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Abstract

Background: Lung cancer has a commonly understood behavioral etiology. Thus, lung cancer patients
are often blamed for their illness and may seek to avoid this blame by concealing their diagnosis from
others. This study sought to determine the prevalence of concealment and identify demographic, clin-
ical, and psychosocial correlates of concealment among lung cancer patients.

Methods: A sample of 117 lung cancer patients receiving chemotherapy for non-small cell or small
cell lung cancer was recruited and completed self-report demographic questionnaires, a measure of
diagnosis concealment designed and pilot tested for this study, and standard measures of psychosocial
variables. Clinical factors were assessed via a medical chart review.

Results: Thirty participants (26 %) reported concealing their diagnosis in the previous month, most
frequently from casual friends and close friends. Reported reasons for concealment largely reflected
concern for others. Univariate analyses indicated that those who concealed their lung cancer diagnosis
reported more internalized shame related to their illness and use of positive reappraisal as a coping
strategy (ps <0.02). In addition, those who concealed were more likely to have used alcohol in the pre-
vious month and have a more recent recurrence, among those who had a recurrence (ps<0.04). Mul-
tivariate analyses indicated that internalized shame and use of positive reappraisal accounted for
significant unique variance in concealment above and beyond that accounted for by use of alcohol

(ps <0.05).
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Conclusions: Future research should aim to replicate and extend these findings with longitudinal de-
signs to elucidate the directionality of the associations observed in this study.
Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Background

Unlike many other forms of cancer, lung cancer is associ-
ated with a behavioral etiology, and individuals with lung
cancer often perceive that they are stigmatized for their
illness [1-3]. However, the extent to which patients con-
ceal stigmatizing diseases, such as lung cancer, remains
largely unstudied. The current study sought to identify
the prevalence and correlates of concealment of lung can-
cer diagnosis and to determine whether concealment is
associated with negative affect, behavior, and self-
evaluation.

Studies have shown that lung cancer patients are
more likely to be blamed for their illness than patients
with other cancers [4]. Moreover, lung cancer patients
blame themselves for their illness more than their
primary caregivers [5]. Thus, individuals with lung
cancer can be considered at higher risk of stigmatiza-
tion than individuals with many other forms of cancer
because of perceptions of blame. Moreover,
studies have shown that illness-related perceived
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stigma is associated with worse social support,
dyadic adjustment, depression, anxiety, and quality
of life [6-8].

Although the motivation to conceal one’s lung can-
cer diagnosis is widely understood, no published
quantitative studies have examined diagnosis conceal-
ment or its predictors among individuals with cancer.
Several qualitative studies have suggested that men
with cancer are particularly resistant to discussing or
disclosing their diagnosis, citing gender expectations
of them as being stoical men [9] or the need to protect
others [10] as a rationale for their concealment. Evi-
dence in non-cancer populations suggests that greater
introversion and trait social anxiety are associated
with greater tendencies to conceal personal character-
istics likely to be perceived as negative [11,12]. In
contrast, greater social support may have the opposite
effect. Among individuals with HIV, those who re-
ported greater social support were less likely to con-
ceal their serostatus, and among those who disclosed
their diagnosis, the desire for support was the most
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often endorsed reason for disclosure [13]. Together,
these findings suggest that men, more introverted pa-
tients, those with greater social anxiety, those with
less social support, and those reporting less use of
seeking support may be more likely to conceal their
stigmatizing diagnoses.

In identifying potential consequences of concealment,
the cognitive—affective—behavioral model of concealable
stigma is instructive [14]. This model posits that con-
cealment of potentially stigmatizing conditions often
has negative self-evaluative, affective, and behavioral
consequences. Research in non-cancer populations sug-
gests that individuals who conceal a stigma come to ap-
praise the stigma as more shameful, view themselves
more negatively, and experience greater psychological
distress than those who disclose the stigma [14]. In ad-
dition, individuals concealing a stigma may become
more isolated in order to avoid the distress and cogni-
tive demands associated with concealing a stigma from
others.

Data from non-cancer populations support this con-
ceptual model. For example, in one study, college stu-
dents who reported characteristics that might be
considered concealable and stigmatizing reported greater
anxiety and depression as well as lower self-esteem than
students with potentially stigmatizing characteristics that
are less concealable [15]. Another study found that in
pregnant women who were planning to have an elective
abortion, secrecy regarding the abortion at baseline was
associated with greater distress 2 years later; this associ-
ation was mediated by intrusive thoughts and suppres-
sion of thoughts about their abortion [16]. These
findings suggest that concealment of a lung cancer diag-
nosis may be associated with negative affective implica-
tions and are consistent with current theoretical
understanding of the consequences of concealing a con-
cealable stigma [14].

