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Abstract 15 

Breast cancer survival rates have markedly improved. Consequently, survivorship issues 16 

have received increased attention. One common sequela of treatment is chemotherapy-17 

induced cognitive impairment (CICI). CICI causes a range of impairments that can have 18 

a significant negative impact on quality of life. Knowledge of the prevalence of this 19 

condition is required to inform survivorship plans, and ensure adequate resource 20 

allocation and support is available for sufferers.  21 

Objective   22 

To estimate the prevalence of cognitive impairment following chemotherapy 23 

treatment for breast cancer.   24 

Methods   25 

Medline, Scopus, CINAHL and PSYCHInfo were searched for 26 

eligible studies which included prevalence data on CICI, as ascertained though the use of 27 

self-report, or neuropsychological tests. Methodological quality of included studies was 28 

assessed. Findings were synthesised narratively, with meta-analyses being used to 29 

calculate pooled prevalence when impairment was assessed by neuropsychological 30 

tests.   31 
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Results and discussion  33 

The review included 52 studies. Time-points considered ranged from the chemotherapy 34 

treatment period to greater than 10 years after treatment cessation. Summary prevalence 35 

figures (across time-points) using self-report, short cognitive screening tools and 36 

neuropsychological test batteries were 44%, 16% and 21-34% respectively (very low 37 

GRADE evidence).  38 

Conclusion  39 

Synthesised findings demonstrate that 1 in 3 breast cancer survivors may have 40 

clinically significant cognitive impairment. Prevalence is higher when self-report based 41 

on patient experience is considered. This review highlights a number of study design 42 

issues that may have contributed to the low certainty rating of the evidence. Future 43 

studies should take a more consistent approach to the criteria used to assess impairment. 44 

Larger studies are urgently needed.   45 

 46 
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Summary of Findings Table 63 

 64 

Background 65 

In women, breast cancer is the most frequently diagnosed cancer, with an estimated 2.3 66 

million new cases globally per year. [1] Prognosis has significantly improved over time, 67 

with current 5-year survival rates of around 90% and 10-year survival at 80%.[1] This 68 

improvement has likely been brought about largely through the ability to characterise 69 

cancer subtypes, enabling development of targeted agents, increased use of personalised 70 

medicine and consequently improved treatment success. [1]  Concurrently, improvements 71 

in surgical resection methods have also been seen. [2] As a result, the number of breast 72 

cancer patients living beyond a diagnosis has grown significantly, and survivorship 73 

issues are receiving more attention, with a particular focus on quality of life issues.  74 

Breast cancer treatment generally uses a multi-modal treatment approach utilising 75 

combinations of surgery, chemotherapy, endocrine therapy and radiotherapy, dependant 76 

on disease stage and sub-type classification. [3] However, chemotherapy combined with 77 

surgery, especially in advanced stages of the disease, forms the mainstay of therapy. 78 

Chemotherapy has been implicated as a significant contributor to cognitive impairment 79 
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observed in cancer patients, both during and after cessation of treatment. The resultant 80 

condition has been termed chemotherapy-induced cognitive impairment (CICI), or 81 

colloquially, chemofog or chemobrain. [4] Whilst the exact mechanisms for this are 82 

unclear, proposed mechanisms include direct neurotoxic injury, a reduction in 83 

neurogenesis (new neuron formation), central nervous system white matter abnormalities, 84 

and neuroinflammation. [5] Most of the evidence for these theories comes from the pre-85 

clinical literature, [5-7] or neuro-imaging studies [8, 9]. 86 

The most common neuropsychological effects that arise in CICI are impairments to 87 

visual processing, visual motor function, executive function and attention. [10] Sufferers 88 

typically report side effects with a wide range of severity, from subtle to more severe 89 

impairment, which may persist for up to 20 years post-chemotherapy treatment. [11] 90 

Impairments typically manifest as survivors feeling ‘less-sharp’, being unable to recall 91 

words, having episodes of metal confusion, and requiring more mental effort to perform 92 

everyday activities. [12] [10] As a result, CICI has the potential to significantly impact 93 

patient quality of life. Furthermore, it has been suggested that a lack of prior information, 94 

coupled with minimal validation and understanding from family and health care 95 

providers leads to patients feeling disempowered, and subsequently not receiving the 96 

emotional and rehabilitative support they may need. [13]  97 

 98 

The reported prevalence of CICI following treatment for breast cancer is somewhat 99 

variable. A commonly cited range from the narrative review of Janelsins et al. 2014 100 

suggests that 12 – 82% of breast cancer patients will experience impairment as a result of 101 

their treatment regime. [14] This variability may be attributable to a range of patient 102 

factors such as age, [15] IQ, [16] menopausal status, [16] and education level. [17] 103 

Alternately, study design factors such as the employment of cross-sectional, versus 104 

longitudinal study designs, with the latter able to account for baseline pre-treatment 105 

cognitive function, likely influences rates. [18] Furthermore, in spite of the name, it has 106 

been shown that cognitive impairment is often present before chemotherapy treatment 107 

has commenced, potentially arising as a result of cancer itself. [19, 20] This may occur 108 

via direct effects of the tumour itself, as a result of associated co-morbidities, or due to 109 

psychological factors such as worry and fatigue. [21] Time since treatment, also likely 110 

contributes to the variance in prevalence reported. Neuroimaging has demonstrated 111 

structural and functional changes in various patient brain regions, which likely correlate 112 
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with the corresponding changes seen in executive function and memory. However, these 113 

alterations also show partial recovery over time, [22, 23] presumably leading to an 114 

improvement in symptoms. Finally, prevalence rates may be influenced by the method 115 

used to assess cognitive impairment, with the three common methods employed being the 116 

