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ABSTRACT
Objectives To investigate whether surveillance of 
pulmonary nodules detected with low- dose CT (LDCT) 
impacted health- related quality of life and psychosocial 
consequences in the Swedish population- based study, 
Swedish CArdioPulmonary bioImage Study (SCAPIS).
Design A prospective cross- sectional study.
Settings and participants This multicentre (five sites) 
observational study, which included a cohort from 
SCAPIS, consisted of 632 participants with indeterminate 
pulmonary nodules detected with LDCT. These participants 
continued surveillance for up to 36 months, during which 
lung cancer was not detected (surveillance group). 
Additionally, 972 participants with a negative pulmonary 
LDCT scan were included as a control group. Matching 
criteria were LDCT date (±2 weeks), gender and site.
Outcome measures All participants completed a health- 
related quality of life questionnaire (RAND-36) and the 
Consequences of Screening (COS) questionnaire, an 
average of 3 years after LDCT was conducted at entry into 
SCAPIS.
Results Participants were 51–70 years old at study 
commencement. Overall, the two groups did not differ in 
demographic or psychosocial variables, smoking habits 
or pulmonary medical history. Individuals from countries 
other than Sweden and those with low socioeconomic 
status were less likely to participate (p<0.001). No effects 
on health- related quality of life were observed via RAND-
36. In COS, the surveillance group demonstrated a higher 
OR for anxiety about lung cancer (OR 3.96, 95% CI 2.35 
to 6.66, p<0.001), experiencing a sense of dejection 
(OR 1.35, 95% CI 1.06 to 1.72, p=0.015) and thoughts 
about existential values (OR 1.30, 95% CI 1.04 to 1.60, 
p=0.018).
Conclusions Lung surveillance with LDCT contributed to 
significant experiences of sense of dejection, anxiety about 
lung cancer and development of thoughts about existential 
values among participants in the surveillance group 
compared with the controls. The risk of side effects should 

be communicated for informed decision- making about 
(non- )attendance in lung cancer screening.

INTRODUCTION
Lung cancer (LC) is the deadliest cancer 
worldwide, including in Sweden.1 2 LC symp-
toms occur late, but curative treatment is 
feasible at early disease stage.3 A meta- analysis 
of studies on screening the lungs with low- 
dose computed tomography (LDCT) in 
smokers and former smokers demonstrated 
the possibility of early LC detection.4 The 
purpose of medical screening is early detec-
tion of the disease in a population without 
symptoms, with a test to distinguish a group 

Strengths and limitations of this study

 ► The sample was a population- based cohort for 
the surveillance group of indeterminate pulmonary 
nodules detected with low- dose computed tomog-
raphy (LDCT) and matched controls (LDCT date (±2 
weeks), gender and site) of negative LDCT.

 ► The study investigated the risk of potential side ef-
fects after surveillance of pulmonary nodules was 
completed; that is, among people without a lung 
cancer diagnosis.

 ► Participants from a country other than Sweden, 
those who lived alone and those with low economic 
status, were less likely to participate in the study.

 ► The analysis of non- participant data demonstrated 
no other selection bias, indicating that the study 
sample was representative of the population.

 ► Overall, no differences were found in baseline data 
between the surveillance group and controls, except 
for age.
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with suspicious findings.5 Additional diagnostics provide 
further information, and some individuals are subse-
quently diagnosed with the disease (ie, had a true- positive 
screening test), while others are considered free from the 
disease (ie, had a false- positive test).5 Detection of inde-
terminate lung nodules in the LDCT requires diagnostic 
follow- up because nodules can progress to LC; thus, 
when detected, these nodules should be monitored in a 
surveillance programme.6 7 The Dutch and Belgian LC 
study (NELSON) and the US National Lung Screening 
Trial (NLST) confirmed screening- detected LC and 
also generated false- positive LDCT scans.8 9 A 10- year 
follow- up with four repeated LDCT among men, smokers 
and former smokers of ≥15 pack- years in the NELSON 
study found that 9.2% (n=2069) of 22 600 scans needed 
follow- up, of which 203 resulted in screening- detected 
LC.8 The NLST trial demonstrated 24.2% positive scans 
out of 75 126 scans after three rounds of annual LDCT 
among people with a smoking status of ≥30 pack- years, 
and 96.4% of these scans were false- positive.9 Surveil-
lance of pulmonary nodules and false- positive CT scans 
can induce psychosocial side effects.10–12 The psychoso-
cial consequences in LC screening were defined as fear 
of LC, sense of dejection and thoughts on existential 
values, to mention some.13 The UK LC Screening trial 
(UKLS) and the Pittsburgh LC study (PLUSS) reported 
increased cancer fear among individuals who required 
a follow- up CT, compared with those with a negative 
screening scan.10 11 However, no long- term psychosocial 
effects between groups were reported (ie, 12 months after 
LDCT screening).10 11 Likewise, the Danish LC screening 
trial demonstrated short- term psychosocial consequences 
following false- positive CT scans, but no long- term effects 
were observed.12 However, people having smoked for 
many years are more likely to experience self- blame and 
exhibit nihilistic thoughts about their risk of getting 
cancer.13 Health- Related Quality of Life (HRQoL)14–16 has 
also been investigated in the context of LC screening. The 
NELSON trial found that participants with inconclusive 
lung LDCT screening reported lower HRQoL, compared 
with those with negative LDCT scans.17 At approximately 
1.5 years of follow- up, the side effects returned to baseline 
level at study commencement.18 The NLST showed no 
negative effects on HRQoL, either at 1- month or 6- month 
follow- ups after lung LDCT screening among individuals 
with false- positive scans.19 Extensive information prior 
to screening was suggested as a potential explanation 
for those study results.19 Similar results were reported in 
the Canadian PAN- CAN LC screening study showing no 
impact on HRQoL among participants having follow- up 
scans, neither following baseline LDCT nor after addi-
tional examinations.20

