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Abstract
Ovarian cancer is the seventh most common cancer in women in the world, with an estimated worldwide mortality of over 
207′000 women every year. This cancer, due to the current lack of adequate screening techniques, is commonly diagnosed 
late and has a poor prognosis. The oral contraceptive pill is considered the most effective prevention strategy for ovarian 
cancer in the general population, being associated with a decreased incidence while also having a substantial positive impact 
on the mortality rate, which is reduced by up to 50%. BRCA1 and BRCA2 germline mutated women have an augmented 
risk of ovary and breast cancer: despite international guidelines that consider prophylactic surgery as the gold standard for 
ovarian cancer prevention, there are currently no effective non-invasive preventive methods. In BRCA1\2 mutated patients, 
clinicians should weigh the benefits of contraceptive pills against the risk of long-term thromboembolic side effects and 
hormonal malignancies such as breast and cervical cancer. A multidisciplinary team should counsel patients on the most 
appropriate risk-reduction strategy tailored to their needs and expectations, proposing the oral contraceptive pill to selected 
patients after balancing the risks of adverse effects and the benefits on both contraception and chemoprevention.
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Abbreviations
OC	� Ovarian cancer
oCP	� Oral contraceptive pill
BRCA1	� Breast cancer type 1 susceptibility protein
BRCA2	� Breast cancer type 2 susceptibility protein
HBOC	� Autosomal dominant hereditary-breast-ovarian 

cancer syndrome

NCCN	� National Comprehensive Cancer Network
RRSO	� Risk-reducing bilateral salpingo-oophorectomy
BC	� Breast cancer
CC	� Cervical cancer
OR	� Odds ratio
HR	� Hazard ratio

Methods

To identify the articles to be included in our review, we 
performed a literature search in the PubMed, Web of Science, 
and Scopus databases in June 2023. The investigation used 
combinations of the search terms "ovarian," "cancer," 
"chemoprevention," "BRCA1\BRCA2," and related 
synonyms. We then assessed the published papers that 
included these keywords in the title or the abstract, excluding 
publications in languages other than English. This research 
strategy yielded 162 publications from 1992 to 2023. Two 
reviewers read the abstracts and excluded all the articles 
that did not meet the inclusion criteria, thus excluding 49 
articles related to other cancers, 27 articles without available 
clinical data, and 24 articles without retrievable full text. 
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We finally included 60 papers, 21 articles, 14 retrospective 
studies, 11 literature reviews, and 14 international guidelines. 
The review design followed the Preferred Reporting Items 
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
guidelines [1], summarised in (Fig. 1).

Epidemiology of ovarian cancer

Global Cancer Statistics 2020 ranks ovarian cancer (OC) 
as the third most common for incidence and the second 
most common for mortality among cancers of the female 
reproductive system [2]. The poor prognosis of this disease 
is due to the usually late stage at the time of diagnosis, 
which leads to a 5-year survival rate of less than 36% and 
17% for stage III and stage IV patients, respectively [2–4]. 
The Global Cancer Observatory (GLOBOCAN) estimated 
313′959 new OC cases in 2020 globally in all ages, with an 

age-standardized rate of 6.6 per 100′000. Central and Eastern 
Europe, regions with a very high human development index 
(HDI), showed the highest incidence rate of OC, while 
lower incidence rates were recorded in the geographic 
areas with the lowest HDI. In 2020, 207′252 new deaths 
due to OC were reported globally, with an age-standardized 
mortality rate of 4.2 per 100′000. The highest mortality rate 
is in Polynesia, Micronesia, and Central-Eastern Europe. 
Despite a decreasing trend in the incidence and mortality 
rates of OC globally, possibly due to the widespread use 
of the oral contraceptive pill (oCP), a worrying increase in 
OC incidence is observed in females under 50 years. This 
evidence could be related to the change in risk factors due 
to the spread of the Western lifestyle [5–7]. According to 
GLOBOCAN's projections, by 2040, the cases of newly 
diagnosed OC will rise by almost 40% to over 450′000, and 
OC deaths will increase by over 50% in 20 years. The 5-year 
OC survival rates vary from 36 to 46% in the most developed 

Fig. 1   Prisma 2020 flow dia-
gram for reviews
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countries, while they are much lower in less wealthy regions 
[8]. Analyses of the differences in incidence and mortality 
between high HDI and low HDI have aroused concerns 
regarding health disparities based on economic conditions. 
OC is a global health issue and a socio-economic problem 
that all nations should strive to address on all fronts with 
effective health policies [9].

The genomic landscape of ovarian cancer: 
BRCA1\2 and tumorigenesis

Cancer is a very large group of diseases characterized by 
an accumulation of DNA damage leading to uncontrolled 
cell division and their spread into surrounding tissues. 
Advancements in current genetic oncology have led to a 
comprehensive understanding of the "genomic landscapes" 
of human cancer, attributed to approximately 140 genetic 
sequences that can drive tumorigenesis and are altered in a high 
percentage of tumours. Every cancer contains around five driver 
mutations classified as gain-of-function of oncogenes and loss-
of-function of oncosuppressors [10, 11]. Not surprisingly, most 
cancer mutations abrogate cellular checkpoints (e.g. tumour 
protein p53, TP53) [12] and DNA-repair pathways (e.g., 
breast cancer susceptibility proteins type 1 (BRCA1) and type 
2 (BRCA2) [13, 14]. BRCA1 [15] and BRCA2 [16] genes are 
chromosome custodian proteins involved in common cellular 
signalling of genome integrity that respond to DNA damage via 
repair and apoptosis pathways. Ataxia telangiectasia mutated 
kinase (ATM) and RAD51 are the most important proteins 
involved in their molecular pathway [17–19]. BRCA1\2 
proteins are involved in homologous recombination, a crucial 
high-fidelity molecular pathway that repairs double-strand 
breaks using DNA sister chromatids as a template [20, 21]. 
Deficiency of the proteins involved in the pathway triggers 
the alternative pathways of single-strand annealing and non-
homologous end-joining that are less precise in proof-reading 
function. This molecular process induces the accumulation of 
DNA mutations and contributes to genome instability [22]. The 
progressive accumulation of mutations exponentially augments 
the probability of developing neoplastic subclones capable 
of immortalize, evade host immunity, reprogram cellular 
metabolism, promote inflammation, and invade other tissues 
[23, 24]. (Fig. 2) represents the physiology and pathology of the 
primary DNA double-strand break repair mechanism pathways.

Hereditary breast and ovarian cancer 
syndrome

The germline mutation of one copy of the BRCA1\2 gene 
results in the autosomal dominant hereditary-breast-ovarian 
cancer (HBOC) syndrome associated with breast cancer 

(BC), ovarian, fallopian tube, primary peritoneal cancer, 
and an increased incidence of other tumors, including mel-
anoma, pancreatic cancer, and prostate cancers (in males). 
According to the NCCN Guidelines, carriers of HBOC syn-
drome have an augmented lifetime risk of breast and ovar-
ian cancer: the absolute risk of BC is over 60% for both 
BRCA1\BRCA2 carriers, whereas the absolute risk of OC 
is 39–58% and 13–29% for BRCA1 and BRCA2 carriers, 
respectively [26–29]. HBOC should be suspected in women 
with a personal or family history of BC, with multiple pri-
mary localizations of early onset (before 50 years old), espe-
cially if there is triple-negative histology, and in male family 
members with concomitant history of pancreatic or prostate 
cancer [28, 30].

