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Cost-effectiveness of screening of nasopharyngeal carcinoma
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[ABSTRACT] OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the cost effective of the new screening program for nasopharyngeal carcinoma
(NPC) patients. METHODS: A new screening program was used in Zhongshan City with a high incidence for NPC. The
effect was measured by using the cancer detection rate,early diagnosis rate,the cost per screening, the average early detec-
tion cost and the early detection cost index (EDCI). RESULTS: Totally 16 712 adults were recruited to the study with in-
formed consent and 25 NPC cases were detected. The cancer detection rate was 149. 59 per 100 000. The rate of early de-
tection was 76. 0% and these patient could be completely cured. The cost per screening was ¥ 41. 56, and the detection
cost was Y 27 779.82. The early detection cost was ¥ 36 552. 40 and EDCI was 1. 71 with the country GDP and 0. 65
with the Zhongshan City GDP. CONCLUSION: Although the screening cost for NPC is higher than that for other canc-
ers. The early diagnosis rate can be significantly improved which results an effective treatment.
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