‘gold-standard’ neuropsychological testing, [24] short cognitive screening tools [25, 26] 117 

and self-report. [14] 118 

A preliminary database search for previous systematic reviews on prevalence of CICI 119 

was conducted. One recent systematic review was sourced which reports prevalence data 120 

for cognitive impairment in breast cancer patients. [3] This review is limited in scope 121 

compared to the current review since the timeline of consideration was the breast cancer 122 

treatment period, rather than longer-term follow up points. The review authors also only 123 

included longitudinal studies, which utilized objective neuropsychological tests. Whilst 124 

the reasons for these inclusions are understandable, the present review expands on this 125 

knowledge base by evaluating both self-report and objective psychological testing to 126 

compare prevalence rates of CICI ascertained by these different testing modalities. In the 127 

current review all study designs were eligible, not just longitudinal designs. This broad 128 

inclusion does not allow the teasing apart of the contribution of chemotherapy, as 129 

opposed to cancer itself, on impairment. However, from the point of view of the patient 130 

suffering cognitive difficulties, or health-care providers and policy makers needing 131 

evidence-based information, this distinction is of little consequence; external validity of 132 

the findings is assured. Understanding the burden of CICI will help inform survivorship 133 

strategies, and drive funding priorities for future research and targeted support, such as 134 

rehabilitation options. Furthermore, by identifying CICI incidence over the longer term 135 

this will indicate the need for longer-term support to inform cancer survivorship care 136 

plans.  137 

Review Question 138 

The aim of this review was to synthesise the evidence on prevalence rates of cognitive 139 

impairment following chemotherapy treatment in breast cancer survivors, taking into 140 

consideration factors such as age and time since cessation of treatment.  141 

Methods 142 

The Joanna Briggs Institute guidelines on conducting prevalence reviews [27] and the 143 

PRISMA guidelines [28] were used to guide review performance and reporting. The 144 
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objectives, inclusion criteria and methods of analysis for this review were specified in 145 

advance and documented in a protocol registered on PROSPERO; ref CRD42021228541. 146 

Search Strategy  147 

The search strategy aimed to locate published studies in English. An initial search of 148 

Medline was undertaken to identify articles on the topic. Keywords used in the titles and 149 

abstracts of relevant articles, and the index terms used to describe the articles were 150 

used to develop a full search strategy for Medline via Pubmed using MeSH and free text 151 

terms. The four databases were searched in December 2020 using the developed search 152 

strategies (see supplementary material S1). Key concepts used for searching were 153 

“cancer”, “chemotherapy” and “cognitive impairment”. Hand searching of reference 154 

lists was performed to identify additional studies. Studies published from database 155 

inception were eligible for inclusion. Publications were excluded if they were conference 156 

abstracts, review articles and grey literature.   157 

  158 

Study Selection  159 

Following the search, all identified citations were uploaded into EndNote X8.0.1 and 160 

duplicates removed. Potentially relevant studies were retrieved in full and their citation 161 

details imported into Covidence (Veritas Health Innovation, Melbourne, Australia). Title, 162 

abstract and full text screening for assessment against the inclusion criteria for the review 163 

(see below) was performed by one reviewer (A.W), with checking of the information 164 

performed by a second reviewer (R.P.G).  165 

 166 

Eligibility Criteria  167 

Population 168 

Females of any age treated with systemic chemotherapeutic agents for any form of breast 169 

cancer were considered for inclusion. Patients currently in treatment or that had ceased 170 

treatment (remission) were eligible for inclusion. Studies with patients receiving other 171 

concurrent drug therapy or with other co-morbidities were eligible for inclusion with 172 

noting (see exclusion criteria). Patients of any socioeconomic status or level of education 173 

were eligible for inclusion with noting of any differences reported. Patients that were 174 

either pre-or post-menopausal were eligible for inclusion with noting.  175 

 176 

The following groups of patients were excluded: 177 
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• patients with previous history of traumatic brain injury, neurodegenerative 178 

conditions such as Parkinson's or Alzheimer's or severe depressive symptoms, 179 

since these conditions affect cognition either directly or indirectly. [29] 180 

• patients who received palliative care (due to differences in the treatment pathways 181 

and treatment regimens).[30]  182 

• patients with metastatic CNS cancers or who have previously received CNS 183 

targeted therapy for other conditions due to the risk of direct effect on cognition 184 

as a result of the cancer/treatment [31, 32] 185 

 186 

Intervention 187 

Studies evaluating patients administered chemotherapy for breast cancer treatment were 188 

included. This included a range of common chemotherapy regimens using either sole or 189 

combination chemotherapy across any number of treatment cycles. Studies evaluating 190 

radiation and newer targeted therapies for cancer treatment were excluded. However, 191 

patients who received hormone therapy, such as tamoxifen, for prophylactic purposes 192 

following the treatment of their cancer, or accompanying local radiation therapy were 193 

eligible for inclusion with noting. This represents a deviation from the published protocol 194 

since it was discovered on screening that the majority of the studies have included these 195 

patients within their chemotherapy –treatment groups. Given that these treatment 196 

strategies are commonly used in breast cancer patients, this inclusion is justified in 197 

enhancing study external validity.  198 

 199 

Condition 200 

Studies were included if they were investigating cognitive impairment arising as a result 201 

of interventions administered for cancer as described above. This condition may be 202 

variably described as ‘chemobrain’, ‘chemofog’, chemotherapy-induced cognitive 203 

impairment (CICI), or cancer-related cognitive impairment (CRCI). Studies where 204 

cognitive decline was indicated by any one of several commonly used modalities were 205 

eligible for inclusion. These measurement modalities included self-reported measures, 206 

imaging, or objective neuropsychological testing [33]. 207 

 208 
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Context & Study Design 209 

Studies from any country or geographic region were eligible for inclusion with noting of 210 

location. Patients from community or clinic settings were eligible for inclusion. All study 211 

designs were eligible for inclusion. Studies that selected participants into groups based on 212 

report of cognitive decline were excluded due to the risk of sampling bias limiting the 213 

generalisability of the results.  214 

 215 

Data extraction 216 

Data were extracted from the included studies by one reviewer (A.W), with checking 217 

performed on all studies by a second reviewer using a modified extraction template in 218 

Covidence (supplementary material S2). The template was piloted on three studies to 219 

confirm that all required information was being considered. Contact with study authors 220 

was undertaken where necessary to clarify findings or seek further information. Key data 221 

extracted included the population sampled, chemotherapy and other treatment 222 

administered, timeframe since chemotherapy treatment or remission, identified 223 

confounding factors, method of cognitive testing and criteria for classifying impairment. 224 

Prevalence (%) was extracted or calculated from the available data. Where necessary, 225 

data were extracted from figures using GetData Graph Digitiser (version 2.26, S. 226 

Federov, Moscow, Russia). Prevalence estimates reported by sub-group, such as 227 

cognitive domain affected, age, or treatment were also recorded.  
228 

 229 

Assessment of Methodological Quality 230 

Articles included in the study were assessed for methodological quality by one reviewer 231 