Given the stigmatizing nature of lung cancer and the
lack of data on lung cancer concealment, the present
study sought to examine the prevalence as well as de-
mographic, clinical, and psychosocial correlates of diag-
nosis concealment among lung cancer patients. We
anticipated that a subset of participants would report
concealing their lung cancer diagnosis in the previous
month. We also expected that most of those who
concealed would endorse concealing their diagnosis for
fear of negative consequences, such as stigmatization.
Demographic, clinical, and psychosocial correlates were
examined for their associations with concealment. We
hypothesized that diagnosis concealment would be asso-
ciated with male gender, greater introversion, greater so-
cial anxiety, less social support, and less use of seeking
support as a coping strategy, as well as greater anxiety,
depression, cancer-specific distress, and perceived
stigma.

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Methods

Participant eligibility and recruitment

Eligible patients for this study were (a) receiving chemo-
therapy and/or radiotherapy for treatment of non-small
cell lung cancer (NSCLC) or small cell lung cancer
(SCLC), (b) free of any history of other cancers with the
exception of non-melanoma skin cancers, (c) >18 years
of age, (d) able to read English, and (e) able to provide in-
formed consent. With institutional review board approval,
patients were recruited between February and December
2012. Patients were approached by study staff at a routine
outpatient visit or via mail for those not scheduled for a
routine outpatient visit within the 3 weeks after they were
identified as potentially eligible. All patients completed
assessments at this time; participants were not
compensated for their study participation.

Measures

Demographics and background information were col-
lected using a self-report form assessing age, sex, race,
ethnicity, education, income, marital status, and smoking
history, which was used to classify participants as never
smokers (<100 cigarettes in lifetime), former smokers,
or current smokers.

A review of patients’ medical records assessed the fol-
lowing: date of lung cancer diagnosis, disease stage, dis-
ease type (small cell vs. non-small cell), previous lung
cancer treatment, and Eastern Cooperative Oncology
Group performance status (a measure of overall well-
being) [17].

Diagnosis concealment was assessed with a brief self-
report measure that was designed and pilot tested for this
study. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they
had chosen to conceal their lung cancer diagnosis (yes/no)
from anyone within certain specified groups (i.e., family,
friends, and coworkers) within the previous month. Those
who indicated they had chosen to conceal their lung
cancer diagnosis were asked to indicate their reason(s) for
concealing by choosing from a specified list of reasons
derived from pilot testing of this questionnaire.

Coping strategies were assessed using the Coping Re-
sponses Inventory (CRI; [18]), a 48-item instrument that
assesses specific coping responses to their cancer and
treatment for cancer via eight subscales. Four subscales
assess approach coping styles: seeking guidance and sup-
port (attempting to seek support from others), problem
solving (taking action to deal with the problem), logical
analysis (attempting to understand and prepare for the
problem), and positive reappraisal (attempting to construe
the problem in a positive way). Four subscales assess
avoidant coping styles: seeking alternative rewards
(engaging in alternative sources of satisfaction), emotional
discharge (reducing tension by expressing negative
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feelings), cognitive avoidance (avoiding thinking realisti-
cally about the problem), and acceptance or resignation
(reacting to the problem by accepting it). Higher scores in-
dicate greater use of each coping style. The eight sub-
scales of the CRI have demonstrated validity and
reliability in cancer patients [18,19]. Internal consistency
reliability for this scale ranged from 0.44 to 0.70 in the
current sample.

Extroversion was assessed using the 12-item extrover-
sion subscale of the Neuroticism—Extraversion—Openness
Five-factor Inventory [20]. Higher scores indicate more
extroversion. Sample items include ‘I like to have a lot
of people around me’ and ‘I really enjoy talking to peo-
ple’. The Neuroticism—Extraversion-Openness Five-
factor Inventory has demonstrated acceptable reliability
and validity in the general population as well as in individ-
uals with cancer [20,21] and demonstrated an internal con-
sistency reliability in the current sample of 0.79.

Trait social anxiety and social avoidance were assessed
using the Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale [22], a 24-item
measure that asks respondents to rate the fear/anxiety they
experience during certain social situations (e.g., speaking
up at a meeting). Respondents are then asked to indicate
the degree to which they would avoid these social interac-
tions. The trait social anxiety and social avoidance sub-
scales are coded such that higher scores indicate greater
social anxiety and avoidance. Both subscales have demon-
strated acceptable reliability and validity [22,23] and dem-
onstrated an internal consistency reliability in the current
sample of 0.89-0.92.

Social support was assessed using the Enhancing
Recovery in Coronary Heart Disease (ENRICHD) Social
Support Instrument [24], a five-item instrument designed
to assess emotional support. The ENRICHD Social Sup-
port Instrument has been shown to have acceptable reli-
ability and validity, and higher scores indicate greater
perceived social support [24]. Sample questions include
‘Is there someone available to give you good advice about
a problem?’ and ‘Is there someone available to you who
shows you love and affection?’ [24]. This scale has dem-
onstrated validity and reliability among medically ill pop-
ulations, including lung cancer patients [8,24,25]. Internal
consistency reliability in the current sample was 0.92.

Anxiety and depression were assessed using the Hospi-
tal Anxiety and Depression Scale [26]. Higher scores indi-
cate worse symptoms of anxiety and depression. This
scale has demonstrated acceptable validity and reliability,
has been used extensively in studies of patients with can-
cer [27,28], and demonstrated an internal consistency reli-
ability in the current sample of 0.78.