Ovarian cancer screening

Screening is a medical strategy performed in an asymptomatic 
or paucisymptomatic population to assess the risk of its 
members having a particular disease or condition [31, 
32]. Common screening tests are not able to fully diagnose 
an illness, but they help identify a high-risk subpopulation that 
will then undergo further evaluation and definitive diagnostic 
tests and procedures. Examples of widely used screening 
tests in women are the Pap test for cervical cancer [33] and 
mammography for BC [34], which contribute to the early 
diagnosis and treatment of cancer, reducing the morbidity 
and mortality related to these diseases. An effective screening 
test for OC should be an easy, cost-effective diagnostic test 
that accurately detects the condition in order to reduce 
misdiagnoses and overdiagnoses. Timing is essential for a 

Fig. 2   Main DNA double-strand break repair mechanism pathways 
[25]
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good OC screening test because it should detect the disease 
at a favourable point in its natural history when a therapeutic 
strategy is feasible and potentially effective [35]. Screening 
protocols that may effectively increase early diagnosis and 
reduce the mortality of OC are currently lacking [36–39]. 
International medical organizations do not recommend 
screening for OC in the general, low-risk population [40–42]. 
The American College of Obstetricians-Gynecologists and 
the National Comprehensive Cancer Network (NCCN), for 
example, recommend stratifying women into average- and 
high-risk based on a detailed anamnesis for breast, colon, 
and gynaecologic cancer. In average-risk women, they do 
not recommend screening; however, in a select high-risk 
population, transvaginal ultrasound and the serum CA 125 
or Ca125 risk of ovarian cancer algorithm may be considered 
every 6–12 months to localize early-stage OC [43]. The 
discovery of new markers and integrative proteomics and 
metabolomics should lead to new techniques that can be tested 
in large randomized controlled trials to detect preclinical OC 
[44]. Genetic testing of a patient's tissue should be considered 
to determine whether there are genetic mutations that may 
have a clinical impact [45]. The NCCN recommends offering 
genetic testing to high-risk women in two clinical scenarios, 
namely, if there is a blood relative with a mutation in a cancer 
susceptibility gene or affected by familial cancer syndromes 
and if there is a personal or familiar history of epithelial 
ovarian cancer diagnosed at any age [38]. The National 
Society of Genetic Counselors recommends offering genetic 
testing to women with OC diagnosed at a young age (less 
than 45 years) or with triple-negative BC. The counselor 
should explain to the patients all the ethical, social, and legal 
implications of the clinical findings and provide accurate 
information on the strengths and limitations of the test and 
the potential implications of a positive or negative result on 
their psychological and reproductive health [46].

The gold standard for ovarian cancer 
prevention: risk‑reducing bilateral 
salpingo‑oophorectomy

The NCCN panel recommend risk-reducing bilateral 
salpingo-oophorectomy (RRSO) for BRCA1 and BRCA2 
carriers in the premenopausal age group [47]. Data from 
the main studies in the field indicate a substantial decrease 
in the incidence of both OC (by 96%) and BC (by 50%) [48] 
and a reduction in the all-cause mortality rate, especially 
among BRCA1 mutation carriers who undergo RRSO 
(hazard ratio 0.45, p < 0.0001) [49]. However, despite the 
indisputable advantages of the reduction of oncological 
risk, clinicians should counsel the patient on the hormonal 
consequences of the RRSO in terms of premature ovarian 
failure and early onset of menopause and a multidisciplinary 

consultation with at least a gynaecologic oncologist and a 
fertility specialist should precede the procedure.

Oral contraceptives as chemoprevention 
in the general population: a balance 
between benefits and potential long‑term 
risks

RRSO is the gold standard for reducing BC and OC risk 
[50]. However, recent studies have investigated possible 
non-invasive cancer prevention strategies to reduce the risk 
of cancer development. The ideal chemopreventive medi-
cation should be efficacious, risk-free, easy to administer, 
and cost-effective [51]. There are two types of chemopre-
vention: blocking and suppressing agents. Blocking agents 
act on the initial phase of carcinogenesis while suppress-
ing agents delay the progression of premalignant cells to an 
invasive tumour [52, 53]. Several drugs have been proposed 
to prevent OC, but oral contraceptives alone have robust 
data in support. The oCP is the most effective non-surgical 
prevention strategy for high-risk populations, having an 
inverse association with the incidence of OC with an odds 
ratio (OR)•0.58, 95% CI 0.46–0.73 [54–56] and resulting 
in a concomitant decrease in mortality rate and a lifetime 
reduction in OC of approximately 54% [57–61]. The chemo-
preventive potential of oCP may originate from its ability to 
suppress ovulation and consequently reduce oxidative stress 
and accumulation of DNA damage; another chemopreven-
tive action may arise from progestin's ability to promote dif-
ferentiation in hormone-sensitive cells. (Table 1) lists the 
main studies and findings on the effect of oral contraception 
on OC risk. Some authors attribute the recorded reduction 
in mortality (23%) and incidence (26%) of OC recorded in 
the USA and in Europe since 1975 [62] to the introduction 
and growing popularity of oral contraceptive pills, suggest-
ing a chemopreventive effect of the medication in women 
younger than 60 [63–65]. There should be increasing focus 
on the stratification of oCP risks and benefits for different 
ages of use.

Clinicians should balance oCP benefits against undesirable 
side effects [78]. The most commonly reported minor side 
effects, such as headaches, nausea, breast tenderness, and 
weight gain, have been reported as being at the same rate 
as placebo in controlled clinical trials [79, 80]. Irregular 
bleeding is one of the most troubling side effects. It occurs 
in about 25% of cases in the first month of use, consistently 
decreasing in the third [81]. Unintended pregnancy is also a 
side effect of oCP: the overall median failure rate of oCP is 
estimated at 5.5, 10.8, and 15.1 per 100 episodes of typical 
use in 12, 24, and 36 months, respectively [82]. One of the 
most feared side effects of the oCP is thromboembolism. The 
incidence of this complication progressively decreased over 
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the years as a consequence of the progressive reduction of 
the total dose of oestrogen in the oral formulation. There are 
an estimated 8–10 cases in 10′000/year of venous embolism 
and 1–4 cases in 10′000/year of arterial embolism [83–85]. 
The relative risk of venous thromboembolism and arterial 
thromboembolism are three-fold and two-fold, respectively, 
compared to that for non-users, but the absolute risk of 
these adverse events for oCP users remains low. During the 
counselling, which precedes contraception prescription, the 
clinical should also inform the patient of the oncological 
risk for BC and cervical cancer (CC). Compared to women 
without a personal history of use of hormonal contraceptives 
assumption, patients with at least one prescription of oCP had 

a significantly increased incidence of BC with an OR•1.33, 
95% CI 1.26–1.41 p < 0.001. In a nested case–control study 
that included almost 10,000 women aged under 50 years old 
and with a diagnosis of BC, those prescribed any form of 
hormonal contraceptives were shown to have an increased 
risk of BC. The average time between the last prescription 
and the BC diagnosis is about 3 years. The results were 
similar regardless of the type of oCP [86]. Women who 
use the oCP have a time-dependent increase also in CC 
risk of about 10% for use during fewer than 5 years, 60% in 
5–9 years, and doubling with ten or more years of use [87]. 
The gynaecologist should balance the data on the augmented 
risk of BC and CC with the documented beneficial effects 

Table 1   Main studies and findings on the effect of oral contraception on oc risk, modified and integrated from cibula [66] and van bommel [67]

OR: odds ratio, HR: hazard ratio, RR: relative risk, OC: ovarian cancer

Author (year) Number 
of cases 
BRCA1

Number 
of cases 
BRCA2

Number 
of cases 
BRCA1\2

Overall esti-
mated effect of 
oCP (95%Cl)

