SAS Institute, Inc., Cary, NC).
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Table 1

Non-hormonal male contraception

Drug Target Mechanism Adverse Event Clinical Trials

Testis

Gossypol

Exact target unknown 
(presumed seminiferous 

tubules)

Inhibition of spermatogenesis and 
sperm motility through oxidative 

stress

Irreversible 
Infertility in up to 

20%;
Dose dependent 

hypokalemia Yes

Triptolide

Exact target unknown 
(presumed seminiferous 

tubules) Unknown Irreversible infertility Yes

Indenopyridine enantiomers and 
derivatives (CDB 4022), l-CDB 4022, 

l-RTI-4587-073)
Exact target unknown 
(presumed Sertoli cell) Unknown

Species dependent 
irreversible Infertility No

Lonidamine Derivatives (H2-
gamendazole and Adjudin)

Apical ectoplasmic 
specialization (Sertoli-Germ 

cell junction)

Disruption of Sertoli-Germ Cell 
Junction preventing sperm 

maturation

Liver Inflammation, 
Muscle Atrophy, 

Infertility. No

JQ1 Testis specific bromodomain
Impairs chromatin remodeling during 

spermatogenesis None in mice No

BMS 189453
Retinoic Acid Receptor α, β 

g antagonist Blocks spermatogonial differentiation
None noted at low 

doses. No

BMS 189532 and 195614
Retinoic Acid Receptor α 

antagonist Blocks spermatogonial differentiation None noted No

WIN 18,446 (BDAD)

Aldehyde Dehydrogenase 
1a2 (ALDH1a2) inhibitor 
preventing conversion of 

Retinaldehyde (vitamin A) 
to Retinoic Acid

Blocks spermatogonial differentiation 
through suppression of Stra8 

expression

Impairs liver 
aldehyde 

dehydrogenase 
resulting in 

Disulfiram like 
reaction with alcohol Yes

Epididymis

None
HE6 (G protein coupled 

receptor)
Defect of reabsorption of testicular 

fluids in epididymal ductules Unknown No

None

CRISP-1 glycoprotein 
(secreted by epididymal 

epithelium)

Suppresses sperm capacitation and 
inhibits sperm-egg fusion in rats and 

mammals Unknown No

Sperm Motility and Sperm 
Egg Fusion

None
EPPIN: epididymal protease 

inhibitor;

binding of semen coagulation protein 
(semenogelin 1) which impairs sperm 

motility

Unpredictable 
irreversible 

infertility; Variable 
immune response No

N-Butyldeoxynojiri mycin (Miglustat)

Glycophospholipid 
Biosynthesis Inhibitor (mice 

only) Impairs sperm motility

No effect on sperm 
in man; GI 

symptoms and 
Weight loss Yes

HC-056456
CatSpers: Ca permeable ion 

channels

Mutation or defect of CatSper genes 
prevent sperm hyperactivation/

Reduced Sperm Motility

No other phenotype 
reported in knockout 

mice No

S-3-chlorolactaldehyde

Glyceraldehyde-3-
Phosphate dehydrogenase-S 

(Gapdhs): Sperm specific 
glycolysis (GAPD2 human 

specific homolog of 
GAPDS) Inhibits sperm specific glycolysis Many No
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Table 3