Cancer-specific distress was assessed using the 22-item
intrusion subscale of the Impact of Events Scale—Revised
[29]. Higher scores on this scale indicate worse cancer-
specific distress. Sample intrusion subscale items include
‘Other things kept making me think about it’ and ‘Pictures
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about it popped into my head’. Respondents were
instructed to rate items with regard to the diagnosis and
treatment of their lung cancer. This scale, which has dem-
onstrated acceptable reliability and validity, has been ex-
tensively used in the cancer population as a measure of
cancer-specific distress [29,30] and demonstrated an inter-
nal consistency reliability in the current sample of 0.87.

Self-esteem was assessed using the Rosenberg Self-
esteem Scale [31], a 10-item Likert-type scale. Higher
scores on this scale indicate greater self-esteem. This scale
has demonstrated adequate reliability and validity and has
been used with numerous populations, including individ-
uals with cancer [31,32]. Internal consistency reliability
in the current sample was 0.86.

Perceived lung cancer-related stigma was assessed using
the Social Impact Scale [33], a 24-item scale that measures
the extent to which individuals with an illness believe they
are experiencing social rejection, financial insecurity, in-
ternalized shame, and social isolation as a result of their ill-
ness. Social rejection refers to the feeling of being
discriminated against by others. Financial insecurity refers
to the financial consequences of one’s stigmatizing condi-
tion. Internalized shame assesses the degree to which indi-
viduals feel ashamed because of their stigmatizing
condition. Social isolation refers to the degree to which in-
dividuals feel that their stigmatizing condition causes them
to feel set apart from others. In addition to a total score, the
measure yields subscale scores for the four aspects of expe-
rienced stigma described earlier. Higher scores on the total
score and each subscale indicate greater perceived lung
cancer-related stigma. These four subscales have been
shown to have strong internal consistency [33]. The Social
Impact Scale has demonstrated validity and reliability
among cancer patients [8,33]. The internal consistency re-
liability in the current sample was 0.92.

Statistical analyses

The frequencies of participants who concealed from vari-
ous groups of people and the reported reasons for conceal-
ment were calculated. Diagnosis concealment was
dichotomized to compare individuals who did not conceal
their diagnosis from anyone in the previous month to
those who did conceal their diagnosis from anyone in
the previous month. Independent-samples #-tests and chi-
square tests were conducted to identify demographic and
clinical correlates of concealment. Effect sizes for differ-
ences between those who concealed and those who did
not conceal were calculated using Cohen’s d [34]. Univar-
iate logistic regression analyses were used to determine
the association between diagnosis concealment (categori-
cal dependent variable) and potential psychosocial corre-
lates of concealment. The Holm—Bonferroni correction
was used to control type I error rate in analyses of psycho-
social correlates of concealment [35]. In addition, a
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hierarchical logistic regression analysis examined whether
psychosocial factors accounted for unique variance in di-
agnosis concealment above and beyond that contributed
by associated demographic and clinical variables.

Results

Participants

Participant flow is shown in supplementary Figure 1. One
hundred ninety-six patients were approached for participa-
tion. A total of 157 (80%) signed consent. The patients
who agreed to participate in the study did not differ in

Assessed for eligibility
(n=1,447)

1777

terms of age, gender, or race from those who declined to
participate, ps>0.24. Four participants who agreed to par-
ticipate were found to be ineligible before consent, three
were found to be ineligible after consent, four withdrew
from the study, and 29 did not complete the study mea-
sures. Analyses are based on the 117 participants who
completed the study measures.

Participant demographic and clinical characteristics

Participants ranged in age from 36 to 85 years (Table 1).
The majority of the participants were high school gradu-
ates (70%), married (62%), White (82%), and previous

»  Ineligible for participation
(n=1,067)

Potentially eligible, but not

Approached for consent

»

approached (n = 184)

Refused to participate

> (n = 39)

Ineligible before consent

(n=196)
y
Consented
(n=153)

(n=4)

Ineligible after consent

A 4

(n=3)

Withdrew from study

A 4

(n=4)

.| Failed to complete measures

A 4

Completed study measures
(n=117)

Figure I. Participant flow chart
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Table I. Demographic and clinical characteristics of the sample (N=117)

B. D. Gonzalez et al.

Total sample (N=117)

Did conceal (n=30)

Did not conceal (n =87)

Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) P
Age, years 64.22 (9.66) 61.47 (9.93) 65.17 (9.40) 0.07
Pack-years of tobacco use® 42.52 (29.96) 46.48 (33.62) 40.22 (27.67) 0.39
Body mass index 2633 (5.19) 2579 (497) 26.52 (5.27) 051
Months since original diagnosis 20.56 (27.92) 22.03 (30.94) 20.05 (26.97) 0.74
Months since recurrence” 9.74 (9.53) 422 (273) 1250 (10.55) 003
Months since resection® 2646 (32.75) 31.17 (3451) 2420 (32.35) 0.55
Months since radiation® 1340 (21.70) 19.83 (36.35) 1137 (15.00) 024
Gender, n (%) 0.67
Male 58 (50) 17 (57) 41 (47)
Female 59 (50) 13 (43) 46 (53)
Education, n (%) 0.36
<High school graduate 35 (30) 7 (23) 28 (32)
>High school graduate 82 (70) 23 (77) 59 (68)
Race, n (%) 0.15
White 96 (82) 22 (73) 74 (85)
Non-white 21 (18) 8 (27) 13 (15)
Ethnicity, n (%) 0.45
Hispanic 5#) 2.(7) 303)
Non-Hispanic 112 (96) 28 (93) 84 (97)
Marital status, n (%) 0.90
Currently married 73 (62) 19 (63) 54 (62)
Not married 44 (38) I (37) 33 (38)
Total household income, n (%) 0.61
<$40,000 29 (25) 6 (20) 23 (27)
>$40,000 69 (59) 20 (67) 49 (56)
Declined to answer 19 (16) 4 (13) 15 (17)
Alcohol use in previous month, n (%) 0.04
No 69 (59) 13 (43) 56 (64)
Yes 48 (41) 17 (57) 31 (36)
Cigarette use, n (%) 0.24
Never 26 (22) 9 (30) 17 (20)
Previous and current 91 (78) 21 (70) 70 (80)
Type of lung cancer, n (%) 0.07
NSCLC 104 (89) 24 (80) 80 (92)
SCLC I3 (1) 6 (20) 7 (8)
NSCLC disease stage®, n (%) 091
=l 14 (12) 4(13) 10 (12)
Il 17 (15) 3 (10) 14 (16)
Y 73 (62) 17 (57) 56 (64)
SCLC disease stage, n (%) 091
Limited stage SCLC 2(2) I (3) ()
Extensive stage SCLC I ©) 5(17) 6 (7)
ECOG performance status, n (%) 0.39
0 23 (20) 9 (30) 14 (16)
\ 84 (72) 19 (63) 65 (75)
2-4 10 (8) 2(7) 8(9)
Taking antidepressants, n (%) 0.76
No 92 (79) 23 (77) 69 (79)
Yes 25 (21) 7 (23) 18 (21)
Taking sedative medication, n (%) 0.23
No 67 (57) 20 (67) 47 (54)
Yes 50 (43) 10 (33) 40 (46)
History of lung cancer recurrence, n (%) 0.30
No 90 (77) 21 (70) 69 (79)
Yes 27 (23) 9 (30) 18 (21)
History of resection, n (%) 0.25
No 80 (68) 18 (60) 62 (71)
Yes 37 (32) 12 (40) 25 (29)
(Continues)
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Table I. (Continued)
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Total sample (N=117)

Did conceal (n=30) Did not conceal (n =87)

Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) P
Treated with radiation, n (%) 094
Never 67 (57) 18 (60) 49 (56)
Finished radiation before consent 42 (36) 10 (33) 32 (37)
Receiving radiation when consented 8 (7) 2 (7) 6 (7)
Received chemotherapy, n (%) 0.56
Never Q) 0 (0) (1)
Receiving chemotherapy 116 (99) 30 (100) 86 (99)

SD, standard deviation; ECOG, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group; NSCLC, non-small cell lung cancer; SCLC, small cell lung cancer.

?Among only past smokers and current smokers (n=91).
bAmong only those with a recurrence (n = 27).

“Among only those with a resection (n = 37).

9Among only those with radiation (n = 50).

°Among only those with NSCLC (n = 104).

fAmong only those with SCLC (n = 13).

smokers or current smokers (78%). On average, partici-
pants were 20.56 months (standard deviation=27.92)
from their original lung cancer diagnosis. Twenty-seven
participants (23%) had a recurrence of their lung cancer,
37 (32%) had a surgical resection of this cancer, and 50
(43%) had been treated with radiation therapy.

Prevalence of and reasons for concealment

Thirty participants (26%) reported concealing in the previ-
ous month. Frequencies of concealment from various
groups, among those who reported concealing their diag-
nosis, and reasons for concealment are presented in

Table 2. Frequencies of concealment from various groups and
reasons for concealment for patients who reported concealment
(n=30)

Concealment from n (%) n (%) within category
Close family 5(17)
| didn't want to overburden them 2 (40)
| didn't want them to worry about me I (20)
Other I (20)
Missing I (20)
Other family 8 (27)
| didn't want them to worry about me 5(63)
| didn't want them to take pity on me 2 (25)
| didn't want to overburden them I (13)
Work supervisor 0 (0)
Coworker 4(13)
Other 3 (75)
| was concerned that they might judge me I (25)
Close friend 12 (40)
| didn't want them to worry about me 7 (58)
| didn't want them to take pity on me 3 (25)
| didn't want to overburden them I (8)
Other I (8)
Casual friend 20 (67)
Other 10 (53)
| didn't want them to take pity on me 6 (32)
| didn't want them to worry about me 2(11)
| didn't want to overburden them I (4)

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Table 2. Among those who concealed their diagnosis in
the month prior to study participation, they most fre-
quently concealed from casual friends (67%), close
friends (40%), and family members they did not consider
close relatives (27%). Of those who concealed in the pre-
vious month, 10 (33%) concealed from people in more
than one category. Within most categories of concealment
from groups of people, the majority of participants re-
ported concern for others as a reason for concealment of
their lung cancer diagnosis.