Statistical 
analysis

Study design Study Cohort Measured 
outcome

Narod et al. 
(1998) [68]

179 28 \ BRCA1\2 0.5 
(0.3–0.8)

OR Case–control Ever oCP use Invasive OC

Narod et al. 
(2001) [69]

346 118 \ BRCA1\2 0.28 
(0.15–0.52)

OR Matched case–
control

Ever oCP use Invasive OC

Runnebaum et 
al. (2001) [70]

595 183 195 BRCA1\2 
0.8;(0.5–1.3)

OR Case–control Ever oCP use OC

Whittemore et 
al. (2004) [71]

339 112 451 BRCA1 0.65 
(0.41–1.03)

BRCA1\2 0.85 
(0.53–1.36)

OR Case–control Ever oCP use OC

McGuire et al. 
(2004) [72]

36 \ \ BRCA1 0.54 
(0.26, 1.13)

RR Case–case 
studies

oCP 
use > 1 year

Invasive OC

Gronwald et al. 
(2006) [73]

300 \ \ BRCA1 0.40 
(0.20–1.00)

OR Case–control Ever oCP use OC

McLaughlin et 
al. (2007) [56]

2713 508 3223 BRCA1 0.56 
(0.45–0.71)

BRCA2 0.39 
(0.23–0.66)

BRCA1\2 0.53 
(0.43–0.66)

OR Case–control Ever oCP use Invasive OC

Antoniou et al. 
(2009) [74]

3989 2445 \ BRCA1 0.51 
(0.36–0.71)

BRCA2 0.65 
(0.35–1.19)

HR Retrospective 
cohort

Ever oCP use OC

Vicus et al. 
(2010) [75]

661 \ \ BRCA1 0.91 
(0.83–0.99) 
BRCA2 
OR = 0.94 
(0.80–1.11)

OR Matched case–
control

Ever oCP use OC

Kotsopoulos et 
al. (2015) [76]

5386 1180 \ BRCA1 0.50 
(0.40–0.63) 
BRCA2 0.42 
(0.22–0.83)

OR Matched case–
control

Ever oCP use OC

Perri et al. 
(2015) [77]

718 331 3 BRCA1\2 0.19 
(0.13–0.28)

OR Historical 
prospective 
cohort

Ever oCP use OC

Schrijver et al. 
(2021) [74]

4818 2844 \ BRCA1\2 0.67 
(0.40–1.12)

HR Retrospective 
cohort

Ever oCP use OC
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on OC and other cancers like endometrial and colon cancer, 
reduced by 30% and 15–20%, respectively [88–90].

The role of oral combined contraception 
in ovarian cancer risk in BRCA1\2 mutated 
patients

A recent meta-analysis of BRCA1\2 carriers found that 
oCP has a chemopreventive function in both BRCA1 
and BRCA2-mutated patients, OR•0.55, 95% CI 0.47- 0.66 
and OR•0.65, 95% CI 0.34–1.24, respectively. These results 
suggest that the oCP reduces the risk of OC in BRCA1\ 
BRCA2 mutation carriers, similar to the data in the general 
population [47, 55]. In a study based on data from 3989 
BRCA1-mutated patients, a statistically significant reduction 
of OC was still present more than 15 years after the discon-
tinuation. The risk reduction related to the use of the oCP in 
BRCA1\BRCA2 mutation carriers is directly proportional 
to the duration of use, as follows: use during fewer than ten 
years has an OR•0.40 95%, CI, 0.22–0.71 in BRCA1 and 
OR•0.36 95% CI, 0.14–0.92 in BRCA2, while prolonged 
use (over 20 years) has an OR•0.61 95% CI, 0.43–0.87 for 
BRCA1 and OR•0.78, 95% CI, 0.40–1.52 for BRCA2. An 
important finding is that the protective effect of contracep-
tion on OC risk continued for longer than 15 years after 
discontinuing use [74, 76]. Because of the smaller sample 
size, further studies are necessary to evaluate the impact of 
the oCP in BRCA2-mutated cohorts. All the evidence sug-
gests that women who have ever used the oCP in their lives 
have a significant reduction of OC risk by over 42%; this 
strong effect increases with long-term use and remains also 
after discontinuing use [66]. Oral contraceptives should be 
discussed as an effective contraceptive option and cancer 
chemoprevention during counselling among the high-risk 
BRCA1\2 mutated population.

New chemoprevention strategies

There are few published clinical studies on alternative 
chemopreventive strategies for the general population and for 
BRCA1\2 mutated women [52]. Multiple chemopreventive 
medications have been proposed based on studies on 
molecular science, but there is a lack of robust translational 
and clinical data in support.

NSAID

One of the main fields of study is nonsteroidal anti-inflam-
matory drugs (NSAIDs) because of their low cost, high 
availability, and known pharmacological safety. All the 
NSAIDs significantly reduce the risk of OC (OR•0.72, 95% 

CI 0.53–0.98). Women reporting daily use of aspirin, com-
pared with non-daily use and non-use, had a 10% lower risk 
of having OC (HR•0.90, 95% CI = 0.82 to 1.00, P = 0.05). 
This association was statistically significant for use up to 
10 years duration (HR•0.88, 95% CI = 0.65 to 1.18), whereas 
10 or more years of aspirin use led to an augmented risk of 
OC (HR •1.27, 95% CI = 0.99 to 1.62) [7]. In contrast, other 
studies found no correlation between using analgesics and 
developing OC, especially in a multiethnic population [91].

Retinoids

Retinoids demonstrated a significant cytotoxic effect on OC 
in murine cell lines grown in vitro, but studies on clinical 
applications are limited. A clinical trial on chemoprevention 
with retinoids in patients with a history of BC reported a 
transient decrease in the incidence of OC. However, other 
studies are needed to assess these medications' safety and 
clinical applicability [92].

Phytochemicals

Plant-derived antioxidants and phytochemicals can induce 
autophagy and apoptosis, reduce proliferation, and induce 
cytotoxicity in cancer cells in vitro. In vivo experiments are 
required [93].

Anti‑angiogenic drugs

In the past 15  years, anti-angiogenic drugs have been 
approved for treating OC. In the multicentre phase III GOG-
0218 trial, patients treated with bevacizumab (upfront and 
maintenance) improved by 3.8 months progression-free 
survival (PFS) compared with the control group. There 
was no improvement in overall survival (OS) except among 
patients at advanced stage IV doing upfront and maintenance 
therapy, who had an OS of 42.8 months, vs 32.6 months of 
the controls. Further studies should examine the feasibility 
of angiopreventive agents such as chemoprevention, 
particularly in high-risk women and especially those 
with BRCA1\2 mutations [94].

PARP inhibitors

Poly-ADP ribose polymerase (PARP) inhibitors are safe 
and effective chemotherapies proposed as chemopreven-
tive agents for high-risk populations, but preclinical and 
clinical studies are very limited [95]. In 2014, Ciric to 
et al. tested the effect of the PARP inhibitors veliparib and 
olaparib on tumour development in the mammary glands of 
BRCA1-deficient mouse models; this study demonstrated 
a significant delay in the age of the first detectable tumour 
of 2.4 weeks in veliparib-treated mice and 6.5 weeks in 
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olaparib-treated mice, compared to the controls [96]. The 
authors also reported an increased average lifespan of 
7 weeks in olaparib-treated mice. The main limits of using 
PARP inhibitors as chemoprevention are long-term toxicity, 
drug resistance, and the lack of data on the possible pro-
cancerogenic effect of this medication on the disease-free 
population [97]. Potential future directions in the field of 
PARP inhibitors may be to design and conduct more robust 
preclinical studies on selected animal models to determine 
the capacity of these drugs to delay tumour onset.