Studies on screening for LC among smokers and 
former smokers have shown reduced diseased- related 
mortality rates.4 8 9 However, when introducing a screening 
programme, benefits and harms should be considered.5 7 
There are potential harms to be acknowledged including 
the psychological impact of surveillance of pulmonary 

nodules. Informed decision- making for (non- )atten-
dance in screening requires evidenced- based knowledge 
about the pros and cons of screening. The effects of 
screening for LC in a Swedish population are unknown, 
but the potential risk of side effects has been acknowl-
edged.7 Moreover, both short- term and long- term psycho-
social consequences of false- positive screening have been 
demonstrated for other types of cancer (eg, breast cancer) 
in a Swedish context.21 LC screening is not available in 
Sweden. The National Board of Health and Welfare in 
Sweden emphasised that evidence of LC screening effects 
is scarce, and it has issued a call for additional studies.3 
Recently, the population- based Swedish CArdioPulmo-
nary bioImage Study (SCAPIS) was performed to inves-
tigate predictors of cardiovascular disease and chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease.22 It performed lung 
LDCT scans, and pilot trial results and data from the first 
year of the main study at the Gothenburg site provided 
clues for the study surveillance programme of indetermi-
nate pulmonary nodules.23 Accordingly, SCAPIS provided 
a context for investigating the psychological side- effects 
of one round of lung screening in a Swedish popula-
tion. The present study aimed to investigate the impact 
of surveillance for indeterminate pulmonary nodules on 
the HRQoL and psychosocial consequences in individ-
uals that underwent surveillance, and no LC was found.

METHODS
Sample
Our study sample comprised a cohort from the main 
SCAPIS trial, which was described in detail elsewhere.22 
In brief, it was conducted in cooperation between six 
university hospitals and six universities in Sweden. The 
trial was initiated to reduce mortality and morbidity from 
cardiovascular disease, chronic obstructive disease and 
related metabolic disorders. The data collection included 
self- reported questionnaires about socioeconomic status, 
psychosocial well- being, medication and lifestyle, to 
mention some. Other procedures were, for example, 
imaging of carotid arteries with ultrasound and magnetic 
resonance tomography, lung function tests and imaging 
of the lungs with LDCT.22 The trial closed in November 
2018 and included 30 154 participants aged 50–64 years. 
These participants were randomly selected from a popu-
lation registry that included six Swedish municipalities: 
Gothenburg, Linköping, Malmö, Stockholm, Umeå 
and Uppsala. A pilot trial of SCAPIS conducted in 2011 
included 1111 participants from low (39.9%) and high 
(67.8%) socioeconomic areas.23

The present study included participants from Gothen-
burg, Linköping, Malmö, Stockholm and Umeå. The 
surveillance group consisted of participants who had an 
inconclusive LDCT scan in SCAPIS that required surveil-
lance of pulmonary nodules and, following surveillance, 
were considered free from LC at least 1 month prior to 
inclusion into our study. Figure 1 shows the surveillance 
programme for monitoring pulmonary nodules in the 
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main SCAPIS trial.23 In total, 953 individuals fulfilled 
the criteria for the group and were invited to partici-
pate in the present study. Online supplemental tables 
1 and 2 show the characteristics of the nodules and the 
surveillance, respectively, for the surveillance group. 
The control group consisted of participants with nega-
tive LDCT in SCAPIS (figure 1). To compensate for the 
expected non- participation rate, we matched two control 
individuals to each individual invited to participate in the 
surveillance group. The matching criteria were LDCT 
date (±2 weeks), gender and site, which provided 1889 
eligible controls. The exclusion criteria for both groups 
were no consent to participate in further studies after 
SCAPIS, no registered address in Sweden, death and diag-
nosis of LC. Those continuing surveillance at the start of 
our study were also excluded. The study report is based 
on the guidelines for reporting observational studies 
(Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies 
in Epidemiology(STROBE)).

Questionnaires and baseline data
RAND-36
RAND-36, a questionnaire on self- reported HRQoL, 
comprised 36 items grouped into seven scales about phys-
ical, mental and general health and social functioning, 
and one item regarding perceived health relative to 
12 months earlier.24 Ordinal response categories were 
converted to a scale score between 0 (low HRQoL) and 
100 (high HRQoL). The questionnaire scores demon-
strated good reliability among patients in Sweden.25 The 
Chronbach α of the scales in our study was 0.81–0.88.