Identifying demographics and clinical correlates of concealment

Comparisons were made between those who concealed
and those who did not on demographic measures (Table 1).
Contrary to expectations, gender was not associated with
concealment (p=0.67). Exploratory analyses indicated
that those who concealed their diagnosis were more likely
to report drinking alcohol in the previous month (57%)
than those who did not conceal their diagnosis (36%,
p=0.04). There was also a non-significant trend towards
an association between age and concealment, such that
those who concealed were younger than those who did
not conceal, p=0.07. History of smoking and marital sta-
tus were not associated with concealment (p>0.24).
Regarding potential clinical correlates of concealment,
exploratory analyses indicated that among patients with
a recurrence of lung cancer, those who recurred more re-
cently were more likely to report concealing their diagno-
sis than others (p=0.03). There was a non-significant
trend towards an association between type of lung cancer
(e.g., NSCLC versus SCLC) and concealment, such that
patients with SCLC (40%) were more likely to conceal
their diagnosis than patients with NSCLC (23%,
p=0.07). Body mass index, time since diagnosis, time
since resection, time since radiation, disease stage, Eastern
Cooperative Oncology Group performance status, use of
antidepressants, and use of sedatives were not associated
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with concealment (p>0.23). Similarly, no associations
were found between concealment and whether partici-
pants had a recurrence, a surgical resection of their lung
cancer, radiotherapy, or chemotherapy (p>0.25).

Psychosocial correlates of diagnosis concealment

As hypothesized, those who concealed their diagnosis re-
ported greater internalized shame related to the diagnosis
of lung cancer than those who did not conceal their diag-
nosis (p < 0.01) (Table 3). Those who reported greater use
of positive reappraisal as a coping strategy were also more
likely to report concealing their diagnosis in the previous
month (p=0.02). Contrary to expectations, extroversion,
social anxiety, social support, other coping strategies, anx-
iety, depression, cancer-specific distress, social avoidance,
and self-esteem were not associated with concealment
(p=0.15). In addition, perceived social rejection, financial
insecurity, social isolation, and total perceived stigma
were not associated with diagnosis concealment (p>0.33).

A hierarchical logistic regression indicated that positive
reappraisal and internalized shame together accounted for
an additional 16% of the variance in concealment above

Table 3. Psychological differences between participants who did
conceal (n=30) and those who did not conceal (n=87)

Did conceal Did not conceal

(n=30) (n=87)
Variable M (SD) M (SD) d t
Extroversion 2659 (6.39) 28.64 (6.58) 031 1.47

(

Social anxiety 12,17 (1072) 1374 (1242) 013 062

17.17 (1055)  17.89 (13.06) 006 027
(

22.14 (3.93) 2229 (4.16) 0.10 0.18

Social avoidance
Social support
Coping responses

Logical analysis 46.26 (8.14) 45.09 (15.27) 0.10 =037

Positive reappraisal 56.94 (4.64) 52.70 (8.39) 063  —331%

Seeking  guidance 53.87 (8.16) 5333 (8.50) 006  —029
and support

Problem solving 52.66 (5.88) 5227 (8.72) 005 —-020

Cognitive 49.97 (8.63) 50.78 (8.61) 0.09 042
avoidance

Acceptance or 5003 (10.34)  49.64 (848) 004 019
resignation

Seeking alternative 52.35(9.92) 5322 (9.26) 0.09 041
rewards

Emotional discharge 53.18 (8.24) 51.78 (8.55) 0.17 =073
Anxiety 7.60 (293) 849 (342) 0.28 1.28
Depression 6.90 (3.10) 6.89 (2.76) 000 —003
Cancer-specific distress 081 (0.76) 0.89 (0.72) 0.1l 048
Self-esteem 23.10 (5.07) 2270 (5.37) 008  —035
Perceived stigma

Social rejection 13.60 (3.32) 13.28 (422) 008 —-038

Financial insecurity 4.50 (2.13) 471 (2.32) 0.09 043

Internalized shame 9.93 (259) 8.34 (242) 063  —3.05%

Social isolation 1393 (3.37) 1347 (451) 0.12 —-052

Total perceived stigma 4197 (842) 39.79 (11.03) 022 —-098

< 00l.

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Table 4. Summary of hierarchical regression analysis for variables
predicting concealment (n=117)

B (SE)

Step Predictor Odds ratio 95% Cl  AR?