Conclusions

Ovarian cancer is prevalent among women who carry the 
BRCA1\2 gene mutation. However, there are currently 
few non-invasive preventive methods available. The 
epidemiologic evidence supports a significant preventive 
effect of oCP use on the risk of developing OC in women 
with a BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutation [55, 74, 76]. When 
considering the best chemopreventive options, both patient 
and clinician must be fully aware of the chemoprevention 
agents' potential risks, benefits, and side effects. A match 
between the candidate agent and risk group would be 
essential for successful OC chemoprevention. Successful 
chemoprevention programs will likely involve physicians 
with expertise in patient risk stratification and having a clear 
understanding of the agent's pharmacology. There is no 
absolute contraindication of the use of the oCP in BRCA1\2 
mutated patients. A multidisciplinary team should counsel 
women on the most appropriate risk-reduction strategy 
available for the BRCA1\2 population, basing selection of the 
best treatment on family history, anamnesis, and the patient's 
needs and expectations regarding OC chemoprevention.

Author contributions  The authors confirm their contribution to the 
paper as follows: study conception and design: Vera Loizzi (VL), 
Gennaro Cormio (GC), and Ettore Cicinelli (EC); data collection: 
Marco Cerbone (MC), Francesca Arezzo (FA), and Erica Silvestris 
(ES); analysis and interpretation of results: MC, FA, ES, Gianluca 
Raffaello Damiani (GRD), Gerardo Cazzato (GeC), and VL; draft 
manuscript preparation: MC, VL, FA, GRD, GeC, GC, and EC; 
writing—review & editing of the manuscript: MC, VL, FC, ES, GC, 
GeC, GRD, GC, and EC. All authors reviewed the results and approved 
the final version of the manuscript.

Funding  This research received no external funding.

Data availability  Not applicable.

Declarations  "The authors affiliated to the IRCCS Istituto Tumori 
"Giovanni Paolo II", Bari are responsible for the views expressed in 
this article, which do not necessarily represent the Institute".

Informed consent  Not applicable.

Institutional review board  Not applicable.

Conflicts of interest  The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

	 1.	 Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, 
Mulrow CD (2021) The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated 
guideline for reporting systematic reviews. Syst Rev 10:89. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1136/​bmj.​n71

	 2.	 Huang J, Chan WC, Ngai CH, Lok V, Zhang L, Lucero-Prisno 
DE (2022) Worldwide burden, risk factors, and temporal trends 
of ovarian cancer: A global study. Cancers 14(9):2230. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3390/​cance​rs140​92230

	 3.	 Baldwin LA, Huang B, Miller RW, Tucker T, Goodrich ST, 
Podzielinski I (2012) Ten-year relative survival for epithelial 
ovarian cancer. Obstet Gynecol 120(3):612–618. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1097/​aog.​0b013​e3182​64f794

	 4.	 Xia YY, Kotsopoulos J (2022) Beyond the pill: contraception and 
the prevention of hereditary ovarian cancer. Hereditary Cancer 
Clin Pract 20(1):1–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s13053-​022-​00227-z

	 5.	 NHS Digital (2021) Cancer Registrations Statistics, England First 
release. https://​digit​al.​nhs.​uk/​data-​and-​infor​mation/​publi​catio​ns/​
stati​stical/​cancer-​regis​trati​on-​stati​stics/​engla​nd-​2021---​summa​ry-​
counts-​only Accessed 01 November 2023

	 6.	 Cancer research UK (2018) Ovarian Cancer (C56-C57.4), Aver-
age Number of New Cases Per Year, Crude and European Age-
Standardised (AS) Incidence Rates per 100,000 Population, UK, 
2016–2018 Cancer Research UK. https://​www.​cance​rrese​archuk.​
org/​health-​profe​ssion​al/​cancer-​stati​stics/​stati​stics-​by-​cancer-​type/​
ovari​an-​cancer/​incid​ence Accessed 01 November 2023

	 7.	 Hurwitz LM, Townsend MK, Jordan SJ, Patel AV, Teras LR, 
Lacey JV (2022) Modification of the association between fre-
quent aspirin use and ovarian cancer risk: A meta-analysis using 
individual-level data from two ovarian cancer consortia. J Clin 
Oncol 40(36):4207–4217. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1200/​jco.​21.​01900

	 8.	 IARC – WHO Cancer Tomorrow (2023) THE GLOBAL CAN-
CER OBSERVATORY. https://​gco.​iarc.​fr/​tomor​row/​en Accessed 
01 august 2023

	 9.	 Cabasag CJ, Fagan PJ, Ferlay J, Vignat J, Laversanne M, Liu L (2022) 
Ovarian cancer today and tomorrow: A global assessment by world 
region and Human Development Index using GLOBOCAN 2020. Int 
J Cancer 151(9):1535–1541. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ijc.​34002

	10.	 Lee EYHP, Muller WJ (2010) Oncogenes and tumor suppressor 
genes. Cold Spring Harb Perspect Biol 2(10):a003236–a003236. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1101/​cshpe​rspect.​a0032​36

	11.	 Sánchez-Borrego R, Sánchez-Prieto M (2021) What are the mech-
anisms of action of the different contraceptive methods to reduce 
the risk of ovarian cancer? Eur J Contracept Reprod Health Care 
26(1):79–84. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13625​187.​2020.​18496​17

	12.	 Raffone A, Travaglino A, Cerbone M, De Luca C, Russo D, Di 
Maio A (2020) Diagnostic accuracy of p53 immunohistochemistry 
as surrogate of TP53 sequencing in endometrial cancer. Pathol Res 
Pract 216(8):153025. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​prp.​2020.​153025

	13.	 Vogelstein B, Papadopoulos N, Velculescu VE, Zhou S, Diaz LA, 
Kinzler KW (2013) Cancer genome landscapes. Science (New 
York, N.Y.) 339(6127):1546–1558. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1126/​scien​
ce.​12351​22

	14.	 Loizzi V, Dellino M, Cerbone M, Arezzo F, Cazzato G, Damiani 
GR (2023) The role of hormonal replacement therapy in BRCA 
mutated patients: Lights and shadows. Int J Mol Sci 24(1):764. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​ijms2​40107​64

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers14092230
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers14092230
https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0b013e318264f794
https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0b013e318264f794
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13053-022-00227-z
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/cancer-registration-statistics/england-2021---summary-counts-only
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/cancer-registration-statistics/england-2021---summary-counts-only
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/cancer-registration-statistics/england-2021---summary-counts-only
https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/ovarian-cancer/incidence
https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/ovarian-cancer/incidence
https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/ovarian-cancer/incidence
https://doi.org/10.1200/jco.21.01900
https://gco.iarc.fr/tomorrow/en
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.34002
https://doi.org/10.1101/cshperspect.a003236
https://doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2020.1849617
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prp.2020.153025
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1235122
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1235122
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24010764


284	 Hormones (2024) 23:277–286

1 3

	15.	 The human gene Database (2023), "BRCA1 Gene – GeneCard” 
https://​www.​genec​ards.​org/​cgi-​bin/​cardd​isp.​pl?​gene=​BRCA1. 
Accessed 01 November 2023