Consequences of Screening
The Consequences of Screening (COS) questionnaire 
measures self- reported psychosocial consequences of 
cancer screening.13 26 It was proposed to be applicable 
to all types of cancer screens,13 and its psychometric 
properties were previously investigated in LC and breast 
cancer screening.13 26 COS consists of two parts, with 26 
and 23 items, respectively. Item scores in part 1 reflected 
agreement to having experiences due to thoughts about 
LC, scored as: ‘not at all’ (0 points), ‘a bit’ (1), ‘quite 
a bit’ (2), ‘a lot’ (3). The scores were summed for the 
scales: ‘Sense of dejection’, ‘Anxiety’, ‘Behavioural’ and 
‘Sleep’.13 Item scores in part 2 reflected comparisons to 
baseline, scored as: ‘much less’ (2 points), ‘less’ (1), ‘the 
same as before’ (0), ‘more’ (1) and ‘much more’ (2).13 
The scores indicated the prevalence of consequences, 
regardless of whether they were positive or negative. The 
scores were summed for the scales: ‘Existential values’, 
‘Relaxed/calm’, ‘Social relations’, ‘Impulsivity’ and 
‘Empathy’. The items related to the scale ‘Reassurance/
Anxiety about LC’ were recoded.13 To reflect ‘Reassur-
ance about not having LC’, the scores were recoded as: 
‘much more reassurance’ (2 points), ‘more reassurance’ 
(1) and ‘the same as before’ (0). The remaining responses 
reflected anxiety and were coded as missing. To reflect 
‘Anxiety about having LC’, the scores were recoded 
as: ‘much more anxiety’ (2 points), ‘more anxiety’ (1) 
and ‘the same as before’ (0). The remaining responses 
reflected reassurance and were coded as missing. Then, 
the scores for each part of the scale were summed to give 
two separate scores for ‘Reassurance about not having 

Figure 1 The surveillance programme of monitoring indeterminate pulmonary nodules according to SCAPIS guidelines. The 
boxes in grey show the selection of participants for the present study. LC, lung cancer; LDCT, low dose CT; SCAPIS, Swedish 
CArdioPulmonary bioImage Study. n pack- years: the number of packs of cigarettes (one pack=20 cigarettes) smoked per day, 
multiplied by the number of years of smoking or previous smoking.
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LC’ and ‘Anxiety about having LC’. COS was adapted to 
Swedish, and its psychometric properties were tested in 
breast cancer screening. Those results provided support 
for the scales in part 1 and the ‘Existential values’ in 
part 2.27 The results provided a Rasch model fit and a 
Chronbach α≥0.7.27 In the present study, the Chronbach 
α values for the scales were ≥0.70, except for ‘Reassur-
ance about not having LC’ and ‘Relaxed/calm’, which 
demonstrated Chronbach α values of 0.62 and 0.67, 
respectively.

Baseline data
Data from SCAPIS that might have an influence on the 
study outcomes were included in the current study as 
follows. Demographics (gender, country of origin); socio-
economic variables (education, accommodation, marital 
status and economic status); smoking habits; status of 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, asthma, tubercu-
losis and other pulmonary diseases; cancer history and 
first- degree relatives who contracted or died of LC. The 
data were collected in SCAPIS through a questionnaire 
at entry into the trial.22 We also recorded the age at entry 
into our study, follow- up data (online supplemental table 
2) and the date of LDCT conducted in SCAPIS.

Data collection
Baseline data were acquired from SCAPIS. We mailed 
invitations to participate in our study in June 2019, and 
a reminder was sent in September. The invitations were 
sent simultaneously to all eligible people in both groups. 
They included information about our study, a consent 
form, RAND-36 and COS questionnaires and a stamped 
reply envelope. Both groups responded to the same ques-
tionnaires on one single occasion.

Statistical analysis
Questionnaire data were entered into an SPSS IBM V.25 
spreadsheet, and we performed a quality control anal-
ysis of the data file. Missing responses were randomly 
distributed and ≤5%, so no imputation of the scores was 
applied. The reliability of questionnaire data (ie, the 
Cronbach α) was investigated. It is recommended that a 
Chronbach α should be ≥0.70,28 with it being a rule of 
thumb that this is sufficient for group- level measurements 
in research. Baseline data were included in the file and 
the independent Student’s t- test and Fisher’s exact test 
were applied to evaluate between- group differences at 
baseline and differences between the participants and 
non- participants. Between- group differences in RAND-36 
scale responses were analysed with the Mann- Whitney 
U test. Total COS scores were dichotomised as 0 for 
not experiencing or >0 for experiencing psychosocial 
consequences due to thoughts of LC. Univariate logistic 
regression was performed to investigate the odds of expe-
riencing psychosocial consequences based on group 
affiliation. Two- tailed p values ≤0.05 were considered 
significant.

RESULTS
The study included 1604 participants who provided 
signed, informed consent to participate, including 844 
(52.6%) men and 760 (47.4%) women. Participants were 
between 51 and 70 years old (mean: 61.0 years, SD 4.56). 
The first LDCT in SCAPIS was performed an average of 
3.1 (SD 1.2) and 3.2 (SD 1.2) years prior to study entry, 
for the surveillance and control groups, respectively.

Characteristics of baseline data
The surveillance group (n=632, 66.3%) and control 
group (n=972, 51.5%) had similar baseline characteristics 
(table 1), except for age (p<0.001), despite the similarity 
in mean ages (mean (SD): surveillance group: 58.5 years 
(4.3) vs control group: 57.5 years (4.4)).

The analysis of baseline data for non- participants is 
presented in table 1. Most variables were not significantly 
different between participants and non- participants 
in both the surveillance and control groups. Individ-
uals from a country other than Sweden were less repre-
sented in the study (p<0.001). The groups also showed 
significant differences in some socioeconomic variables, 
including difficulty in meeting expenses over the previous 
12 months (p<0.001), accommodations (p<0.001) and 
marital status (p=0.023). Rented accommodations were 
less common among participants than among non- 
participants (table 1). Additionally, fewer participants 
were single, widowed or separated, compared with non- 
participants (table 1).