I Alcohol use in previous
month (yes)

—099* (049) 037 (0.14-097) 007

2 Use of positive 0.10% (0.04) [.10 (1.07-1.62) 0.16
reappraisal for coping
Internalized shame 0.27* (0.11) 1.31 (1.02-1.19)

SE, standard error; Cl, confidence interval.

Step | model fit, —2 log likelihood = 117.68, Nagelkerke R2 =0.07; step 2 model fit, —2
log likelihood = 104.3 1, Nagelkerke R* = 0.23.

*p < 0.05.

and beyond that accounted for by use of alcohol (Table 4).
Controlling for the effect of use of alcohol, one-point in-
creases in the positive reappraisal or internalized shame
scales were associated with an increase in the odds of
concealing one’s diagnosis by 10% and 31%, respectively.

Conclusions

The present study was the first to examine the prevalence and
correlates of diagnosis concealment in lung cancer patients.
Of a sample of 117 lung cancer patients, 26% reported
concealing their diagnosis in the previous month. Participants
predominantly reported concealing from casual friends.

Patients in this study often endorsed reasons for
concealing their diagnosis that reflected concern for
others, including not wanting to overburden others and
concern that they would overburden others with their trou-
bles. These were the most commonly endorsed reasons
among those who reported concealing from close family,
extended family, and close friends. This is contrary to
our expectations that most patients who concealed their
diagnosis would report doing so for fear of judgment or
social isolation from others. These concerns were only en-
dorsed by one of four patients who concealed from co-
workers and 1 of 20 participants who reported
concealing from casual friends. In addition, use of alcohol
and a more recent lung cancer recurrence (for those whose
lung cancer recurred) were associated with diagnosis
concealment. Patients who reported greater use of positive
reappraisal as a coping strategy and more lung cancer-
related internalized shame were also more likely to
conceal their diagnosis. These differences reflect medium
effect sizes (i.e., d=0.63).

Theoretical implications

Contrary to the cognitive—affective—behavioral model of
concealable stigma [14], hypotheses regarding negative
affective, behavioral, and self-evaluative correlates of con-
cealment were largely not supported. Anxiety, depression,
cancer-specific distress, social avoidance, and self-esteem
were not associated with diagnosis concealment. How-
ever, the finding that patients who concealed their lung
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cancer diagnoses reported greater internalized shame is
consistent with the hypothesized impact of concealment
on affective outcomes. This pattern of results raises ques-
tions about whether the theorized links between conceal-
ment and its consequences apply to lung cancer patients.
It is possible that the negative consequences of concealing
one’s lung cancer diagnosis were not significant enough to
impact participants’ overall well-being or were not
detectable by this study’s measures. That is, concealing a
stigma such as lung cancer may result in negative conse-
quences, but these negative consequences may be short-
lived and go unnoticed in retrospective studies such as
the present study.

Previous studies in potentially stigmatizing diseases
have focused on the rate of disclosure rather than conceal-
ment. For example, in a sample of breast cancer patients,
23% and 30% reported they disclosed their diagnosis
‘not at all’ or ‘a little’ to family and friends, respectively
[36]. Similarly, a study of HIV-positive individuals re-
ferred for psychiatric evaluation reported that 53% were
open about their serostatus ‘some of the time’ or less often
[37]. In contrast, the current study focuses on the rate at
which and reasons for which lung cancer patients deliber-
ately chose not to share their diagnosis with others.
Whereas disclosing requires an active, conscious decision
to share one’s diagnosis, concealment can be a more pas-
sive act.

Another possible explanation for the lack of support for
the study’s hypotheses involves the patients’ reasons for
concealment. Many reported concealing for reasons hav-
ing to do with concern for others (e.g., ‘I didn’t want them
to worry about me’). Thus, it is possible that the potential
negative consequence of disclosure (i.e., their loved one’s
excessive worry about them) may not have been suffi-
ciently negative to elicit the adverse affective, behavioral,
and self-evaluative consequences hypothesized. However,
the reasons reported for concealment are at odds with the
significant relationship between concealment and internal-
ized shame. Patients who reported these reasons for con-
cealment may have been rationalizing shame-based
concealment. In addition, patients who experienced
greater internalized shame may have been using conceal-
ment as an adaptive coping strategy to avoid disclosing
to unsupportive members of their social network. Lastly,
the greater use of positive reappraisal among patients
who concealed their diagnosis may have served to reduce
their distress.

Clinical implications

With regard to clinical implications, these findings suggest
that some patients may wish to conceal their illnesses from
others, including close family members. Thus, providers
should be particularly cautious not to accidentally disclose
patients’ diagnoses of lung cancer or other potentially
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stigmatizing conditions. Accordingly, providers may wish
to discuss plans for ensuring patients’ privacy with their
lung cancer patients. In addition, the findings suggest that
mental healthcare professionals treating individuals with
cancer consider discussing concealment or disclosure of
their diagnosis with their patients. Those who experience
more internalized shame regarding their lung cancer may
be more likely to conceal their illness.