Predictors of suppression and recovery of sperm output

Slower Suppression Less complete suppression Faster recovery

Age Older* - Older*

Race Asian* Caucasian* Asian*

BMI - Higher* -

Drug No progestin Coadministration* No progestin coadministration*

Higher effective testosterone dose*
Shorter acting testosterone 

formulation*

Treatment duration - - Shorter*

Baseline sperm concentration Higher* - Higher*

Baseline testosterone concentration Higher* - -

Baseline LH concentration - Lower^ Lower*

Other - Higher drug concentrations^

Higher insulin like 3^
Faster initial suppression of 

sperm output*

*
Factors from 1,10

^
Factors from 54,55, requiring replication in larger studies
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	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2.1 MHC is acceptable to many couples, but there is marked geographical variabilityMultiple surveys of diverse populations worldwide 15–18 show that at least one quarter of men, and in some countries many more, would consider using a male hormonal contraceptive. Women would trust their specific partner to be responsible for personal contraceptive needs, but not any man in general 9. Amongst actual volunteers participating in clinical trials of MHC, intramuscular injections every 1–3 months 19,20, subcutaneous implants every 3 months 21 or transdermal gels applied every day 22,23 would be acceptable treatment regimens. These complementary data from potential users contemplating a theoretical product, and actual participants in a clinical trial of a specific MHC, show that MHC is acceptable to men and their partners.In order to understand current male-directed contraceptive use throughout the world, we examined the most recent complete national data collected since 2010 by the United Nations 24. Data meeting these criteria were available for 66 nations from Africa and the Middle East, Asia-Pacific, Europe and South America, but were not available from North America. However, findings are consistent with pre-2010 data from North American countries. In aggregate, male-directed methods (male sterilization, condom, withdrawal) were utilized by about 10% of all couples surveyed, but this ranged from 0 to 50% in individual countries. Amongst couples that were actually using a contraceptive method, about 20%, and up to 80% in some countries, were relying on a male-directed method. More research is needed to understand why marked regional variability exists, whether these differences are due to cultural, religious or other attitudes, and whether such attitudes can be changed. Nevertheless, a large group of couples already rely on existing male-directed methods, despite such methods being far from ideal. Many additional couples would presumably utilize a male-directed method that was more effective, convenient and reversible. Societal changes as well as drug development may both be needed to increase usage as oral mode of delivery and higher income and education have been associated with higher acceptability of a theoretical MHC 18. Reliably understanding the factors that influence acceptability may require such methods to first become available.2.2 MHC induces predictable contraceptionIn contrast with the situation in women where hormonal method either prevents, or does not prevent ovulation, contraceptive effectiveness with MHC depends on the degree to which spermatogenesis is suppressed 25–27. The clinical assessment of spermatogenesis continues to depend upon semen analysis, a widely recognized surrogate measure of male fecundity 27. Accordingly, contraceptive failure (i.e. pregnancy) rates of 0.6 (95% confidence interval CI 0.09–2.7) % can be expected if sperm concentrations are consistently suppressed to no more than 1 M/mL, whereas failure rates of 1.4 (0.4–3.7) % occur with a threshold of 3 M/mL 25,26. Based on these data and recognizing that both paternity and actual sperm concentration at the time of conception can only be assumed 12, expert opinion recommends a sperm concentration threshold of 1 M/mL as suitable for reliable contraception 28,29. Specific delivery, dose and drug combination influences the degree of suppression of sperm output, and each regimen must therefore be individually evaluated for sperm suppression in preparation for contraceptive efficacy studies. Over 3000 person years of androgens alone or in combination with progestins has been administered to assess sperm quality or contraceptive efficacy 1,10–12. Multiple androgen-progestin drug combinations have been studied 3,14, but together comprise less than one-fifth of the total hormone exposure 1,10–12. The vast majority of these studies have utilized testosterone, although two other androgens, 7-alpha-methyl-19-nortestosterone and dimethandrolone undecanoate, are also being evaluated 30,31. Few androgens alone, or combination androgen-progestin regimens have actually been evaluated for contraceptive efficacy.Initial proof of concept studies showed that short-acting testosterone therapy is a highly effective contraceptive (i.e. prevents pregnancies) and profoundly suppresses spermatogenesis through negative feedback inhibition of gonadotropins 25,32: table 2. Contraceptive efficacy has since been confirmed via a longer-acting testosterone regimen 12,33, over a longer duration of time 12, and with an androgen-progestin combination 34: table 2. Individual large scale studies show contraceptive failure rates of 0.8–2.3%, with upper 95% limits of 1.8–4.5%: table 2. Pooling data from studies which suppressed sperm count to no more than 1 M/mL and calculating Poisson confidence limits, yields a contraceptive failure rate