	16.	 The human gene Database (2023), "BRCA2 Gene – GeneCard” 
https://​www.​genec​ards.​org/​cgi-​bin/​cardd​isp.​pl?​gene=​BRCA2. 
Accessed 01 November 2023

	17.	 Roy R, Chun J, Powell SN (2012) BRCA1 and BRCA2: differ-
ent roles in a common pathway of genome protection. Nat Rev 
Cancer 12(1):68–78. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​nrc31​81

	18.	 Venkitaraman AR (2014) Cancer suppression by the chromo-
some custodians, BRCA1 and BRCA2. Science (New York, 
N.Y.) 343(6178):1470–1475. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1126/​scien​ce.​
12522​30

	19.	 D’Andrea AD, Grompe M (2003) The fanconi anaemia/BRCA 
pathway. Nat Rev Cancer 3(1):23–34. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​
nrc970

	20.	 Johnson RD (2000) Sister chromatid gene conversion is a promi-
nent double-strand break repair pathway in mammalian cells. 
EMBO J 19(13):3398–3407. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​emboj/​19.​
13.​3398

	21.	 Vítor AC, Huertas P, Legube G, de Almeida SF (2020) Studying 
DNA double-strand break repair: An ever-growing toolbox. Front 
Mol Biosci 7:24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fmolb.​2020.​00024

	22.	 Deng CX, Scott F (2000) Role of the tumor suppressor gene Brca1 
in genetic stability and mammary gland tumor formation. Onco-
gene 19(8):1059–1064. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​sj.​onc.​12032​69

	23.	 Welcsh PL (2001) BRCA1 and BRCA2 and the genetics of breast 
and ovarian cancer. Hum Mol Genet 10(7):705–713. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1093/​hmg/​10.7.​705

	24.	 Hanahan D (2022) Hallmarks of cancer: New dimensions. Can-
cer Discov 12(1):31–46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1158/​2159-​8290.​
cd-​21-​1059

	25.	 Scully R, Panday A, Elango R, Willis NA (2019) DNA double-
strand break repair-pathway choice in somatic mammalian cells. 
Nat Rev Mol Cell Biol 20(11):698–714. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​
s41580-​019-​0152-0

	26.	 Mersch J, Jackson MA, Park M, Nebgen D, Peterson SK, Sin-
gletary C (2015) Cancers associated with BRCA1 and BRCA2 
mutations other than breast and ovarian. Cancer 121(2):269–275. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​cncr.​29041

	27.	 Cecere SM, Pignata S (2023) BRCA1 and BRCA2 in Ovarian 
Cancer: ESMO Biomarker Factsheet https://​oncol​ogypro.​esmo.​
org/​educa​tion-​libra​ry/​facts​heets-​on-​bioma​rkers/​brca1-​and-​brca2-​
in-​ovari​an-​cancer. Accessed 01 November 2023

	28.	 Jazaeri AA (2009) Molecular profiles of hereditary epithelial ovar-
ian cancers and their implications for the biology of this disease. 
Mol Oncol 3(2):151–156. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​molonc.​2009.​
01.​001

	29.	 The Cancer Genome Atlas Research Network (2011) Integrated 
genomic analyses of ovarian carcinoma. Nature 474(7353):609–
615. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​natur​e10166

	30.	 Petrucelli N, Daly MB, Pal T (2023) BRCA1- and BRCA2-associ-
ated hereditary breast and ovarian cancer. Retrieved from https://​
www.​ncbi.​nlm.​nih.​gov/​books/​NBK12​47/. Accessed 01 November 
2023

	31.	 Associazione italiana ricerca sul cancro (2023) "Che cosa sono 
gli screening" https://​www.​airc.​it/​cancro/​preve​nzione-​tumore/​
guida-​agli-​scree​ning/​che-​cosa-​sono-​gli-​scree​ning#:​~:​text=​lettu​
ra%​3A%​206%​20min​uti-​,Gli%​20scr​eening%​20sono%​20esa​mi%​
20con​dotti%​20a%​20tap​peto%​20su%​20una%​20fas​cia,manif​esti%​
20att​raver​so%​20sin​tomi%​20o%​20seg​ni. Accessed 01 November 
2023

	32.	 News in health (2023) National institute of Health "To Screen 
or Not to Screen? The Benefits and Harms of Screening Tests" 
https://​newsi​nheal​th.​nih.​gov/​2017/​03/​screen-​or-​not-​screen 
Accessed 01 November 2023

	33.	 Mayrand MH, Duarte-Franco E, Rodrigues I, Walter SD, Han-
ley J, Ferenczy A (2007) Human Papillomavirus DNA versus 
papanicolaou screening tests for cervical cancer. N Engl J Med 
357(16):1579–1588. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1056/​nejmo​a0714​30

	34.	 Friedewald SM, Rafferty EA, Rose SL, Durand MA, Plecha DM, 
Greenberg JS (2014) Breast cancer screening using tomosynthesis 
in combination with digital mammography. JAMA: J Am Med 
Assoc 311(24):2499. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jama.​2014.​6095

	35.	 Obuchowski NA, Graham RJ, Baker ME, Powell KA (2001) 
Ten criteria for effective screening. AJR Am J Roentgenol 
176(6):1357–1362. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2214/​ajr.​176.6.​17613​57

	36.	 Menon U, Gentry-Maharaj A, Burnell M, Singh N, Ryan A, 
Karpinskyj C (2021) Ovarian cancer population screening and 
mortality after long-term follow-up in the UK Collaborative Trial 
of Ovarian Cancer Screening (UKCTOCS): a randomised con-
trolled trial. Lancet 397(10290):2182–2193. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/​s0140-​6736(21)​00731-5

	37.	 Skates SJ, Greene MH, Buys SS, Mai PL, Brown P, Piedmonte M 
(2017) Early detection of ovarian cancer using the risk of ovar-
ian cancer algorithm with frequent CA125 testing in women at 
increased familial risk – combined results from two screening tri-
als. Clin Cancer Res 23(14):3628–3637. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1158/​
1078-​0432.​ccr-​15-​2750

	38.	 Daly MB, Pal T, Berry MP, Buys SS, Dickson P, Domchek SM 
(2021) Genetic/Familial High-Risk Assessment: Breast, ovarian, 
and pancreatic, version 2.2021, NCCN clinical practice Guide-
lines in oncology. J Natl Compr Cancer Netw: JNCCN 19(1):77–
102. https://​doi.​org/​10.​6004/​jnccn.​2021.​0001

	39.	 Gohagan JK, Prorok PC, Hayes RB, Kramer BS (2000) The pros-
tate, lung, colorectal and ovarian (PLCO) cancer screening trial 
of the national cancer institute: History, organization, and status. 
Control Clin Trials 21(6):251S-272S. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
s0197-​2456(00)​00097-0

	40.	 US Preventive Services Task Force, Grossman DC, Curry SJ, 
Owens DK, Barry MJ, Davidson KW (2018) Screening for ovar-
ian cancer. JAMA: J Am Med Assoc 319(6):588. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1001/​jama.​2017.​21926

	41.	 Sellers TA, Peres LC, Hathaway CA, Tworoger SS (2023) Preven-
tion of epithelial ovarian cancer. Cold Spring Harb Perspect Med 
13(8):a038216. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1101/​cshpe​rspect.​a0382​16

	42.	 Smith RA, Andrews KS, Brooks D, Fedewa SA, Manassaram-
Baptiste D, Saslow D (2017) Cancer screening in the United 
States, 2017: A review of current American Cancer Society guide-
lines and current issues in cancer screening. CA: Cancer J Clin 
67(2):100–121. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3322/​caac.​21392