HRQoL
The RAND-36 questionnaire data demonstrated no differ-
ences in HRQoL between the surveillance and control 
groups, except for ‘Social functioning’ (extent of social limita-
tions) (p=0.032) and ‘Role functioning’ (extent of limitations 
at work and other activities) (p=0.029) (table 2). However, 
the medians (IQR) were equivalent between groups for 
both ‘Social functioning’ (surveillance: 100 (78.13–100) and 
control: 100 (75–100)) and ‘Role functioning’ (surveillance 
and control: 100 (100–100)).

Psychosocial consequences
Psychosocial consequences, measured with the COS ques-
tionnaire, are presented in table 3. The OR of experiencing 
‘Sense of dejection’ was higher in the surveillance group 
(n=161, 26.3%) than in the control group (n=190, 20.9%); 
OR 1.35 (p=0.015). Additionally, the surveillance group 
was more likely to have thoughts about ‘Existential values’ 
(n=234, 38.1%) than the control group (n=292, 32.2%); OR 
1.30 (p=0.018). ‘Anxiety about LC’ was at least three times 
higher in the surveillance group (n=52, 15.9%) than in the 
control group (n=22, 4.5%); OR 3.96 (p<0.001).

DISCUSSION
This multicentre study demonstrated that surveillance 
of indeterminate pulmonary nodules after one round of 
screening did not significantly impact HRQoL. However, 
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we did observe psychosocial consequences due to 
concerns about LC, including a sense of dejection and 
thoughts about existential values. In addition, anxiety 

about LC was at least three times higher among individ-
uals who required surveillance compared with matched 
controls.

Table 1 Characteristics of the study sample and non- participants

Baseline data
Surveillance group
(n=632)

Control group
(n=972)

Total participants
(n=1604)

Non- participants
(n=1235)

Demographic variables

Gender

  Male 331 (52.4) 513 (52.8) 844 (52.6) 653 (52.9)

  Female 301 (47.6) 459 (47.2) 760 (47.4) 582 (47.1)

Age, years; mean (SD)

  Male 58.4 (4.3) 57.5 (4.5) 57.8 (4.4) 57.0 (4.3)

  Female 58.6 (4.3) 57.5 (4.4) 57.9 (4.4) 57.1 (4.3)

Country of origin*

  Sweden 531 (85.8) 836 (87.3) 1367 (86.7) 956 (80.0)

  Other country 88 (14.2) 122 (12.7) 210 (13.3) 239 (20.0)

Socioeconomic variables

  Education†

  Secondary school/college/higher education 551 (89.3) 883 (92.2) 1434 (91.0) 1064 (89.2)

  Compulsory school/no school 66 (10.7) 75 (7.8) 141 (9.0) 129 (10.8)

Can raise 20 000 kronor in 1 week, when needed‡§

  No 40 (6.5) 52 (5.5) 92 (5.9) 91 (7.8)

  Yes 573 (93.5) 897 (94.5) 1470 (94.1) 1069 (92.2)

Difficulties in meeting expenses in the last 12 months¶**

  No 589 (95.5) 923 (96.5) 1512 (96.1) 1103 (93.2)

  Yes 28 (4.5) 33 (3.5) 61 (3.9) 81 (6.8)

Accommodation††

  Own a house or apartment 480 (77.5) 744 (77.7) 1224 (77.6) 844 (70.7)

  Rent/other accommodation 139 (22.5) 214 (22.3) 353 (22.4) 350 (29.3)

Marital status‡‡

  Single/widowed/separated 151 (24.4) 229 (24.0) 380 (24.1) 334 (28.0)

  Married/cohabitant 467 (75.6) 727 (76.0) 1194 (75.9) 858 (72.0)

Smoking habits, pulmonary status, cancer history

Smoking§§

  Non- smoker 301 (49.3) 483 (50.9) 784 (50.3) 583 (49.2)

  Smoker/former smoker 310 (50.7) 465 (49.1) 775 (49.7) 601 (50.8)

COPD chronic bronchitis/emphysema¶¶ 10 (1.6) 12 (1.3) 22 (1.4) 15 (1.3)

Asthma¶¶ 36 (5.9) 63 (6.7) 99 (6.4) 104 (8.9)

TB¶¶ 1 (0.2) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.1) 5 (0.4)

Other pulmonary disease¶¶ 11 (1.8) 13 (1.4) 24 (1.5) 15 (1.3)

Cancer history¶¶*** 29 (4.7) 53 (5.6) 82 (5.3) 53 (4.5)

First- degree relatives with primary LC†††‡‡‡ 49 (8.2) 68 (7.3) 117 (7.6) 81 (7.1)

Years between first LDCT in SCAPIS and entry to the 
current study, mean (SD) range