(AW), with confirmation provided by a second reviewer, using the JBI critical appraisal 232 

checklist and guidance notes developed for prevalence reviews (supplementary material 233 

S3). [34] A study was deemed to be of high quality if it scored greater than 70%, 234 

moderate quality with scores between 50-70% and low quality when scoring below 50%, 235 

as described in Dijkshoorn et al 2021 [3]. Summary graphs were created in Review 236 

Manager (RevMan) ([Computer program], Version 5.3. Copenhagen: The Nordic 237 

Cochrane Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration, 2014). 238 
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Data synthesis 239 

An initial descriptive analysis of the studies was undertaken to identify relevant 240 

subgroups where studies with similar characteristics could be combined. Synthesis was 241 

undertaken narratively where there was heterogeneity in these study characteristics. 242 

Studies were grouped for synthesis based on time point of cognitive assessment. Basic 243 

statistical analysis was performed using Megastat Excel Add-In (version 10.3, McGraw-244 

Hill Higher Education, New York, NY).  245 

 246 

A meta-analysis of the prevalence rates of cognitive impairment was conducted for 247 

studies that utilised objective neuropsychological tests. Many of the included studies 248 

contained repeated observations where the unit of interest was the individual rather than 249 

observation. Consequently, these cannot be combined in a standard meta-analysis, with 250 

time-point as sub-group, since they introduce a unit-of-analysis error. [35] A number of 251 

approaches to perform meta-analyses in this situation have been proposed. [36] For this 252 

review, an All Time-points Meta-analysis (ATM) method was selected with studies at the 253 

time-points of interest being analysed separately, with a qualitative comparison being 254 

made with estimates at other time-points. Analysis was performed using the MetaXL 255 

(www.epigear.com) add-in for Microsoft Excel. A pooled prevalence figure was 256 

calculated with 95% CI. Overall estimates were calculated with random effects models 257 

employing the DerSimonian & Laird method as a between�study variance estimator. 258 

Cochran's Q (verifying the presence of heterogeneity) and the I2 statistic (amount of 259 

heterogeneity) were calculated. A quality model [37] was run as part of the meta-analysis 260 

where the weight of each study was calculated based on the previously calculated quality 261 

score. An I2 > 70% was considered substantial and these pooled data were subject to 262 

sensitivity analyses.  263 

 264 

In a meta-analysis of prevalence, if the estimates for a study get closer to the limits of 265 

zero or one, the weight may be overestimated in the meta-analysis. Consequently, it has 266 

been recommended to transform the prevalence to a variable not constrained to the 0-1 267 

range with an approximately normal distribution. [38] The double arcsine transformation 268 

is usually preferred [38] and was applied here. For final presentation, the pooled 269 

transformed proportions and corresponding CIs were back transformed.  270 

 271 
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Publication bias was examined using doi plots and the Luis Furuya-Kanamori asymmetry 272 

index (LFK index) in MetaXL. The doi plot is suggested to be more sensitive than the 273 

funnel plot, particularly when small numbers of studies are involved. [39]  274 

Potential influences on prevalence estimates were investigated using subgroup analyses 275 

and meta-regression. The criteria for performing a meta-regression were derived from 276 

Cochrane guidance. [35] Meta-regression was performed using Comprehensive Meta-277 

Analysis (Version 3, Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., Higgins, J., & Rothstein, H. Biostat, 278 

Englewood, NJ 2013). Age, cognitive impairment criteria stringency, sample size, 279 

methodological quality and geographical location were identified a priori as potential 280 

sources of variation in the prevalence estimates.  281 

Results 282 

Search Results 283 

A total of 3010 titles were identified from the electronic searches, with 5 identified from 284 

reference lists (Figure 1). Following removal of duplicates 2194 titles remained. After 285 

title screening, 127 records remained. A further 43 records were excluded after abstract 286 

examination. Eighty-nine full-text articles were screened. Fifty-two of these met the 287 

eligibility criteria for the review, with thirty-seven being excluded at this stage (refer to 288 

supplementary material S4).  289 

 290 

 291 
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 292 

 293 

Figure 1: The PRISMA [28]  flow diagram for the systematic review detailing the 294 

databases searched, the number of abstracts screened and the full texts retrieved 295 

Included Studies 296 

The 52 included studies contributed 84 prevalence estimates across a series of time points 297 

in relation to chemotherapy treatment. It should be noted that the majority of studies did 298 

not seek to determine prevalence as a primary aim of the study, with the data being 299 

presented as one of a number of outcomes reported. Three studies did however have a 300 

focus on prevalence as expounded in their study aims. [40-42] The majority of studies 301 

adopted an observational study design (48 studies, 92%). The remainder were 302 

randomised controlled trials (RCT). The studies that employed RCT designs were 303 

evaluations where the primary study question related to differences between different 304 

chemotherapy regimes or alternate therapeutic strategies and there was no selection into 305 

groups based on presence of cognitive impairment (an exclusion criterion for this 306 

review). Out of the studies that were observational in nature, 25 (52%) were cohort 307 

designs, 20 (42%) cross-sectional and 13 (27%) prospective longitudinal. Sample sizes 308 

were generally small with a range from 20 - 1147. Studies with larger sample sizes 309 

tended to employ self-report measures rather than objective test modalities. 310 

 311 
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With the exception of two studies [43, 44], data came from countries with high-income 312 

economies (World Bank Classification). The vast majority of study data originated from 313 

the continents of North America and Europe (42% and 44% respectively). Age of study 314 

participants was generally similar across studies and to be expected given the breast 315 

cancer age risk. The pooled mean across the studies was age 52 (range of included study 316 

means: 45-71). Three studies [15, 45, 46] were specifically interested in older patients 317 

and included only women over the age of 65.  318 

 319 

Consistent with clinical practice, women received a range of chemotherapy drugs as part 320 

of their treatment cycles across the studies. Common combinations reported were FEC 321 

(5-fluorouracil, epirubicin, and cyclophosphamide), CMF (cyclophosphamide, 322 

methotrexate and 5-fluorouracil), doxorubicin + paclitaxel, doxorubicin + 323 

cyclophosphamide. This information has not been presented in the review due to a 324 

general lack of separation of outcome data based on treatment in the primary studies, 325 

necessitating assimilation as a group. In the vast majority of studies, a significant 326 

percentage of patients, especially at later follow-up points were receiving hormonal 327 

therapy such as tamoxifen. Hormonal therapies have been shown to influence cognition 328 