	43.	 Committee opinion no 716: The role of the obstetrician–gynecolo-
gist in the early detection of epithelial ovarian cancer in women 
at average risk (2017) Obstetrics & Gynecology 130(3):e146–
e149. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​aog.​00000​00000​002299

	44.	 Brown DL, Andreotti RF, Lee SI, DeJesus Allison SO, Bennett 
GL, Dubinsky T (2010) ACR appropriateness criteria© ovarian 
cancer screening. Ultrasound Q 26(4):219–223. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1097/​ruq.​0b013​e3181​fdd604

	45.	 Genetic Alliance (2009). Understanding Genetics: A New York, 
Mid-Atlantic Guide for Patients and Health Professionals. Genetic 
Alliance. https://​genet​icall​iance.​org/​pdf/​publi​catio​ns/​Under​stand​
ingGe​netic​sNYMA.​pdf. Accessed 01 November 2023

	46.	 National Society of Genetic Counsellor (2022) – Practice 
guidelines https://​www.​nsgc.​org/​POLICY/​Pract​ice-​Guide​lines. 
Accessed 01 November 2023

	47.	 Loizzi V, Dellino M, Cerbone M, Arezzo F, Chiariello G, Lepera 
A (2023) Hormone replacement therapy in BRCA mutation car-
riers: how shall we do no harm? Hormones (Athens) 22(1):19–23. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s42000-​022-​00427-1

	48.	 Choi Y-H, Terry MB, Daly MB, MacInnis RJ, Hopper JL, Colonna 
S (2021) Association of risk-reducing salpingo-oophorectomy 

https://www.genecards.org/cgi-bin/carddisp.pl?gene=BRCA1
https://www.genecards.org/cgi-bin/carddisp.pl?gene=BRCA2
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc3181
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1252230
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1252230
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc970
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc970
https://doi.org/10.1093/emboj/19.13.3398
https://doi.org/10.1093/emboj/19.13.3398
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmolb.2020.00024
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.onc.1203269
https://doi.org/10.1093/hmg/10.7.705
https://doi.org/10.1093/hmg/10.7.705
https://doi.org/10.1158/2159-8290.cd-21-1059
https://doi.org/10.1158/2159-8290.cd-21-1059
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41580-019-0152-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41580-019-0152-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.29041
https://oncologypro.esmo.org/education-library/factsheets-on-biomarkers/brca1-and-brca2-in-ovarian-cancer
https://oncologypro.esmo.org/education-library/factsheets-on-biomarkers/brca1-and-brca2-in-ovarian-cancer
https://oncologypro.esmo.org/education-library/factsheets-on-biomarkers/brca1-and-brca2-in-ovarian-cancer
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.molonc.2009.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.molonc.2009.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10166
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK1247/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK1247/
https://www.airc.it/cancro/prevenzione-tumore/guida-agli-screening/che-cosa-sono-gli-screening#:~:text=lettura%3A%206%20minuti-,Gli%20screening%20sono%20esami%20condotti%20a%20tappeto%20su%20una%20fascia,manifesti%20attraverso%20sintomi%20o%20segni
https://www.airc.it/cancro/prevenzione-tumore/guida-agli-screening/che-cosa-sono-gli-screening#:~:text=lettura%3A%206%20minuti-,Gli%20screening%20sono%20esami%20condotti%20a%20tappeto%20su%20una%20fascia,manifesti%20attraverso%20sintomi%20o%20segni
https://www.airc.it/cancro/prevenzione-tumore/guida-agli-screening/che-cosa-sono-gli-screening#:~:text=lettura%3A%206%20minuti-,Gli%20screening%20sono%20esami%20condotti%20a%20tappeto%20su%20una%20fascia,manifesti%20attraverso%20sintomi%20o%20segni
https://www.airc.it/cancro/prevenzione-tumore/guida-agli-screening/che-cosa-sono-gli-screening#:~:text=lettura%3A%206%20minuti-,Gli%20screening%20sono%20esami%20condotti%20a%20tappeto%20su%20una%20fascia,manifesti%20attraverso%20sintomi%20o%20segni
https://www.airc.it/cancro/prevenzione-tumore/guida-agli-screening/che-cosa-sono-gli-screening#:~:text=lettura%3A%206%20minuti-,Gli%20screening%20sono%20esami%20condotti%20a%20tappeto%20su%20una%20fascia,manifesti%20attraverso%20sintomi%20o%20segni
https://newsinhealth.nih.gov/2017/03/screen-or-not-screen
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejmoa071430
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.6095
https://doi.org/10.2214/ajr.176.6.1761357
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(21)00731-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(21)00731-5
https://doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.ccr-15-2750
https://doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.ccr-15-2750
https://doi.org/10.6004/jnccn.2021.0001
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0197-2456(00)00097-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0197-2456(00)00097-0
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.21926
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.21926
https://doi.org/10.1101/cshperspect.a038216
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21392
https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0000000000002299
https://doi.org/10.1097/ruq.0b013e3181fdd604
https://doi.org/10.1097/ruq.0b013e3181fdd604
https://geneticalliance.org/pdf/publications/UnderstandingGeneticsNYMA.pdf
https://geneticalliance.org/pdf/publications/UnderstandingGeneticsNYMA.pdf
https://www.nsgc.org/POLICY/Practice-Guidelines
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42000-022-00427-1


285Hormones (2024) 23:277–286	

1 3

with breast cancer risk in women with BRCA1 and BRCA2 patho-
genic variants. JAMA Oncol. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jamao​ncol.​
2020.​7995

	49.	 Rebbeck TR, Levin AM, Eisen A, Snyder C, Watson P, Cannon-
Albright L (1999) Breast cancer risk after bilateral prophylactic 
oophorectomy in BRCA1 mutation carriers. J Natl Cancer Inst 
91(17):1475–1479. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​jnci/​91.​17.​1475

	50.	 Manley K, Ryan N, Jenner A, Newton C, Hillard T (2023) Coun-
selling of path_BRCA carriers who are considering risk-reducing 
oophorectomy. Post Reprod Health 29(1):42–52. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​20533​69123​11566​40

	51.	 Landis-Piwowar KR, Iyer NR (2014) Cancer chemoprevention: 
Current state of the art. Cancer Growth Metastasis 7:CGM-
S11288. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4137/​cgm.​s11288

	52.	 Kathawala RJ, Kudelka A, Rigas B (2018) The chemoprevention 
of ovarian cancer: The need and the options. Curr Pharmacol Rep 
4(3):250–260. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s40495-​018-​0133-6

	53.	 Maru GB (2016) Understanding the molecular mechanisms of 
cancer prevention by dietary phytochemicals: From experimental 
models to clinical trials. World J Biol Chem 7(1):88. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​4331/​wjbc.​v7.​i1.​88

	54.	 Friebel TM, Domchek SM, Rebbeck TR (2014) Modifiers of 
cancer risk in BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutation carriers: A system-
atic review and meta-analysis. J Natl Cancer Inst 106(6):dju091. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​jnci/​dju091

	55.	 Moorman PG, Havrilesky LJ, Gierisch JM, Coeytaux RR, Low-
ery WJ, Peragallo Urrutia R (2013) Oral contraceptives and risk 
of ovarian cancer and breast cancer among high-risk women: A 
systematic review and meta-analysis. J Clin Oncol 31(33):4188–
4198. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1200/​jco.​2013.​48.​9021

	56.	 McLaughlin JR, Risch HA, Lubinski J, Moller P, Ghadirian P, 
Lynch H (2007) Reproductive risk factors for ovarian cancer in 
carriers of BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations: a case-control study. 
Lancet Oncol 8(1):26–34. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s1470-​2045(06)​
70983-4