of 0.6 (0.3–1.1)%. This compares favorably with the use of the oral contraceptive pill by women in the first year 35–37. In fact, modern female hormonal methods, which utilize lower doses, report 12 month failure rates of 7% 36. Nevertheless, available MHC efficacy data are limited by relatively low overall exposure, especially for androgen-progestin combinations: table 2. A recent large-scale study of over 100 person years of combined androgen-progestin exposure has been conducted and shows profound suppression of spermatogenesis to a threshold of 1 M/mL during which very few pregnancies occurred 38,39. However final results are still pending.2.3 Optimizing MHC to increase the rate and extent of sperm output suppressionWe performed an integrated analysis of individual participant data of all then-available studies to examine rates of suppression of sperm output to concentrations compatible with reliable contraception (< 1 M/mL) 10. By 3 and 6 months, 50% and 85% of men, respectively, adequately suppressed sperm output 10. However, this analysis included many exploratory MHC regimens where drug dose and frequency had not yet been optimized. Accordingly, restricting the analysis to contraceptive efficacy studies where regimen optimization has already occurred should yield more realistic estimates. These show that only 96% of men did suppress sperm output to a threshold of 1 M/mL by 6 months: table 2. Of historical interest, 75% of men suppressed sperm output to a threshold of azoospermia by 6 months (table 2).Modern large-scale optimized androgen and androgen-progestin combinations report adequate suppression in 80–95%, not 50%, of men by about 3 months 11,12,33,34: table 2. This reduction in sperm output is comparable to the disappearance of sperm after vasectomy 40. The distinction regarding androgen alone versus androgen-progestin combinations is important because progestin co-administration enhances both the rate and extent of sperm output suppression by up to two fold 10: table 3. Furthermore, individual progestins differ in properties related to the binding and activation of progesteroneand other steroidreceptors, in anovulatory potency and the ability to support pregnancy in women 41. It is therefore likely that there are certain progestins which will be more effective in spermatogenic suppression than others, but current studies in men are underpowered to prove this distinction 10. Accordingly, it remains plausible that a fully optimized androgen-progestin combination could be universally applied to all men within a practical timeframe.Optimization of this regimen may also involve varying the dose of testosterone. In humans, a higher total dose of administered testosterone is associated with a higher proportion of men with inadequate suppression of sperm output during MHC 10,42,43 and higher baseline endogenous testosterone is also associated with slower suppression 10: table 3. However, there are few data directly comparing testosterone dosages within the same study, although the few available data do support this contention 44. Nevertheless, once the testosterone-dependent feedback inhibition of gonadotropic secretion reaches its limit, increasing the testosterone dose will increase intratesticular testosterone levels. These very low concentrations of intratesticular testosterone are sufficient to maintain spermatogenesis, at least in rodents and primates 45–47. In fact, there is no definable dose of testosterone that would both maintain sexual function and also suppress gonadotropins without simultaneously activating spermatogenesis in rodents 48. Whether these considerations are relevant in humans is not directly known. If relevant, further suppression of intratesticular testosterone by direct inhibition of steroidogenesis may be required, and proof of principle in humans has been demonstrated using a nonspecific inhibitor of steroidogenesis 49. Drugs which inhibit 17 beta-hydroxysteroid dehydrogenase type 3 enzyme, which catalyzes the final step of testosterone biosynthesis, would specifically reduce testicular steroidogenesis. Direct proof of principle studies in humans are required.Further optimization may require dose adjustment or titration. Although high dose testosterone therapy may reduce the eventual nonsuppression rate (see previous paragraph), initial high dose testosterone therapy may be required to first induce rapid suppression of sperm output, which could then be followed by dose reduction for maintenance of sperm output to concentrations compatible with reliable contraception (< 1 M/mL). Whether this proposed regimen can actually decrease the rate of sperm rebound where sperm output increases to rates that are not compatible with reliable contraception (≥ 1M/mL) observed in many large studies 11,12,25 will require direct verification. Alternate dose preparations of established androgen-progestins, akin to the low and high dose oral contraceptive pill for women, may also be necessary.Another regimen optimization approach is to investigate novel androgens, particularly non-injectable formulations which seem to have greater acceptability (see Section 2.1). One such androgen is dimethandrolone undecanoate (7alpha, 11beta-methyl-19-nortestosterone), which like other 19-nortestosterone derivatives binds to both androgen and progesterone receptors 31. This orally bioavailable androgen is 4-fold more potent than testosterone and about half as potent as progesterone, for their respective cognate receptors. However, it is not aromatized and hence bone, metabolic and sexual health needs to be carefully assessed 50,51. Another promising approach is the use of