3.1 (1.2)
0.6–5.5

3.2 (1.2)
0.7–5.5

Data are given as n (%), unless otherwise noted.
Missing data in a total of participants/non- participants: *27/40, †29/42, ‡42/75.
§If you were suddenly confronted with a situation where you must raise 20 000 kronor within a week, would you be able to do so?.
¶31/51.
**During the past 12 months, have you had any difficulties in meeting your current expenses for food, rent, bills etc.?.
††27/41.
‡‡30/43.
§§45/51.
¶¶46/60.
***Individuals with an LC history who were not included in the current study.
†††69/88.
‡‡‡Have your father, mother or siblings contracted or died of LC?.
COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; LC, lung cancer; LDCT, low- dose CT; SCAPIS, Swedish CArdioPulmonary bioImage Study; TB, tuberculosis.
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Our findings that surveillance of pulmonary nodules 
had no effect on HRQoL are consistent with the findings 
of other studies. Indeed, the NELSON trial found that 
participants with inconclusive lung LDCT screens expe-
rienced lower HRQoL, compared with individuals with 
negative LDCT screens, but the effects did not persist 
over the long term.17 18 Also, the NLST showed no nega-
tive effects on HRQoL at either a 1- month or 6- month 
follow- up after a false- positive LDCT screen.19 A poten-
tial explanation for these findings could be that exten-
sive information was provided at entry into the study.19 In 

support of that argument, the participants in our study 
were informed about the SCAPIS study procedure and the 
potential risk of detecting pulmonary nodules.23 On the 
other hand, an investigation of how SCAPIS participants 
perceived the cardiovascular risk information showed 
that they found the information difficult to understand.29

The present study showed that surveillance of indeter-
minate pulmonary nodules was associated with a sense of 
dejection due to thoughts about LC and anxiety about LC. 
In the context of cancer screening, a sense of dejection 
reflects feelings like sadness, worry, uneasiness, depres-
sion and a reduced ability to cope due to thoughts about 
LC. Anxiety about LC reflects a feeling of doubt about the 
negative tests and anxiety about having LC.13 To the best 
of our knowledge, these findings have not been shown 
in previous studies after participants completed surveil-
lance. However, findings of LC anxiety were observed 
during follow- up of pulmonary nodules. For example, the 
UKLS and PLUSS studies observed increased cancer fear 
and anxiety among participants who required a follow- up 
CT, compared with those with negative screens.10 11 Addi-
tionally, the Danish LC screening trial demonstrated that 
psychosocial consequences occurred at 1 week and 1 
month after tomography among participants with false- 
positive scans, but no significant long- term consequences 
were observed.12 These results were similar to the expe-
riences of psychosocial consequences observed among 
people having LC.12 We also investigated the conse-
quences of surveillance in terms of thoughts about exis-
tential values, which emerged in more than a third of the 
participants who required follow- up. In- depth interviews 
with participants in the surveillance group might provide 
clues to a comprehensive understanding of those experi-
ences; this study is planned for a future publication. The 
Danish LC screening trial, in which participants under-
went five annual rounds of lung CT scans, showed that 
participation in screening per se introduced psychosocial 
consequences.30 Between the first and second screening 

Table 2 Impact of surveillance on HRQoL

RAND36* Surveillance group (n=632) Control group (n=972) P value†

PF 95/80–100 95/85–100 0.147

RP 100/100–100 100/75–100 0.697

BP 90/67.50–100 90/67.50–100 0.780

GH 75/60–85 75/65–85 0.060

VT 75/60–85 75/55–85 0.458

SF 100/78.13–100 100/75–100 0.032

RE 100/100–100 100/100–100 0.029

MH 84/75.25–92 84/72–92 0.180

Data are given as the median/q1-3 (IQR) unless otherwise noted.
The number of responses for these scales ranged from 1591 to 1602.
*RAND36, generic questionnaire for measuring HRQoL.
†Mann- Whitney U test.
BP, body pain; GH, general health; HRQoL, Health- Related Quality of Life; MH, emotional well- being (mental health); PF, physical functioning; 
RE, role functioning/emotional; RP, role functioning/physical; SF, social functioning; VT, energy/fatigue (vitality).

Table 3 Consequences of Screening questionnaire results 
showing the odds of psychosocial consequences

Psychosocial 
consequences Odds ratio (95% CI) P value

Sense of dejection 1.35 (1.06 to 1.72) 0.015

Anxiety 1.22 (0.97 to 1.54) 0.087

Behavioural 1.21 (0.95 to 1.54) 0.119

Sleep 1.17 (0.93 to 1.45) 0.189

Existential values 1.30 (1.04 to 1.60) 0.018

Social relations 1.13 (0.73 to 1.75) 0.593

Relaxed/calm 1.10 (0.85 to 1.40) 0.483

Impulsivity 1.23 (0.95 to 1.68) 0.111

Empathy 1.03 (0.81 to 1.30) 0.828

Anxiety about LC* 3.96 (2.35 to 6.66) <0.001

Reassurance about LC 1.07 (0.86 to 1.32) 0.551

Univariate logistic regressions for each scale (dependent variable) 
were dichotomised as: no psychosocial consequences, when the 
total score was=0, or psychosocial consequences, when the total 
score was >0.
The number of responses for these scales ranged from 1518 to 
1523.
*n=812 after recoding.
LC, lung cancer.
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rounds, it observed increases in psychosocial conse-
quences, including a sense of dejection and anxiety, and 
the increases persisted throughout the study.30 However, 
the participants who underwent CT screening experi-
enced less severe psychosocial consequences compared 
with controls (no CT). That result might be explained 
by the fact that the study sample had negative CT scans.

Strengths and limitations of the study
The main strength of our study was that the sample was 
a population- based cohort, and we found no differences 
in baseline data, except for age, between participants 
who underwent surveillance and the matched controls. 
However, the mean and SD values for age were similar 
between the groups; thus, it was reasonable to conclude 
that the age difference detected was due to a sample size 
effect. Nevertheless, our results were limited to a rather 
narrow age group: 51–70 years. Another limitation was 
that participants from a country other than Sweden, 
those who lived alone and those with low economic status, 
tended not to participate in the study. This type of selec-
tion bias was also observed in previous studies that inves-
tigated how LDCT screening for LC impacted HRQoL 
and psychological consequences.10 11 19 In addition, the 
SCAPIS pilot trial also showed lower participation rates 
among individuals from areas of low socioeconomic 
status; one reason for non- participation in those areas was 
difficulty in communicating in Swedish.31 On the other 
hand, our analysis of non- participant data demonstrated 
no other selection bias, which indicated that, except for 
the variables mentioned, the study sample was represen-
tative of the population.