[47, 48]. These agents are administered frequently and can be considered a standard part 329 

of treatment. Inclusion of these data hence supports the external validity of the review’s 330 

findings.  331 

 332 

The included studies generally assessed cognition at similar time-points to coincide with 333 

typical phases of breast cancer treatment. Due to this similarity studies were grouped 334 

based on these time points for further assimilation, labelled T1-T7 (Refer to 335 

supplementary material S5). Data from baseline, pre-chemotherapy assessments (T0), 336 

were not extracted as part of this review since we did not have as an inclusion criterion 337 

that studies had to be longitudinal. Further, the review question relates to prevalence of 338 

impairment after breast cancer treatment, not any measured decline as a result of 339 

treatment.  340 

 341 

The included studies utilized a range of methods for assessment of cognitive impairment. 342 

It was considered that these differences could introduce substantial heterogeneity when 343 

assimilating prevalence estimates. Hence, assimilation was undertaken based on use of 344 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 20, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.17.21262190doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.17.21262190
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


13 

 

three different methods; self-report measures, short cognitive screening tools, and 345 

objective neuropsychological test batteries (supplementary material S6). Fifteen studies 346 

utilized self-report measures, nine employed short cognitive screening tools and a 347 

majority of 35 used neuropsychological test batteries. Seven studies utilized two of these 348 

testing modalities [15, 49-51] [52] [53] [42]. Studies using objective cognitive tests for 349 

the most part used tests which spanned the various cognitive domains of executive 350 

function, language function, motor, processing speed, verbal and visual learning and 351 

memory, visuo-spatial function and working memory. From here on, review data is 352 

presented based on these 3 groupings of outcome assessment method (refer to Table 1, 2 353 

and 3).  354 
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Table 1: Summary of included studies that used self-report measures of cognitive impairment  

Study Study Design Location Sample 
Size 

Sample 
Age 
(Range, 
Mean) 

Assessment 
Method 

Methodol
ogical 
Quality 

Definition of 
cognitive 
decline 

Time 
points
� 

Prevalence % 
(95% CIs where 
available) 

Buchanan 
2015 [54] 

Cross-sectional United States Chemothe
rapy = 
288 
Chemothe
rapy + 
hormone 
= 859 

34 - 82 
 

FACT-Cog 
 

High Reponses of 
cognitive 
complaints 
“sometimes”, 
“often”, or 
“always”  

Mixed* 74 Chemotherapy 
78 Chemotherapy + 
hormone 
 

Debess 2010 
[50] 

Cohort Denmark 75 29–59, 
47.2   

Author-derived 
questions 
assessed on 7 
point scale 
 

High Scores of 5–7  T2 Memory: 29 
Concentration: 13 
Mental fatigue: 33 
Vigour: 43 

Ganz 2013 
[55] 

Cohort United States 189 51.8 PAOFI 
 

Moderate Classified based on 
PAOFI score as 
high range versus 
normal/no 
complaints  

Mixed* Memory: 23 
High level 
cognition: 19 

Hurria 2006 
[45]  

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

United States 45 65–84, 
70 

Squire  
 

Moderate Unclear but based 
on score 

T3 51 
 

Janelsins 
2017 [56] 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

United States 505 22-81, 
53.4 

FACT-Cog  
 

High A 1/2 standard 
deviation 
representing a 
minimal clinically 
important 
difference 

T2, T3 T2: 45 
T3: 37 

Jenkins 2006 
[51] 

Cohort UK 85 51.5 Broadbent   
 

High Self-report of 
change 

T2, T3 T2: 
Memory: 83 
Concentration: 80   
 
T3: 
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memory: 60   
concentration: 45   

Koppelmans 
2012 [11] 

Cohort Netherlands 196 50-80, 
64.1 

Basic self-
report 
 

High Yes response to 
question 

T7 More problems 
remembering: 53 
 
Forgetting (daily) 
pursuits: 43 
 
Word-finding 
problems: 38 
 

Lange 2016 
[15] 

Cohort France 58 65 – 81, 
70 
 

FACT-Cog  
 

High A difference of 
more than 10% 
between baseline 
and T2 was 
considered 
clinically 
significant 
 

T2 Perceived Cognitive 
Impairment: 34 
 
Perceived Cognitive 
abilities: 49 
(80 over 75 yrs) 

Ng 2018 
[52] 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

Singapore 166 50.7 FACT-Cog  
 

High A drop of 10.6 
points in the global 
score from 
baseline. 

T1, T3 T1: 22  
T3: 31  

Rey 2012 
[57] 

Cohort France 222 18-40, 37 Telephone 
Interview 
 

High Women who  
reported  memory 
and⁄or attention 
troubles ‘‘very 
often’’ or ‘‘often’’ 

T3, T4, 
T5 

T3:37 
T4: 37 
T5: 42  . 
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Schagen 
1999 [53] 

Cohort Netherlands 39  47.1 Interview with 
questions 
scored on a 
Likert scale 
 

Moderate A score of 2 
(moderate) or more 
was considered a 
distinct complaint 
about the cognitive 
functioning in the  
domain  concerned. 

T5 Concentration  
problems: 31 
Memory  problems: 
21  
Thinking: 8 
Language: 8 

Schmidt 
2016 [58] 

Cross-sectional United States 904 48.8 
(across 
range of 
cancer 
types) 

Based on 
Quality of Life 
in Adult Cancer 
Survivors 
(QLACS) with 
some 
amendment  
 

High An endorsement of 
the items was 
categorised as 
perceived cognitive 
decline.  

Unclea
r 

58 

Shilling 
2007 [59] 

Cohort UK 85 51.7 Interview Moderate An endorsement of 
the items 

T2, T4 Memory 
T2: 83 
T4: 60 
Concentration:  
T2: 78 
T3: 45 

Tager 2010 
[60] 

Cohort United States 31 46.95– 
70.96, 
60.7  
 

Participants 
asked to rate 
perceived 
memory 
abilities on a 
five-point 
Likert scale 

Moderate Ratings >2 were 
coded as cognitive 
problems 

T2,T3 T2: 43 
T3: 46 
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Van Dam 
1998 [42] 

RCT Netherlands FEC �:36 
CTC≠: 34 
 

FEC�: 
48.1 
CTC≠: 
45.5           

Cognitive 
problems in 
daily life 
interview 
 

High An endorsement of 
the items was 
categorised as 
perceived cognitive 
decline.  