Limitations and future directions

The cross-sectional nature of this study’s data collection
limits the conclusions that can be drawn from its findings.
Although the data can be interpreted as suggesting that use
of positive reappraisal as a coping strategy increases the
likelihood that lung cancer patients will conceal their diag-
noses and that concealment contributes to greater internal-
ized shame, the possibility of reverse relationships
between these measures cannot be ruled out. Future stud-
ies should test this theoretical model using in vivo studies
to examine the impact of concealment versus disclosure of
one’s diagnosis to confederate strangers. Such longitudi-
nal studies could also clarify the directionality of relation-
ships between concealment and the correlates identified in
this study.

The sample’s homogeneity with regard to race, ethnic-
ity, and receipt of treatment limits the generalizability of
the study’s findings to the broader population of individ-
uals with lung cancer. Future studies should aim to recruit
more diverse samples of individuals with lung cancer. For
example, concerns over the ability to conceal a lung can-
cer diagnosis may be less salient for patients finished with
therapy for lung cancer.

This study used a generic measure of perceived stigma
that may not capture the self-blame associated with lung
cancer. Future studies in this area should consider stigma
measures specific to lung cancer patients, such as the
Cataldo Lung Cancer Stigma Scale [38]. This scale may
better assess association between smoking and stigma in
lung cancer patients, which has been previously demon-
strated [39].

Prescription of antidepressant and sedative medications
were not related to concealment in this study. However,
participants’ use of psychotherapy and related services
was not assessed. Thus, the potential buffering effect of
these services could not be ascertained.

This study dichotomized concealment of one’s lung
cancer diagnosis, grouping together those who concealed
from only one casual friend with those who concealed
from close family members. However, concealment may
be better conceptualized as a continuous variable to reflect
the varying degrees to which individuals conceal their di-
agnoses from others. Dichotomizing concealment may
have artificially increased the error in the measurement
of concealment, thereby reducing the study’s power to
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identify significant effects. Future studies should examine
the frequency of concealment or study concealment as a
continuous variable by measuring the varying degrees of
concealment from others. In addition, this study did not
assess the degree to which patients disclosed their diagno-
ses to others. Concealment and disclosure are complemen-
tary constructs; however, disclosure is a more discreet
variable that merits examination in future studies.
Another limitation is the low internal consistency reli-
abilities for some of the CRI subscales. These low internal
consistency reliabilities may partially explain the lack of
associations between concealment and the coping strate-
gies assessed. Thus, the lack of associations between con-
cealment and some of the coping strategies should be

B. D. Gonzalez et al.

Lastly, this study’s limited sample size precluded the
examination of the impact of concealing from various
groups of individuals, such as close family versus ex-
tended family members. Larger studies could also explore
the degree to which reasons for concealment vary depend-
ing upon the person from whom the diagnosis is
concealed (e.g., close family versus close friends).

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by a grant from the National Cancer Insti-
tute: R25CA090314 (PI: Jacobsen)

Conflict of interest

interpreted with caution.

The authors have no conflicts of interest to disclose.

References 12. Wismeijer A, van Assen M. Do neuroticism  24. Mitchell PH, Powell L, Blumenthal J, et al. A
and extraversion explain the negative short social support measure for patients

1. Chapple A, Ziebland S, McPherson A. association between self-concealment and recovering from myocardial infarction: the
Stigma, shame, and blame experienced by subjective well-being? Pers Individ Differ ENRICHD social support inventory. J
patients with lung cancer: qualitative study. 2008;45:345-349. Cardiopulm Rehabil Prev 2003;23:398-403.
Br Med J 2004;328:1470. 13. Petrak JA, Doyle AM, Smith A, ez al. Factors ~ 25. Vaglio J, Conard M, Poston W, et al. Testing

2. Holland JC, Kelly BJ, Weinberger MI. Why associated with self-disclosure of HIV the performance of the ENRICHD social sup-
psychosocial care is difficult to integrate into serostatus to significant others. Br J Health port instrument in cardiac patients. Health
routine cancer care: stigma is the elephant in Psychol 2001;6:69-79. Qual Life Outcomes 2004;2:24-28.
the room. J Natl Compr Canc Netw 14. Pachankis JE. The psychological implica- 26. Zigmond AS, Snaith RP. The hospital anxiety
2010;8:362-366. tions of concealing a stigma: a cognitive— and depression scale. Acta Psychiatr Scand

3. Schonfeld N, Timsit J-F. Overcoming a affective-behavioral model. Psychol Bull 1983;67:361-370.
stigma: the lung cancer patient in the intensive 2007;133:328-345. 27. Ibbotson T, Maguire P, Selby P, et al. Screen-
care unit. Eur Respir J 2008;31:3-5. 15. Frable DE, Platt L, Hoey S. Concealable ing for anxiety and depression in cancer

4. Marlow LA, Waller J, Wardle J. Variation in stigmas and positive self-perceptions: feeling patients: the effects of disease and treatment.
blame attributions across different cancer better around similar others. J Pers Soc Eur J Cancer 1994;30:37-40.
types. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev Psychol 1998;74:909. 28. Jacobsen PB, Jim HS. Psychosocial interven-
2010;19:1799-1805. 16. Major B, Gramzow RH. Abortion as stigma: tions for anxiety and depression in adult