Another potential limitation was that some SCAPIS 
participants had cardiovascular findings that might have 
influenced their well- being and, thus, could have affected 
the outcome of our study. On the other hand, it might 
be anticipated that participants in both study groups had 
equivalent frequency of cardiovascular diseases. However, 
due to ethical considerations, we chose not to collect 
those data, aware that this choice could potentially limit 
the interpretation of our results. Nevertheless, it should 
be noted that the COS questions about psychosocial 
consequences were explicitly related to thoughts of LC 
and lung surveillance.

SCAPIS aimed to investigate predictors of cardiovas-
cular disease and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; 
thus, it was not a study on LC screening effects. Never-
theless, the context of lung LDCT screening in a large 
population provided a good basis for studying the effects 
of one round of screening and the surveillance of inde-
terminate pulmonary nodules that mostly led to false- 
positive LDCT scans.8 9 Previous studies investigated the 
longitudinal development of HRQoL and psychosocial 
consequences during surveillance.10 12 18–20 In contrast, 
our intention was to investigate the risk of potential 
side effects after the surveillance was complete among 
participants without an LC diagnosis. Accordingly, we 
studied individuals who did not necessarily benefit from 

screening.32 Further research might investigate potential 
predictors of a low capability to cope with surveillance 
such as sociodemographic characteristics or surveillance 
procedures. Furthermore, studies are needed to inves-
tigate the psychosocial well- being of individuals with 
screening- detected pulmonary nodules but who are not 
referred to a surveillance programme due to the small 
size of the nodules, but when the nodules are detected, 
it presumably influences the well- being of the individual. 
These studies could lead to providing tailored preventive 
information throughout the surveillance programme.

CONCLUSION
This study, conducted in a Swedish population, contrib-
uted to existing knowledge based on international studies 
about the effects of lung LDCT screening on the risks of 
psychosocial consequences. The study results showed 
that surveillance of the lungs with LDCT contributed to 
significant experiences of a sense of dejection, anxiety 
about LC and development of thoughts about existen-
tial values among participants in the surveillance group 
compared with the controls, despite the negative result 
of the surveillance. However, no effects on HRQoL 
were observed. When introducing an LC screening 
programme, screening side effects should be kept in 
mind. We advise providing screening candidates with 
objective information on the pros and cons of screening 
to promote an informed decision about attendance. Such 
information would support sound awareness of the poten-
tial effects of screening while respecting the autonomy of 
the individual.

Author affiliations
1Department of Medical Imaging and Physiology, Skåne University Hospital, Malmö, 
Sweden
2Department of Radiology, Sahlgrenska University Hospital, Gothenburg, Sweden
3Department of Radiation Sciences, Radiology, Umeå University, Umeå, Sweden
4Heart and Vascular Theme, Department of Cardiology, Karolinska University 
Hospital, Stockholm, Sweden
5Department of Clinical Sciences, Department of Internal Medicine, Lund University, 
Skåne University Hospital, Malmö, Sweden
6Department of Health, Medicine and Caring Sciences, Division of Diagnostics and 
Specialist Medicine, Department of Cardiology, Linköping University, University 
Hospital, Linköping, Sweden
7Department of Translational Medicine, Lund University, Malmö, Sweden

Acknowledgements The authors would like to express their gratitude to Charlotta 
Aghed, Magnus Persson, Per- Olof Iwars, Charlotte Bjarehed, Clark Olsson, Marina 
Björk, Christel Andersson and Maria Lindberg at the Department of Medical Imaging 
and Physiology, Skåne University Hospital Malmö and Lund, and Cecilia Kennbäck 
and Pavel Gagol at the Clinical Research Unit, Skåne University Hospital in Malmö, 
for their efforts to manage the questionnaires; Gunnar Engström at the Clinical 
Research Unit, Skåne University Hospital in Malmö for valuable comments about 
the application to the Swedish Regional Ethical Review Board; Anna Åkesson at 
Clinical Studies Sweden—Forum South, Skåne University Hospital Lund for valuable 
comments about statistical analyses; Jenny Sjögren at the Department of Medical 
Imaging and Physiology, Skåne University Hospital Malmö for support in terms of 
research time; and the SCAPIS research group, in particular Anna Frick and Martin 
Brandhagen, for their effort in delivering the data from SCAPIS. The main funding 
body of the Swedish CArdioPulmonary bioImage Study (SCAPIS) is the Swedish 
Heart- Lung Foundation. SCAPIS is also funded by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg 
Foundation, the Swedish Research Council and VINNOVA (Sweden’s innovation 

P
rotected by copyright.

 on O
ctober 25, 2021 at Linkopings U

niversitets B
ibliotek.

http://bm
jopen.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J O
pen: first published as 10.1136/bm

jopen-2021-048721 on 17 S
eptem

ber 2021. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


8 Andersson E, et al. BMJ Open 2021;11:e048721. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2021-048721

Open access 

agency), the University of Gothenburg and Sahlgrenska University Hospital, 
Karolinska Institutet and Stockholm County Council, Linköping University and 
University Hospital, Lund University and Skåne University Hospital, Umeå University 
and University Hospital and Uppsala University and University Hospital.