T5 Concentration: 
High-dose:38 
Standard-dose: 31 
 
Memory 
High-dose:  32  
Standard-dose: 28 
 
Thinking: 
High-dose:  21 
Standard-dose: 11 
 
Language: 
High-dose:12 
Standard-dose: 11 

*   Time-points measured in study cross time-points used in this review preventing accurate assimilation 

�   T1 = During chemotherapy treatment, T2 = Just after cessation of treatment, T3 = 6 months after treatment cessation, T4 = 1 year after treatment cessation, T5 = 2-3 years 
after treatment cessation, T6 = 5 – 10 years after treatment cessation, T7= ≥10 years after treatment cessation 

� Fluorouracil, epirubicin, cyclophosphamide (standard dose) 

≠ Four cycles of FEC followed by cyclophosphamide, thiotepa, and carboplatin (high dose) 
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Table 2: Summary of included studies employing short cognitive screening tools to assess cognitive impairment  

Study Study 
Design 

Location Sample 
Size 

Sample 
Age 
(Range, 
Mean) 

Assessment 
Method 

Methodological 
Quality 

Definition of 
cognitive decline 

Time 
point(s) 
� 

Prevalence 
% (95% CIs 
where 
available) 

Biglia 
2012 [49] 
 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

Italy 40 38–65, 51 MMSE Moderate Score under the mean T2 31 

Brezden 
2000 [25] 
 

Cohort Canada 71 across 
two 
groups: 
 1) 
Currently 
receiving 
chemother
apy, and 2)  
one year 
after 
cessation 

34-70, 49 
 
26-61, 46 

HSCS High Classification as mild, 
moderate or severe 
according to pattern of 
scores as described by 
test authors 

T1, T4 T1 
mild: 13   
moderate: 10 
severe:12/31= 39 
 
T4 
mild: 20 
moderate: 28 
severe:9/40= 23 
 

Fan 2005 
[26] 
 

Cohort Canada 81 48 
(median) 

HSCS High Scores from each item 
on the test were subject 
to an algorithm which 
generated bands of 
impairment 

T2,T4,T5 T2 
Mild: 35 
Mod-Severe: 16   
 
T4 
Mild: 30 
Mod-severe: 4  
 
T5: 
Mild: 21 
Mod-severe: 4 

Fontes 
2016 [40] 
 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

Portugal 475 54.7 
(median) 

MoCA High A MoCA score at least 
2.0 standard deviations 
below age- and 
education-adjusted cut-
offs 

T3, T5 T3: 7 
T5: 8 
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Ng 2018 
[52] 
 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

Singapore 166 50.7 Headminder 
computerized 
test 

High Reliable change index 
(RCI) score calculated 
to determine cognitive 
decline in each 
cognitive domain. A 
RCI score of lower 
than -1.5 was used as 
criteria for decline.    

T1, T3 T1: 6.1-21.6 
T3: 1.2-14.6 

Pillai 2019 
[43] 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

India 152 27 -72, 47 MMSE Low MMSE score of ≤ 24 
(out of 30) 

T2,T3,T4,
T5 

T2: 0 
T3: 0  
T4: 0 
T5: 0 

Prokashev
a 2011 
[61] 
 

Cohort Israel 20 30–57, 
49.3 

Doors and 
People Test 

Moderate Below 1SD as 
indicative of mild 
impairment and below 
2SD for moderate 
impairment  

T5 40 

Ramalho 
2017 [62] 
 

Cohort Portugal 418 27 -87 
 

MoCA High MoCA score values at 
least 1.5 standard 
deviations below age- 
and education-adjusted 
cut-offs 

T3 8 (5.8,11) 

Tchen 
2003 [63] 
 

Cohort Canada 110 27-60, 48 HSCS High Based on standard test 
criteria 

T1 T1 
Mild: 34 
Moderate: 2 
Severe: 14 

�   T1 = During chemotherapy treatment, T2 = Just after cessation of treatment, T3 = 6 months after treatment cessation, T4 = 1 year after treatment cessation, T5 = 2-3 years 
after treatment cessation 
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Table 3: Summary of included studies employing objective neuropsychological testing to assess cognitive impairment  

Study Study 
Design 

Location Sample 
Size 

Sample 
Age 
(Range, 
Mean) 

Number 
of Tests in 
Battery 

Methodological 
Quality 

Definition of 
Cognitive 
Decline 

Time 
point(s) 
� 

Prevalence % 
(95% CIs where 
available) 

Andryszak 
2018 [64] 

Cohort Poland 31 52.4 1 Moderate Scores lower than 2 
SD compared to 
control group 
averages 
 

T1,T2 T1:32 
T2: 26 

Biglia 
2012 [49] 
 

Prospective 
Longitudinal 

Italy 40 38–65, 51 10 Moderate “Unsatisfying score” 
not defined in report 

T2 15 

Collins 
2009 [65] 

Cohort Canada 53 50-65, 57.9 18 High SRB* scores of −2 or 
less on at least two 
tests 

T2, T4 T2: 34 
T4: 11 

Collins 
2013 [66] 
 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

Canada 60 52.4 17 High Scores lower than 2 
SD on at least two 
tests 

T1 
( measured 
at end of 
each cycle) 

30 (mean across all 
cycles) 

Collins 
2014 [67] 

Cohort Canada 56 51.8 19 High SRB scores of −2 or 
less on at least two 
tests 

T1 
( measured 
at end of 
each cycle) 
T4 

T1: 48 
T4: 22 

Debess 
2010 [50] 
 

Cohort Denmark 75 29–59, 47.2 4 High Significant changes 
(between 5th and 
95th percentile in 
controls) on at least 
two tests 

T2 4 

Hermelink 
2007 [68] 

RCT Germany 101 48.6 12 High Reliable-change  
index (RCI) with a  
probability of error 
set at 10% 

T1 27 

Hermelink Cohort Germany 91 27.3–64.9, 18 High Five or more scores T2, T4 T2: 6 
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2017 [69] 
 

52.3 below 1.5 standard 
deviations and/or four 
below 2 standard 
deviations 

T4: 18 

Hurria 
2006 [46] 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

United 
States 

28 65– 
84, 71 
 

13 Moderate Scores lower than 2 
SD on at least two 
tests 

T3 39 

Jansen 
2011 [70] 
 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

United 
States 

71 30 – 65, 50.3 
 

4 High Scores lower than 1 
SD on at least two 
tests 

T1, T2, T3 T1:23 
T2:52 
T3:20 

Jenkins 
2006 [51] 
 