combined transdermal androgen and progestin gels 52,53.It is also possible that MHC may not universally suppress sperm output adequately in all men even after drug and dose optimization. Methods to predict non-suppression would then become important: table 3. Caucasian ethnicity, progestin co-administration and higher testosterone dose are important predictors of non-suppression. Higher BMI also predicts less complete suppression, but the effect size is small and may not be clinically relevant 10. Other factors, such as drug levels and lower LH 54, or biomarkers of testicular function such as insulin like 3 55, may ultimately prove to be useful in identifying these individuals, but require verification in larger cohorts: table 3. Although younger age, lower baseline testosterone and lower initial sperm concentration are all associated with faster spermatogenic suppression, the independent effect sizes of these parameters are relatively small 10. Pharmacogenetic approaches may explain the large and opposing ethnic differences in the rate and extent of spermatogenic suppression observed between Caucasian and Asian men 10,56,57, and ultimately unveil methods to identify or ameliorate nonsuppression.2.4 Alternative approachesAn alternate approach if predicting non-suppression was impossible would be to verify adequate suppression in all men before MHC methods were relied upon. The inconvenience would be minimal with sensitive home semen testing kits (e.g. SpermCheck Vasectomy ®). Such methods are already FDA approved and currently many couples confirm near azoospermia post-vasectomy before ceasing other contraceptive methods 58. These techniques can be used to assess male infertility 59 and even more sensitive fluorescent methods are being developed for home use 60.It may not be possible to apply rapid onset male contraception for methods that target processes which occur early during spermatogenesis since the spermatogenic cycle is about 70 days. Other agents that directly and rapidly reduce sperm output or function (eg Table 1) could be initially co-administered and then progressively withdrawn to allow the maintenance of sperm output to concentrations compatible with reliable contraception (< 1 M/mL) by hormonal methods alone. This approach might be both advantageous for cost and safety. GnRH antagonists or direct inhibitors of testicular steroidogenesis have been used in this context, with limited success 3. Targeting non-hormonal mechanisms of action could be synergistic, and particularly advantageous if later stages of spermatogenesis were suppressed.2.5 MHC methods are reversibleWe performed an integrated analysis of individual participant data of all then-available studies and demonstrated that it is realistic to expect full recovery of spermatogenesis to levels consistent with normal male fertility (20 M/mL) for all men ceasing hormonal male contraceptive regimens 1. Sperm concentrations of only 13–15 M/mL are associated with normal male fertility 27. Non-recovery of sperm output has only been reported twice and in both cases there was an explanatory intercurrent and unrelated sterilizing process, specifically myotonic dystrophy in one man 34 and epididymitis in another 12. Highly predictable recovery of spermatogenesis (to concentrations of 20 M/mL) following cessation of MHC has been verified: 67%, 90% and 100% of all men would be expected to recover by 6, 12 and 24 months, respectively 1. Various covariables influence the rate but not the extent of recovery: table 3. Of these variables, only treatment duration has a clinically important effect. Two large studies published subsequently to the integrated analysis verify the main conclusions 11,12. In the first study 12, 855 men received up to 30 months of androgen therapy, representing 12–18 months longer exposure than any previous contraceptive efficacy study: table 4. As predicted, the median time to recover to a sperm output of 20 M/mL was 7.6 12, which is longer than the median recovery time of 3.4 (95%CI 3.2–3.5) months calculated from all previous studies 1. The rate of recovery of sperm output following cessation of MHC in this study was also entirely consistent with our previous analyses: all except 17 men had recovered by 12 months, and by 15 months one man had a sperm concentration of 13 M/mL and the other presumably never recovered due to intercurrent epididymitis 12. In the other study 11, 354 men received 42–44 weeks of combined androgen-progestin therapy after which the median recovery time was 3.7 months and by 16 months all evaluable men had recovered. Together these new data confirm our earlier analyses showing that it is reasonable to expect full recovery of spermatogenesis to levels consistent with normal male fertility and that the rate of recovery is dependent upon treatment duration.One limitation is that MHC studies of more than 30 months treatment duration do not exist, and may not be available without post-marketing surveillance. Systematic studies of eugonadal men treated with androgens beyond 30 months for non-contraceptive purposes also do not exist. Amongst anabolic steroid abusers sperm quality tends to recover spontaneously within 4–12 months and the expectation is that the hypogonadotropic hypogonadism is fully reversible 61. Another limitation is that few data are available for men of African or Hispanic origin, so longer treatment studies in more diverse populations of men are required. Many factors that predict slower initial suppression of sperm output also predict faster recovery of sperm output, suggesting that these processes are interlinked: table 3. If true, individuals with subnormal