Contributors AB provided the study design and supervised the study. AB 
contributed to the data acquisition, performed data analysis and interpretation 
and supervised revision of the manuscript. EA conducted the study, performed the 
data acquisition, data analysis and interpretation and completed the writing of the 
manuscript. YDY, MJ, ML, MM, MP and ES contributed to the data acquisition and 
interpretation of the results and critically reviewed the draft manuscript. All authors 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding The work was supported by Allmänna Sjukhusets i Malmö stiftelse för 
bekämpande av cancer, grant number not applicable, Skåne University Hospital in 
cooperation with Swedbank AB, grant number not applicable, and, the Department 
of Medical Imaging and Physiology Skåne University Hospital in Malmö, grant 
number not applicable.

Competing interests None declared.

Patient consent for publication Not applicable.

Ethics approval The study was approved by the Swedish Regional Ethical Review 
Board in Lund, number 2018/767, 2019-01202.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Data are available upon reasonable request. Data 
may be obtained from a third party and are not publicly available. All data relevant 
to the study are included in the article or uploaded as supplementary information.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use 
is non- commercial. See: http:// creativecommons. org/ licenses/ by- nc/ 4. 0/.

ORCID iDs
Eva Swahn http:// orcid. org/ 0000- 0002- 2608- 2062
Anetta Bolejko http:// orcid. org/ 0000- 0002- 2963- 1119

REFERENCES
 1 Bray F, Ferlay J, Soerjomataram I, et al. Global cancer statistics 

2018: GLOBOCAN estimates of incidence and mortality worldwide 
for 36 cancers in 185 countries. CA Cancer J Clin 2018;68:394–424.

 2 Nationella lungcancer register (NLCR). Interaktiv rapport från 
Nationella lungcancerregistret, 2019. Available: https:// statistik. 
incanet. se/ Lunga/ [Accessed 27 Apr 2020].

 3 Socialstyrelsen. Nationella riktlinjer för lungcancervård 2011 - stöd 
för styrning och ledning. Report no. 2011-3-2. Västerås: Edita Västra 
Aros, 2011. https://www. socialstyrelsen. se/ globalassets/ sharepoint- 
dokument/ artikelkatalog/ nationella- riktlinjer/ 2011- 3- 2. pdf

 4 Usman Ali M, Miller J, Peirson L, et al. Screening for lung cancer: a 
systematic review and meta- analysis. Prev Med 2016;89:301–14.

 5 Juth N, Munthe C. The ethics of screening in health care and 
medicine: serving Society or serving the patient? New York: Springer, 
2011: 6–11.

 6 Naidich DP, Bankier AA, MacMahon H, et al. Recommendations for 
the management of subsolid pulmonary nodules detected at CT: a 
statement from the Fleischner Society. Radiology 2013;266:304–17.

 7 Regionala cancercentrum i samverkan. Lungcancer. Nationellt 
vårdprogram för lungcancer. Uppsala Örebro: Regionalt 
cancercentrum, 2020June. https:// kunskapsbanken. cancercentrum. 
se/ globalassets/ cancerdiagnoser/ lunga- och- lungsack/ vardprogram/ 
nationellt- vardprogram- lungcancer. pdf

 8 de Koning HJ, van der Aalst CM, de Jong PA, et al. Reduced lung- 
cancer mortality with volume CT screening in a randomized trial. N 
Engl J Med 2020;382:503–13.

 9 National Lung Screening Trial Research Team, Aberle DR, Adams 
AM, et al. Reduced lung- cancer mortality with low- dose computed 
tomographic screening. N Engl J Med 2011;365:395–409.

 10 Brain K, Lifford KJ, Carter B, et al. Long- Term psychosocial 
outcomes of low- dose CT screening: results of the UK lung cancer 
screening randomised controlled trial. Thorax 2016;71:996–1005.

 11 Byrne MM, Weissfeld J, Roberts MS. Anxiety, fear of cancer, and 
perceived risk of cancer following lung cancer screening. Med Decis 
Making 2008;28:917–25.

 12 Rasmussen JF, Siersma V, Malmqvist J, et al. Psychosocial 
consequences of false positives in the Danish lung cancer CT 
screening trial: a nested matched cohort study. BMJ Open 
2020;10:e034682.

 13 Brodersen J, Thorsen H, Kreiner S. Consequences of screening in 
lung cancer: development and dimensionality of a questionnaire. 
Value Health 2010;13:601–12.

 14 Molizahn AE, Low G, Plummer M. Quality of life in relation to stress 
and coping. In: Rice VH, ed. Handbook of stress, coping and health 
implication for nursing research, theory, and practice. 2nd ed.. 
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, 2012: 423–39.

 15 No authors listed. Constitution of the world Health organization. Am 
J Public Health Nations Health 1946;36:1315–23.

 16 World Health Organization. Whoqol: measuring quality of life. 
Available: https://www. who. int/ healthinfo/ survey/ whoqol- qualityoflife/ 
en/ [Accessed 05 Apr 2020].

 17 van den Bergh KAM, Essink- Bot ML, Borsboom GJJM, et al. Short- 
Term health- related quality of life consequences in a lung cancer CT 
screening trial (NELSON). Br J Cancer 2010;102:27–34.

 18 van den Bergh KAM, Essink- Bot ML, Borsboom GJJM, et al. 
Long- Term effects of lung cancer computed tomography screening 
on health- related quality of life: the Nelson trial. Eur Respir J 
2011;38:154–61.