	57.	 Collaborative Group on Epidemiological Studies of Ovarian Cancer 
(2008) Ovarian cancer and oral contraceptives: collaborative reanalysis 
of data from 45 epidemiological studies including 23 257 women 
with ovarian cancer and 87 303 controls. Lancet 371(9609):303–314. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0140-​6736(08)​60167-1

	58.	 Bosetti C, Negri E, Trichopoulos D, Franceschi S, Beral V, Tzo-
nou A (2002) Long-term effects of oral contraceptives on ovarian 
cancer risk. Int J Cancer 102(3):262–265. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
ijc.​10696

	59.	 Franceschi S, Parazzini F, Negri E, Booth M, La Vecchia C, Beral 
V (1991) Pooled analysis of 3 european case-control studies of 
epithelial ovarian cancer: III. Oral contraceptive use. Int J Cancer 
49(1):61–65. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ijc.​29104​90112

	60.	 Havrilesky LJ, Moorman PG, Lowery WJ, Gierisch JM, Coeytaux 
RR, Urrutia RP (2013) Oral contraceptive pills as primary preven-
tion for ovarian cancer. Obstet Gynecol 122(1):139–147. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1097/​aog.​0b013​e3182​91c235

	61.	 Havrilesky LJ, Moorman PG, Lowery WJ, Gierisch JM, Coeytaux 
RR, Urrutia RP (2013) Oral contraceptive pills as primary preven-
tion for ovarian cancer: a systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Obstet Gynecol 122(1):139–147. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​AOG.​
0b013​e3182​91c235

	62.	 National Cancer Institute (2022) Surveillance, Epidemiology, and 
End Results Program https://​seer.​cancer.​gov/ Accessed 01 Novem-
ber 2023

	63.	 Oriel K (1999) Trends in United States ovarian cancer mortality, 
1979–1995. Obstet Gynecol 93(1):30–33. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
s0029-​7844(98)​00397-4

	64.	 Sopik V, Iqbal J, Rosen B, Narod SA (2015) Why have ovarian 
cancer mortality rates declined? Part I. Incidence Gynecol Oncol 
138(3):741–749. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ygyno.​2015.​06.​017

	65.	 Gnagy S, Ming EE, Devesa SS, Hartge P, Whittemore AS (2000) 
Declining ovarian cancer rates in U.S. women in relation to par-
ity and oral contraceptive use. Epidemiology (Cambridge, Mass.) 
11(2):102–105. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00001​648-​20000​3000-​00004

	66.	 Cibula D, Zikan M, Dusek L, Majek O (2011) Oral contraceptives 
and risk of ovarian and breast cancers inBRCAmutation carriers: 
a meta-analysis. Expert Rev Anticancer Ther 11(8):1197–1207. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1586/​era.​11.​38

	67.	 van Bommel MHD, IntHout J, Veldmate G, Kets CM, de Hullu 
JA, van Altena AM, Harmsen MG (2023) Contraceptives and can-
cer risks in BRCA1/2 pathogenic variant carriers: a systematic 
review and meta-analysis. Hum Reprod Update 29(2):197–217. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​humupd/​dmac0​38

	68.	 Narod SA, Risch H, Moslehi R, Dørum A, Neuhausen S, Olsson 
H (1998) Oral contraceptives and the risk of hereditary ovarian 
cancer. N Engl J Med 339(7):424–428. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1056/​
nejm1​99808​13339​0702

	69.	 Narod SA, Sun P, Ghadirian P, Lynch H, Isaacs C, Garber J (2001) 
Tubal ligation and risk of ovarian cancer in carriers of BRCA1 or 
BRCA2 mutations: a case-control study. Lancet 357(9267):1467–
1470. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0140-​6736(00)​04642-0

	70.	 Runnebaum IB, Wang-Gohrke S, Vesprini D, Kreienberg R, Lynch 
H, Moslehi R (2001) Progesterone receptor variant increases ovarian 
cancer risk in BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutation carriers who were never 
exposed to oral contraceptives. Pharmacogenetics 11(7):635–638. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00008​571-​20011​0000-​00010

	71.	 Whittemore AS, Kathleen Cuningham Foundation Consortium 
for Research into Familial Breast Cancer (kConFab), Balise RR, 
Pharoah PDP, DiCioccio RA, Oakley-Girvan I (2004) Oral con-
traceptive use and ovarian cancer risk among carriers of BRCA1 
or BRCA2 mutations. Br J Cancer 91(11):1911–1915. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1038/​sj.​bjc.​66022​39

	72.	 McGuire V (2004) Relation of contraceptive and reproductive his-
tory to ovarian cancer risk in carriers and noncarriers of BRCA1 
gene mutations. Am J Epidemiol 160(7):613–618. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1093/​aje/​kwh284

	73.	 Gronwald J, Byrsk T, Huzarski T, Cybulski C, Sun P, Tulman A 
(2006) Influence of selected lifestyle factors on breast and ovarian 
cancer risk in BRCA1 mutation carriers from Poland. Breast Cancer 
Res Treat 95(2):105–109. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10549-​005-​9051-5

	74.	 Schrijver LH, Antoniou AC, Olsson H, Mooij TM, Roos-Blom 
M-J, Azarang L (2021) Oral contraceptive use and ovarian can-
cer risk for BRCA1/2 mutation carriers: an international cohort 
study. Am J Obstet Gynecol 225(1):51.e1-51.e17. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​ajog.​2021.​01.​014

	75.	 Vicus D, Finch A, Rosen B, Fan I, Bradley L, Cass I (2010) Risk 
factors for carcinoma of the fallopian tube in women with and 
without a germline BRCA mutation. Gynecol Oncol 118(2):155–
159. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ygyno.​2010.​03.​009

	76.	 Kotsopoulos J, Lubinski J, Gronwald J, Cybulski C, Demsky R, 
Neuhausen SL (2015) Factors influencing ovulation and the risk 
of ovarian cancer in BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutation carriers. Int J 
Cancer 137(5):1136–1146. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ijc.​29386

	77.	 Perri T, Lifshitz D, Sadetzki S, Oberman B, Meirow D, Ben-Baruch G 
(2015) Fertility treatments and invasive epithelial ovarian cancer risk 
in Jewish Israeli BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutation carriers. Fertil Steril 
103(5):1305–1312. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​fertn​stert.​2015.​02.​011

	78.	 Dragoman MV (2014) The combined oral contraceptive pill- 
recent developments, risks and benefits. Best Pract Res Clin 
Obstet Gynaecol 28(6):825–834. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​bpobg​
yn.​2014.​06.​003

	79.	 Coney P, Washenik K, Langley RGB, DiGiovanna JJ, Harrison 
DD (2001) Weight change and adverse event incidence with a 
low-dose oral contraceptive: two randomized, placebo-controlled 
trials. Contraception 63(6):297–302. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
s0010-​7824(01)​00208-6

https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoncol.2020.7995
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoncol.2020.7995
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/91.17.1475
https://doi.org/10.1177/20533691231156640
https://doi.org/10.1177/20533691231156640
https://doi.org/10.4137/cgm.s11288
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40495-018-0133-6
https://doi.org/10.4331/wjbc.v7.i1.88
https://doi.org/10.4331/wjbc.v7.i1.88
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/dju091
https://doi.org/10.1200/jco.2013.48.9021
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1470-2045(06)70983-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1470-2045(06)70983-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(08)60167-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.10696
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.10696
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.2910490112
https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0b013e318291c235
https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0b013e318291c235
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0b013e318291c235
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0b013e318291c235
https://seer.cancer.gov/
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0029-7844(98)00397-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0029-7844(98)00397-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2015.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001648-200003000-00004
https://doi.org/10.1586/era.11.38
https://doi.org/10.1093/humupd/dmac038
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejm199808133390702
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejm199808133390702
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(00)04642-0
https://doi.org/10.1097/00008571-200110000-00010
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6602239
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6602239
https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwh284
https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwh284
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10549-005-9051-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2021.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2021.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2010.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.29386
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2015.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpobgyn.2014.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpobgyn.2014.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-7824(01)00208-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-7824(01)00208-6