sperm concentrations at baseline would be expected to have faster but not more complete suppression, and delayed recovery to 20 M/mL. A preliminary study examining men with baseline sperm concentration of 8 ± 6 (mean ±SD) M/mL confirmed that the extent of suppression is not different, and showed recovery back to individual baseline sperm concentrations, but did not address the rate of suppression or recovery to 20 M/mL 62. Future research verifying this possibility is required.In order to further verify recovery of fertility, we examined pregnancies and their outcomes: table 4. A limitation of this analysis was that many couples were likely using other forms of contraception after cessation of MHC if parenthood was still not desired. Nevertheless, 51 pregnancies resulting in 32 live births occurred after cessation of MHC and all individuals known to be actively seeking parenthood were reported to be able to do so: table 4. These data provide reassurance that the recovery of sperm concentration, motility and morphology which we previously documented 1, translates into actual live births.2.6 MHC methods do not increase fetal riskWe examined pregnancy outcomes occurring during or after MHC treatment to assess fetal risk: table 4. There were 112 pregnancies in total, resulting in 45 live births, 7 spontaneous abortions, 17 induced abortions and 1 congenital malformation, and 42 unknown pregnancy outcomes. We calculate spontaneous miscarriage rates of 6% (95%CI 3–12%) and 11% (95%CI 6–18%) assuming no or proportionate miscarriage rates amongst pregnancies with unknown outcomes, respectively. These miscarriage rates overlap with spontaneous abortion rates of 8–20% in the general population 63.The aggregate congenital malformation rate was 0.9% (95%CI 0.0–4.9%) and 1.8% (95%CI 0.0–6.3%), assuming no or proportionate miscarriage rates amongst pregnancies with unknown outcomes, respectively. In this setting, the upper CI of 4.9% is probably realistic because it is reasonable to assume that no, or almost no, congenital malformations occurred in the unknown group. This is because serious adverse events, of which fetal malformations is one category, were individually reported in all contraceptive efficacy studies and should have been reported to study investigators by the participant. Accordingly, these data are also consistent with the 4% congenital malformation rate that occurs during spontaneous pregnancies 64 and after artificial reproductive technologies 65. Nevertheless, there is insufficient power to conclusively exclude the possibility that congenital malformation rates could be increased by MHC, even when all studies are aggregated. Structural data in humans however, do suggest that fetal malformations arising from exposure of the developing spermatozoa to a hostile environment should not occur since the integrity of the blood-testis barrier is preserved following 18 weeks of androgen-progestin MHC exposure 66.2.7 Short-term side effects of MHC methods are now defined in a large placebo-controlled trialAdverse events that led to more than one subject discontinuation in one or multiple contraceptive efficacy studies 12,25,32–34 are tabulated: table 5. When compared with a recently completed placebo-controlled androgen-progestin MHC trial, altered mood and libido as well as acne, weight gain and night sweats were statistically more prevalent than those treated with placebo 11. Notably, 93% of men on active treatment, but also by 81% of men on placebo therapy self-reported adverse events. Many factors, particularly biochemical factors, were judged to be clinically irrelevant. The inclusion of placebo controls had never previously been attempted, and would not have been ethically justifiable in any of the contraceptive efficacy studies as unwanted pregnancies would have occurred. Postmarketing surveillance will be needed to properly assess infrequently occurring adverse effects.Men receiving active treatment had twice the frequency of complaints (20% versus 8%, on average for mood and libidinal changes, weight gain, acne and night sweats) than those receiving placebo 11: table 4. Although these adverse events were generally mild, they were sometimes of sufficient intensity to lead to subject discontinuation, and statistically more prevalent than in the placebo group. In women, mood related side effects of estrogen-progestin contraceptives have been attributed to the use of gestagens 67,68, but population-based epidemiological data actually show less depression and suicidality 69,70. Whether these data are relevant in men is not known. Across the duration of therapy, HDL cholesterol fell by about 10% and in proportion with total cholesterol and none of the lipid changes in any treatment or placebo group were statistically significant. The magnitude of the reported changes was consistent with many MHC studies and the clinical relevance of these minor lipid changes is uncertain particularly since reverse cholesterol transport may actually be beneficial.Although this placebo controlled trial was a major methodological advance, the treatment regimen itself probably did not maintain adequate suppression of gonadotropins or spermatogenesis. An alternate progestin (see Section 2.3), delivery system, or doses of androgen or progestin could well have resulted in more or different adverse events. Ultimately, postmarketing surveillance of specific androgen-progestin regimens will be required.2.8 Long-term cardiovascular and prostate risks of MHCExamining the long-term adverse cardiovascular or prostate effects of MHC will also likely require phase 4 studies. A recent systematic review was