Cohort UK 85 51.5 7 High Reliable change 
index on at least two 
measurement 

T2, T3 T2: 20 
T3: 18 

Jim 2009 
[71] 
 

Cohort United 
States 

97 50 9 High Scores lower than 1.5 
SD on at least two 
tests 

T3 34 

Jung 2014 
[72] 
 

Cross 
sectional 
study 

Korea 32 31-61, 46 
 

3  High Cutoff as 5/4 on Digit 
Span -DS F; 4/3 on 
Digit Span B; 28-
30/25 on Controlled 
Oral Word 
Association- COWA) 

T2 DSF 
mild: 32 
moderate: 13 
 
DSB 
mild: 32 
moderate: 42 
 
COWA* (A) 
mild: 3 
moderate: 58 
 
COWA (B) 
mild: 52 

Kesler 
2017 [73] 
 

Cohort United 
States 

31 34–65, 48.6 4 Moderate Scores lower than 1.5 
SD on at least two 
tests or lower than 
2SD on any one test. 
 
 

T4 55 

Kreukels Cohort Netherland 63 46.6 10 High Scores lower than 2 T3/T4 33 
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2008 [74] 
 

s SD on at least three 
tests 
 

Lange 
2016 [15] 
 

Cohort France 58 65 – 81, 70 
 

8 High A significant change 
in a domain score 

T2 64 
 

Mehlsen 
2009 [75] 
 

Cross-
sectional 

Denmark 36 48.6 13 High Decline on at least 3 
of the cognitive 
measures. 

T2 29 

Mehnert 
2007 [76] 
 

RCT Germany 23 33–65, 53 
 

18 Moderate Scores lower than 1.4  
SD on at least four 
tests 
 

T6 13 

Menning 
2016 [77] 
 

Cohort Netherland
s 

31 49.8 11 
 

High Multivariate 
normative 
comparison 
comparing against 
distribution of scores 
in control group. 

T3 16 

Reid-Arndt 
2009 [78] 
 

Cross 
sectional 
study 

United 
States 

46 53.4 11 High Scores of below 1 SD T2 Executive 
Functioning: 22 
Verbal Fluency: 41 

Reid-Arndt 
2010 [79] 
 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

United 
States 

39 53.4 7 High Below 1SD as 
indicative of mild 
impairment and 
below 1.5 SD for 
moderate impairment 
 

T3, T4 WMS Log Mem: 
T3: 6 
T4: 33 
 
RAVLT 
T3:13 
T4: 6 
 
WMS Log Mem II 
T3: 3 
T4: 33 
 
Trails A 
T3: 3 
T4: 9 
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Trails B 
T3: 15 
T4: 24 
 
SCW 
T3: 3 
T4: 3 
 
COWA 
T3: 0 
T4: 9 
 
Category  Fluency: 
T3: 0 
T4: 16 

Ruzich 
2007[80] 
 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

Australia 35 30–66, 53 
 

15 Moderate 
 

Scores below 1 SD 
on at least two tests 

T1,T2,T3 T1: 15 
T2: 37 
T3: 30 

Schagen 
1999 [53] 
 

Cohort Netherland
s 

39 47.1 14 Moderate Scores below 2 SD 
on at least three tests 

T5 28 

Schagen 
2002 [81] 
 
 

Cross-
sectional 

Netherland
s 

Two 
groups of 
different 
chemoth
erapy 
regimes: 
FEC�: 
23 
CMFα: 
31 

50.3 13 High Number of tests with 
scores below 2SD 

T5 FEC: 9 
CMF: 13 

Schagen 
2006 [82] 
 

RCT Netherland
s 

Two 
groups of 
different 
chemoth
erapy 

45 10 tests (not 
listed) 

High Scores below 2 SD 
on at least three tests 
 

T3 FEC: 10 
CTC: 20 
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regimes: 
 
FEC�: 
39 
CTC≠: 28 

Schrauwen 
2020 [41] 
 

Cohort Belgium 66 27 – 64, 46.7 
 

5 High Standardized 
difference score 
exceeding -2.5 SD on 
at least one test. 

T2 24 

Shilling 
2005 [83] 
 

Cohort UK 50 51.1 8 High Reliable decline on 
two or more tests 

T2 34 

Stewart 
2008 [84] 
 

Cohort Canada 61 50-66, 57.5  
18 

High Two or more SRB 
scores of -2.0 or less 
on at least two tests 

T2 31 

Stouten-
Kemperma
n 2015 
[85] 
 

RCT Netherland
s 

Two 
groups of 
different 
chemoth
erapy 
regimes: 
 
Conventi
onal 
Dose =24 
High 
Dose = 
17 

56.3- 59.8 8 Moderate Score larger than 
2SDs below the mean 
considered impaired 
on a test. The fifth 
percentile of the 
overall impairment 
score of healthy 
control scores was 
cutoff for impairment 

T7 Conventional Dose: 
8 
High Dose: 11 

Syarif 
2019 [44] 
 

Cross-
sectional 

Indonesia 82 43 1 Low Not reported Unclear 87 (mild-serious 
impairment) 

Van Dam 
1998 [42] 

RCT Netherland
s 

FEC�: 
36 
CTC≠: 34 
 

FEC: 48.1 
CTC: 45.5 

13 High Scores below 2 SD 
on at least three tests 
 

T5 FEC: 17 
CTC: 32 
 

Van Dyk 
2018 [86] 

Cross-
sectional 

United 
States 

20 47 17 Moderate Impaired by ICCTF 
guidelines 

T2 45 
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Vearncom
be 2009 
[87] 
 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

Australia 136 49.38 10 High Reliable change on at 
least 2 measures 

T2 17 

Wefel 
2010 [88] 
 

Prospective 
longitudinal 

United 
States 

42 33-65, 48,4 6 High Scores below 2SD on 
one test. 