5. Lobchuk MM, Murdoch T, McClement SE, cognitive and emotional implications of con- cancer patients: achievements and challenges.
et al. A dyadic affair: who is to blame for cealment. J Pers Soc Psychol 1999;77:735. CA Cancer J Clin 2008;58:214-230.
causing and controlling the patient’s lung can-  17. Oken MM, Creech RH, Tormey DC, er al. 29. Weiss DS, Marmar CR. The impact of event
cer? Cancer Nurs 2008;31:435-443. Toxicity and response criteria of the Eastern scale—revised. In Assessing Psychological

6. Cataldo JK, Brodsky JL. Lung cancer stigma, Cooperative Oncology Group. Am J Clin Trauma and PTSD, Wilson J , Keane T
anxiety, depression and symptom severity. Oncol 1982;5:649-656. (eds.), Guilford Press: New  York,
Oncology 2013;85:33-40. 18. Moos RH. Coping Responses Inventory: Adult 1997;399-411.

7. Cataldo JK, Jahan TM, Pongquan VL. Lung Form: Professional Manual, Psychological As-  30. Floyd A, Dedert E, Ghate S, et al. Depres-
cancer stigma, depression, and quality of life sessment Resources, Inc.: Odessa, FL, 1993. sion may mediate the relationship between
among ever and never smokers. Eur J Oncol 19. Chan Y, Ng T, Lee PW, et al. Symptoms, sense of coherence and quality of life in lung
Nurs 2012;16:264-269. coping strategies, and timing of presentations cancer patients. J Health Psychol 2011;

8. Gonzalez BD, Jacobsen PB. Depression in in patients with newly diagnosed ovarian 16:249-257.
lung cancer patients: the role of perceived cancer. Gynecol Oncol 2003;90:651-656. 31. Rosenberg M. Conceiving the Self, Basic
stigma. Psycho-Oncology 2012;21:239-246. 20. Costa PT, McCrae RR. Revised NEO Person- Books: New York, 1979.

9. Hilton S, Emslie C, Hunt K, et al. Disclosing ality Inventory (NEO PI-R) and NEO Five- 32. Greenfield DM, Walters SJ, Coleman RE,
a cancer diagnosis to friends and family: a Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI), Odessa, FL: et al. Quality of life, self-esteem, fatigue,
gendered analysis of young men’s and Psychological Assessment Resources, 1992. and sexual function in young men after can-
women’s experiences. Qual Health Res 21. Montgomery GH, Kangas M, David D, et al. cer. Cancer 2010;116:1592-1601.
2009;19:744-754. Fatigue during breast cancer radiotherapy: 33. Fife BL, Wright ER. The dimensionality of

10. Maliski SL, Rivera S, Connor S, et al. an initial randomized study of cognitive— stigma: a comparison of its impact on the self
Renegotiating masculine identity after pros- behavioral therapy plus hypnosis. Health of persons with HIV/AIDS and cancer. J
tate cancer treatment. Qual Health Res Psychol 2009;28:317. Health Soc Behav 2000;41(1):50-67.
2008;18:1609-1620. 22. Liebowitz MR. Social phobia. Mod Probl 34. Cohen J. Statistical Power Analysis for the

11. Endler NS, Flett GL, Macrodimitris SD, Pharmacopsychiatry 1987;22:141-173. Behavioral Sciences (2nd ed.), Hillsdale, NJ:
et al. Separation, self-disclosure, and 23. Heimberg RG, Horner K, Juster H, et al. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1988.
social evaluation anxiety as facets of trait Psychometric properties of the Liebowitz 35. Holm S. A simple sequentially rejective

social  anxiety.  Eur

2002;16:239-269.

J  Personality

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

social anxiety scale. Psychol Med 1999;29:
199-212.

multiple test procedure. Scand J Stat

1979;6(2):65-70.

Psycho-Oncology 24: 1774—1783 (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/pon



Concealment of lung cancer diagnosis

36.

37.

Henderson B, Davison K, Pennebaker J, et al.
Disease disclosure patterns among breast cancer
patients. Psychol Health 2002;17:51-62.

Strachan ED, Bennett WRM, Russo J, ef al.
Disclosure of HIV status and sexual orienta-
tion independently predicts increased absolute

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

38.

CD#4 cell counts over time for psychiatric pa-
tients. Psychosom Med 2007;69:74-80.
Cataldo JK, Slaughter R, Jahan TM, et al. Mea-
suring stigma in people with lung cancer: psycho-
metric testing of the Cataldo lung cancer stigma
scale. Oncol Nurs Forum 2011;38:E46-E54.

1783

39. LoConte NK, Else-Quest NM, Eickhoff J,

et al. Assessment of guilt and shame in
patients with non-small-cell lung cancer
compared with patients with breast and
prostate  cancer. Clin Lung
2008;9:171-178.

Cancer

Psycho-Oncology 24: 1774—1783 (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/pon