unable to make conclusions regarding the relationship between testosterone and prostate cancer due to contradictory findings arising from different study designs, definitions and methodologies 71. However it was concluded that the preponderance of studies suggest that exogenous testosterone in men with a prostate cancer history poses little if any risk 71. Furthermore, testosterone therapy does not seem to increase the risk of developing high-grade prostate cancer 72. In this study, 50,000 men were systematically identified with high-grade prostate cancer from population-based cancer registries and linked to Medicare records to ascertain preceding testosterone use during the previous 5 years. This carefully adjusted population-based, but non-randomized, study provides the strongest reassurance to date that testosterone use does not lead to high-grade prostate cancer 72. However, all of these men had prostate cancer diagnosed after the age of 70, whereas the target population for MHC is much younger. Whether longer lifetime exposure and/or earlier age of first exposure to androgens alters the risk of prostate cancer simply is not known, and a definitive randomized study examining prostate cancer incidence would require large numbers and long follow up since prostate cancer is very uncommon in young men.Nevertheless, recent data of prostate epithelium gene expression from 30 young men without known prostate disease provide some reassurance of prostate safety 73. Global and androgen-regulated gene expression did not differ despite expected differences in intraprostatic dihydrotestosterone, testosterone and androstenedione with 10 weeks of treated prototype MHC therapy: testosterone, testosterone with depot medroxyprogesterone acetate, testosterone with dutasteride or placebo therapy 73. Testosterone with dutasteride mimics an androgen that is minimally 5 alpha reduced, such as 7-alpha-methyl-19-nortestosterone and dimethandrolone undecanoate 30,31. Concerns regarding prostate growth due to 5 alpha reduction of androgens in the prostate gland would also be negated by the use of such androgens.Similarly, lower urinary tract symptoms in middle-aged or older men do not appear to be worsened by testosterone therapy 74,75. Nevertheless, concern remains. How MHC might influence lower urinary tract symptoms in younger men requires further evaluation.Large nonrandomized observational studies comparing those treated with those not treated with testosterone report reduced 76,77, as well as increased 78 mortality with testosterone therapy. Cardiovascular events may also be reduced 77, increased 78,79 or not changed 80. Methods to match those treated with those untreated differed amongst these studies and may have contributed to these contradictory findings. Nevertheless, lack of randomization renders definitive assessment impossible. For example, another study showed that testosterone was more often prescribed prior to a non-fatal myocardial infarction than afterwards, from which the authors concluded that testosterone therapy may cause non-fatal myocardial infarction 79. This conclusion is particularly problematic since it is likely that many prescribers are reluctant to continue testosterone immediately following acute myocardial infarction.The findings from randomized controlled trials are equally contradictory. Two reports published in the same year deserve particular attention 81,82. Both studies were similarly powered (209 and 274 men randomized), recruited the same men (frail men over the age of 65 with a baseline testosterone concentration of less than 12 nmol/L), and treated them identically (for 6 months with transdermal testosterone gel which was dose-titrated to maintain comparable eugonadal testosterone concentrations). Nevertheless, one study reported an excess of cardiovascular events and was terminated 81, whereas the other slightly larger study did not 82. The most parsimonious explanation is that if the effect of testosterone on cardiovascular events in frail older men were robust (i.e. not due to chance), then both studies should have yielded identical results. Other explanations include differences in adjudication of cardiovascular events and possibly differences in the degree of frailty between the study populations and in the aggressiveness of dose titration. Furthermore, these putative testosterone induced cardiovascular events are unlikely to be due to progression of atherosclerosis per se, both because the duration of therapy was relatively short and also because atherosclerosis progression was not demonstrated in a recent study that was adequately powered to do so 83. In this study, 308 relatively healthy men over the age of 60 were randomized to receive titrated testosterone or placebo gel for 3 years. Testosterone therapy did not increase common carotid artery intima media thickness, coronary calcification or cardiovascular events 83. To add to the confusion, meta-analyses of randomized placebo controlled trials including the two studies outlined above have also yielded contradictory results. The first reported that testosterone therapy increased cardiovascular events 84, but a subsequent more comprehensive metaanalysis which included more studies 85 did not. Another limitation is that the majority of the studies included in both metaanalyses were performed in older men.How these data concerning cardiovascular safety relate to younger men is not known. A definitive randomized study examining cardiovascular events would require large numbers and long follow up since cardiovascular disease is uncommon in young men.
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