 19 Gareen IF, Duan F, Greco EM, et al. Impact of lung cancer screening 
results on participant health‐related quality of life and state anxiety in 
the National lung screening trial. Cancer 2014;120:3401–9.

 20 Taghizadeh N, Tremblay A, Cressman S, et al. Health- related quality 
of life and anxiety in the PAN- CAN lung cancer screening cohort. 
BMJ Open 2019;9:e024719.

 21 Bolejko A, Hagell P, Wann- Hansson C, et al. Prevalence, long- 
term development, and predictors of psychosocial consequences 
of false- positive mammography among women attending 
population- based screening. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 
2015;24:1388–97.

 22 Bergström G, Berglund G, Blomberg A, et al. The Swedish 
cardiopulmonary BioImage study: objectives and design. J Intern 
Med 2015;278:645–59.

 23 Å J, Angerås O, Blomberg A. Incidental findings and their handling 
in the Swedish CArdioPulmonary bioImage Study (SCAPIS). In: 
Weckbach S, ed. Incidental radiological findings. Medical radiology. 
Switzerland: Springer, 2017: 91–101.

 24 Register Centrum SydOst. Manual Svenska RAND-36, 2016. 
Available: http:// rcso. se/? s= RAND- 36 [Accessed 28 Jan 2019].

 25 Orwelius L, Nilsson M, Nilsson E, et al. The Swedish RAND-36 
Health Survey - reliability and responsiveness assessed in patient 
populations using Svensson’s method for paired ordinal data. J 
Patient Rep Outcomes 2018;2:4.

 26 Brodersen J, Thorsen H, Kreiner S. Validation of a condition- specific 
measure for women having an abnormal screening mammography. 
Value Health 2007;10:294–304.

 27 Bolejko A, Brodersen J, Zackrisson S, et al. Psychometric properties 
of a Swedish version of the Consequences of Screening - Breast 
Cancer questionnaire. J Adv Nurs 2014;70:2373–88.

 28 Hobart J, Cano S. Improving the evaluation of therapeutic 
interventions in multiple sclerosis: the role of new psychometric 
methods. Health Technol Assess 2009;13:1–177.

 29 Grauman Å, Hansson M, James S, et al. Exploring research 
participants' perceptions of cardiovascular risk information- 
Room for improvement and empowerment. Patient Educ Couns 
2019;102:1528–34.

 30 Rasmussen JF, Siersma V, Pedersen JH, et al. Psychosocial 
consequences in the Danish randomised controlled lung cancer 
screening trial (DLCST). Lung Cancer 2015;87:65–72.

 31 Björk J, Strömberg U, Rosengren A, et al. Predicting participation 
in the population- based Swedish cardiopulmonary bio- image study 
(SCAPIS) using register data. Scand J Public Health 2017;45:45–9.

 32 Moynihan R, Doust J, Henry D. Preventing overdiagnosis: how to 
stop harming the healthy. BMJ2012;344:e3502.

P
rotected by copyright.

 on O
ctober 25, 2021 at Linkopings U

niversitets B
ibliotek.

http://bm
jopen.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J O
pen: first published as 10.1136/bm

jopen-2021-048721 on 17 S
eptem

ber 2021. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2608-2062
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2963-1119
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492
https://statistik.incanet.se/Lunga/
https://statistik.incanet.se/Lunga/
https://www.socialstyrelsen.se/globalassets/sharepoint-dokument/artikelkatalog/nationella-riktlinjer/2011-3-2.pdf
https://www.socialstyrelsen.se/globalassets/sharepoint-dokument/artikelkatalog/nationella-riktlinjer/2011-3-2.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2016.04.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.12120628
https://kunskapsbanken.cancercentrum.se/globalassets/cancerdiagnoser/lunga-och-lungsack/vardprogram/nationellt-vardprogram-lungcancer.pdf
https://kunskapsbanken.cancercentrum.se/globalassets/cancerdiagnoser/lunga-och-lungsack/vardprogram/nationellt-vardprogram-lungcancer.pdf
https://kunskapsbanken.cancercentrum.se/globalassets/cancerdiagnoser/lunga-och-lungsack/vardprogram/nationellt-vardprogram-lungcancer.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1911793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1911793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1102873
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/thoraxjnl-2016-208283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272989X08322013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272989X08322013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-034682
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1524-4733.2010.00697.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.36.11.1315
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.36.11.1315
https://www.who.int/healthinfo/survey/whoqol-qualityoflife/en/
https://www.who.int/healthinfo/survey/whoqol-qualityoflife/en/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6605459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1183/09031936.00123410
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.28833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-024719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-15-0060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joim.12384
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joim.12384
http://rcso.se/?s=RAND-36
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s41687-018-0030-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s41687-018-0030-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1524-4733.2007.00184.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jan.12385
http://dx.doi.org/10.3310/hta13120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2019.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lungcan.2014.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1403494817702326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.e3502
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/

	Surveillance of indeterminate pulmonary nodules detected with CT in a Swedish population-based study (SCAPIS): psychosocial consequences and impact on health-related quality of life—a multicentre prospective cross-sectional study
	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	Methods
	Sample
	Questionnaires and baseline data
	RAND-36
	Consequences of Screening
	Baseline data

	Data collection
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Characteristics of baseline data
	HRQoL
	Psychosocial consequences

	Discussion
	Strengths and limitations of the study

	Conclusion
	References