286	 Hormones (2024) 23:277–286

1 3

	80.	 Gallo MF, Lopez LM, Grimes DA, Carayon F, Schulz KF, 
Helmerhorst FM (2014) Combination contraceptives: effects on 
weight. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
14651​858.​cd003​987.​pub5

	81.	 Westhoff C, Morroni C, Kerns J, Murphy PA (2003) Bleeding 
patterns after immediate vs. conventional oral contraceptive 
initiation: a randomized, controlled trial. Fertil Steril 79(2):322–329. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0015-​0282(02)​04680-0

	82.	 Trussell J (2011) Contraceptive failure in the United States. 
Contraception 83(5):397–404. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​contr​acept​
ion.​2011.​01.​021

	83.	 Martínez F, Avecilla A (2007) Combined hormonal contraception 
and venous thromboembolism. Eur J Contraception Reprod 
Health Care 12(2):97–106. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13625​18070​
13001​94

	84.	 Stegeman BH, de Bastos M, Rosendaal FR, van Hylckama 
Vlieg A, Helmerhorst FM, Stijnen T, Dekkers OM (2013) 
Different combined oral contraceptives and the risk of venous 
thrombosis: systematic review and network meta-analysis. BMJ 
347:f529. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1136/​bmj.​f5298

	85.	 Dinger J, Bardenheuer K, Heinemann K (2014) Cardiovascular 
and general safety of a 24-day regimen of drospirenone-containing 
combined oral contraceptives: final results from the International 
Active Surveillance Study of Women Taking Oral Contraceptives. 
Contraception 89(4):253–263. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​contr​acept​
ion.​2014.​01.​023

	86.	 Fitzpatrick D, Pirie K, Reeves G, Green J, Beral V (2023) Combined 
and progestagen-only hormonal contraceptives and breast cancer 
risk: A UK nested case–control study and meta-analysis. PLoS 
Medicine 20(3):e1004188. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pmed.​
10041​88

	87.	 Smith JS, Green J, de Gonzalez AB (2003) Cervical cancer and 
use of hormonal contraceptives: a systematic review. Lancet 
361(9364):1159–1167. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0140-​6736(03)​
12949-2

	88.	 Michels KA, Pfeiffer RM, Brinton LA, Trabert B (2018) Modifica-
tion of the associations between duration of oral contraceptive use 
and ovarian, endometrial, breast, and colorectal cancers. JAMA 
Oncol 4(4):516. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jamao​ncol.​2017.​4942

	89.	 National Cancer Institute (2023) "All about the birth control pill” 
https://​cancer.​ca/​en/​cancer-​infor​mation/​reduce-​your-​risk/​under​
stand-​hormo​nes/​all-​about-​the-​birth-​contr​ol-​pill. Accessed 01 
November 2023

	90.	 Dellino M, Cerbone M, Laganà AS, Vitagliano A, Vimercati A, 
Marinaccio M (2023) Upgrading treatment and molecular diag-
nosis in Endometrial Cancer—driving new tools for endometrial 
preservation? Int J Mol Sci 24(11):9780. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​
ijms2​41197​80

	91.	 Setiawan VW, Matsuno RK, Lurie G, Wilkens LR, Carney ME, 
Henderson BE (2012) Use of nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory 
drugs and risk of ovarian and endometrial cancer: The multieth-
nic cohort. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 21(9):1441–1449. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1158/​1055-​9965.​epi-​12-​0390-t

	92.	 De Palo G, Mariani L, Camerini T, Marubini E, Formelli F, Pasini 
B (2002) Effect of fenretinide on ovarian carcinoma occurrence. 
Gynecol Oncol 86(1):24–27. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1006/​gyno.​2002.​6663

	93.	 Pistollato F, Calderón Iglesias R, Ruiz R, Aparicio S, Crespo 
J, Dzul Lopez L (2017) The use of natural compounds for the 
targeting and chemoprevention of ovarian cancer. Cancer Lett 
411:191–200. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​canlet.​2017.​09.​050

	94.	 Tewari KS, Burger RA, Enserro D, Norquist BM, Swisher EM, 
Brady MF (2019) Final overall survival of a randomized trial 
of bevacizumab for primary treatment of ovarian cancer. J Clin 
Oncol 37(26):2317–2328. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1200/​jco.​19.​01009

	95.	 Vinayak S, Ford JM (2010) PARP inhibitors for the treatment and 
prevention of breast cancer. Curr Breast Cancer Rep 2(4):190–
197. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12609-​010-​0026-0

	96.	 To C, Kim E-H, Royce DB, Williams CR, Collins RM, Rising-
song R (2014) The PARP inhibitors, veliparib and olaparib, are 
effective chemopreventive agents for delaying mammary tumor 
development in BRCA1-deficient mice. Cancer Prev Res (Phila-
delphia, Pa.) 7(7):698–707. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1158/​1940-​6207.​
capr-​14-​0047

	97.	 Chand SN, Blanco FF, Jimbo M, Tsangaris TN, Cristofanilli M, 
Yeo CJ (2014) PARP inhibitors for chemoprevention—letter. Can-
cer Prev Res (Philadelphia, Pa.) 7(11):1170–1171. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1158/​1940-​6207.​capr-​14-​0220

Publisher's Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.cd003987.pub5
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.cd003987.pub5
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0015-0282(02)04680-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2011.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2011.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/13625180701300194
https://doi.org/10.1080/13625180701300194
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.f5298
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2014.01.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2014.01.023
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1004188
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1004188
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(03)12949-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(03)12949-2
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoncol.2017.4942
https://cancer.ca/en/cancer-information/reduce-your-risk/understand-hormones/all-about-the-birth-control-pill
https://cancer.ca/en/cancer-information/reduce-your-risk/understand-hormones/all-about-the-birth-control-pill
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24119780
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24119780
https://doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.epi-12-0390-t
https://doi.org/10.1006/gyno.2002.6663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.canlet.2017.09.050
https://doi.org/10.1200/jco.19.01009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12609-010-0026-0
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.capr-14-0047
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.capr-14-0047
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.capr-14-0220
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.capr-14-0220

	Contraception as chemoprevention of ovarian cancer in BRCA1 and BRCA2 women
	Abstract
	Methods
	Epidemiology of ovarian cancer
	The genomic landscape of ovarian cancer: BRCA1\2 and tumorigenesis
	Hereditary breast and ovarian cancer syndrome
	Ovarian cancer screening
	The gold standard for ovarian cancer prevention: risk-reducing bilateral salpingo-oophorectomy
	Oral contraceptives as chemoprevention in the general population: a balance between benefits and potential long-term risks
	The role of oral combined contraception in ovarian cancer risk in BRCA1\2 mutated patients
	New chemoprevention strategies
	NSAID
	Retinoids
	Phytochemicals
	Anti-angiogenic drugs
	PARP inhibitors

	Conclusions
	References