T2, T4 
 

T2:65 
T4:61 

Wieneke 
1995[89] 
 

Cross 
sectional 

United 
States 

28 28 – 54, 42 15 Moderate Score below 2 SD on 
at least one test 
classified as moderate 
impairment 
 

T2-T4 
(varies 
across 
period) 

75 

�   T1 = During chemotherapy treatment, T2 = Just after cessation of treatment, T3 = 6 months after treatment cessation, T4 = 1 year after treatment cessation, T5 = 2-3 years 
after treatment cessation, T6 = 5 – 10 years after treatment cessation, T7= ≥10 years after treatment cessation 

*Standardised Regression Based  

� Fluorouracil, epirubicin, cyclophosphamide 

α  Cyclophosphamide, methotrexate, 5-fluorouracil 

≠ Four cycles of FEC followed by cyclophosphamide, thiotepa, and carboplatin, 
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Methodological quality 374 

A summary of the methodological quality assessment for the included articles is provided 375 

in Figure 2 and supplementary material (S7). Thirty-five (67%) studies were considered to be 376 

of high quality, fifteen (29%) of moderate quality and only two [43, 44] (4%) studies of low 377 

quality (see Tables 1, 2 and 3). The main domains of concern were participant sampling, 378 

sample size, condition measurement and statistical analysis. Of these, the outcomes of 379 

assessment of risk in the domains of sample size and condition measurement are considered 380 

to have the most impact on the review outcomes. However, use of a quality model in meta-381 

analysis and evaluating the impact of sample size by meta-regression minimizes this impact.  382 

 383 

 384 

Figure 2: Risk of bias graph: review authors' judgements about each methodological quality 385 

item presented as percentages across all included studies. Study number = 52. 386 

Prevalence estimates based on self-report measures of cognitive impairment 387 

It was considered that there was significant diversity in the studies that used self-report 388 

measures in terms of method of assessment of cognitive impairment, timing of assessment in 389 

relation to chemotherapy treatment and form of report (based on cognitive domain rather than 390 

overall impairment). Therefore, these results are presented narratively.  391 

 392 

Fifteen studies (Table 1) examined prevalence of cognitive impairment after breast cancer 393 

treatment contributing 22 prevalence estimates across all study time-points with the exception 394 

of T6. There were a number of studies with large sample sizes in this group [54, 56, 58], 395 
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however the median sample size for the group remained modest at 85 (range 31- 1147). 396 

Studies utilized a variety of methods to assess impairment which ranged from validated self-397 

report instruments such as FACT-Cog or PAOFI, to semi-structured interviews or Likert 398 

responses to questions on cognitive function. Seven (47%) of studies used the former. When 399 

the studies employing validated tests were contrasted with those using non-validated methods 400 

median global impairment across the time points was 46% and 39.5% respectively, with no 401 

significant difference in prevalence rate between the two subgroups (two tailed T-test; t (6,5) 402 

= -1.2, p = 0.27). 403 

 404 

Prevalence rates for global impairment varied from 21-83% (mean 44%) across all time-405 

points. Noting the paucity of data at T6 and T7, no obvious downward trend in impairment 406 

across time is evident (Figure 3). Two studies in this sub-group focused on CICI in older 407 

women over the age of 65 [45], [15] reporting prevalence rates of 51% [45], and 34%. [15] 408 

Whilst, the former is clearly above the mean reported above of 44%, the value within Lange 409 

et al. 2016 [15] actually falls under the calculated average.  410 

 411 

 412 

Figure 3: Boxplot of prevalence reported for cognitive impairment, via self-report methods, 413 

across the time-points included in the review (data from 12 studies in Table 1, 3 studies were 414 

excluded due to mixed or unclear timing of assessment [54, 55, 58]) 415 
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Prevalence estimates based on use of short cognitive screening tools to measure cognitive 416 

impairment 417 

There was considerably less diversity in assessment method for cognitive impairment, and 418 

time points of measure for the studies that utilised short cognitive screening measures 419 

compared to those employing self-report. However, at each time point there were fewer than 420 

five studies. Study has suggested that at least 5 studies are needed to achieve statistical power 421 

from random effects meta-analyses that are superior to the individual contributing studies. 422 

[90] Studies within this group were therefore not subjected to meta-analytic techniques and 423 

are reported narratively.  424 

 425 

Nine studies (Table 2) utilized short cognitive screening tools as part of this grouping, 426 

contributing 17 prevalence estimates. No studies performed longer-term follow up at the T6 427 

and T7 time-points. Sample size ranged from 20-475 (mean =170). Five different validated 428 

methods of assessing impairment were employed (Table 1). With the exception of the Doors 429 

and People test these methods assess a range of cognitive domains expected to be impacted 430 

by chemotherapy administration. In two studies [26] [25] test outcomes were reported based 431 

on a banding of scores as mild, moderate or severe. For the purposes of assimilation, only 432 

prevalence estimates for moderate-severe impairment have been considered.  433 

 434 

In contrast to studies that used self-report none of these studies specifically examined older 435 

populations. However, three of these studies [25, 43, 62] had a wider age range with patients 436 

above 65 years of age being included. This has not however led to a substantially increased 437 

mean participant age in comparison to the other studies.  438 

 439 

Prevalence rates across all time-points ranged from 0-50. The mean prevalence was 16%. 440 

Exclusion of the four prevalence estimates of zero provided by Pilai et al. 2019 [43] leads to a 441 

range of 4%-50%, with mean prevalence of 21%. This action may be justified given the low 442 

quality rating assigned to this study. There was a general downward trend in prevalence 443 

across time, but range at each time-point (with the exception of T3) was large (Figure 4).  444 

 445 

 446 

 447 
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 448 

Figure 4: Boxplot of prevalence reported for cognitive impairment, via short cognitive 449 

screening methods, across the time-points included in the review. Ng et al. 2018 [52] was 450 

excluded from the calculation since a range was reported, and only considering moderate-451 

severe classification of impairment from [26] and [25]. 452 

 453 

Prevalence estimates based on use of objective neuropsychological testing to measure 454 

cognitive impairment 455 

Thirty-five studies (Table 3) utilized objective neuropsychological tests to screen for 456 

cognitive impairment. These studies contributed 46 prevalence estimates. Sample size ranged 457 

from 20-136 (median = 53) having the lowest range and average of all the groups. Studies 458 

reported prevalence across all time points of interest, although only one estimate was reported 459 

at each of the longer-term follow up points (T6 and 7). Two studies in the group evaluated 460 

women over the age of 65. [15, 46]  The neuropsychological tests used were all established, 461 

validated tests which when administered in a battery broadly encompass the major cognitive 462 

domains. Two studies only employed one test for cognitive assessment, [44, 64] and as such 463 

did not evaluate all cognitive domains.  464 

 465 

There were differences between the studies in the criteria used to determine cognitive 466 

impairment. In general a diagnosis of impairment was made based on two factors being met: 467 
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1) the level of decline in score relative to some reference value, for example healthy control 468 

patients 2) that this decline occurred in a pre-determined number of tests. Fourteen (40%) of 469 

the studies used 2 standard deviation declines to guide level but there was heterogeneity even 470 

between these in the number of tests with declining scores required to satisfy the diagnostic 471 

criteria (see Table 3). Studies that considered a one SD decline as criteria for impairment, or 472 

were not clear on the level used, were considered less stringent (see meta-analysis). Three 473 

studies [72, 78, 79] reported test outcomes by cognitive domain or individual test, rather than 474 

global impairment rendering these data harder to assimilate with the other studies.  475 

Meta-analysis 476 

Pooled Prevalence 477 

It was considered that meta-analysis was appropriate for further investigation of prevalence 478 

estimates derived from studies utilizing objective neuropsychological tests. Thirty-seven 479 

prevalence estimates from 27 articles were included in the meta-analysis, grouped based on 480 

time point of prevalence measure (from T1-T5). Only one study contributed data at each of 481 

T6 [76], and T7 [85] and consequently these time points and studies were not included. Three 482 

studies were excluded from entry since prevalence was reported based on cognitive domain 483 

or test type [72, 78, 79]. A further three studies were excluded since the timing of measure 484 

was unclear [44], or was performed across multiple time points as defined for this review. 485 

[74, 89] In two studies, prevalence estimates were reported based on chemotherapy regime. 486 

[81] [82]  In order to ensure comparability with the other included studies only estimates for 487 

the standard dose chemotherapy regime from Schagen et al. 2006 [82] were included in the 488 

meta-analysis. Prevalence estimates reported by chemotherapy regimen in Schagen et al. 489 

2002 [81] were pooled. 490 

 491 

The overall random-effects pooled prevalence (95% CIs) of cognitive impairment from time 492 

points T1-T5 respectively was 34% (24-44), 30% (20-40), 23% (16-31), 31% (14-50%), and 493 

21% (15-28)  (Figure 5).  Figure 6 synthesises these findings narratively across the time-494 

points with the inclusion of the single individual study estimate contributed from [76] and 495 

[85] at T6 and T7. There is a general downward trend in prevalence across time, although 496 

substantial imprecision in the effect at T4 with a slightly increased prevalence than might be 497 

expected if observing the trend.  498 

 499 
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500 

Figure 5: Forest plots of prevalence reported in studies utilising neuropsychological tests to 501 

diagnose cognitive impairment following chemotherapy treatment for breast cancer. A) 502 

Cognitive assessment undertaken during chemotherapy treatment (T1), B) Cognitive 503 

assessment undertaken just after cessation of chemotherapy treatment (T2), C) Cognitive 504 

assessment undertaken 6 months after cessation of chemotherapy treatment (T3), D) 505 

Cognitive assessment undertaken 1 year after cessation of chemotherapy treatment (T4), E) 506 

Cognitive assessment undertaken 2-3 years after cessation of chemotherapy treatment (T5). 507 

 508 
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 509 

Figure 6:  Prevalence reported for cognitive impairment, via neuropsychological test 510 

methods, across the time-points included in the review. Data represent pooled prevalence 511 

estimates derived from meta-analysis, with 95% CIs. ∞ - values are not pooled figures but 512 

represent individual values from one study 513 

Heterogeneity and Publication Bias 514 

Heterogeneity as determined by the I2 statistic was universally high with the exception of T5 515 

(where there were limited estimates) at 73%, 90%, 64%, 89% and 0 (T1-5 respectively). 516 

Sensitivity analyses performed included removal of each study in turn, analysing 517 

untransformed data, considering the effect of the quality score and using a fixed effects 518 

model. In general, results were similar after these analyses (supplementary material S8). 519 

However, removal of Jansen et al. 2011 [70] at T1 had a significant effect reducing I2 by 10% 520 

to 63% (potentially as a result of the impairment criteria used as described below). It is 521 

noteworthy that removal of the Andrysak 2018 study, [64] which only employed one 522 

cognitive test, did not impact the heterogeneity estimates, nor did removal of the studies with 523 

cross-sectional designs. [75, 86] 524 

 525 

In order to explain the heterogeneity in the pooled effects sizes the influence of stringency of 526 

criteria for diagnosing cognitive impairment was explored via subgroup analysis. Only 527 

prevalence reports from T2 and T3 were subjected to subgroup analyses based on the number 528 

of studies contributing data at these time-points, and the number in each analysis when split 529 
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into sub-groups. At these time-points, four studies were considered to have used less stringent 530 

test methods. [70, 75, 80, 88] Heterogeneity remained high after sub-group analysis with the 531 

high stringency sub-group having a pooled prevalence of 25% (95% CIs: 16-35), I2= 90% at 532 

T2, and 23% (95% CIs: 13-34), I2= 74% at T3 (Figure 7).  533 

 534 

Figure 7: Forest plots of prevalence sub-grouped by stringency of cognitive assessment. A) 535 

Cognitive assessment undertaken just after cessation of chemotherapy treatment (T2), B) 536 

Cognitive assessment undertaken 6 months after cessation of chemotherapy treatment (T3) 537 

 538 

Meta-regression was performed in an attempt to account for the remaining heterogeneity. The 539 

results of five individual meta-regression analyses performed at T2 based on 1) the 540 

continuous variables of age, methodological quality and sample size, and 2) categorical 541 

variables of cognitive impairment criteria stringency and geographical location (3 subsets; 542 
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Europe (reference group), North America, Asia-Pacific) are included in Table 4. Cognitive 543 

impairment stringency explained some of the variance in prevalence, accounting for 16% of 544 

the heterogeneity at T2 (P = 0.04). Sample size also accounted for 16% of the heterogeneity 545 

(P = 0.04) with increased sample size tending to result in a lower prevalence estimate. The 546 

remainder of the covariates could not account for the variance observed.  547 

 548 

Meta-regression was then used to examine the relationship between sample size, cognitive 549 

impairment test stringency, and effect size. A test of this model yielded a Q-value of 6.99 550 

with 2 degrees of freedom and corresponding p-value of 0.03. The test for heterogeneity 551 

yields a Q-value of 74.7 and a corresponding p-value of 0, implying that the variation of 552 

observed effects about the regression line falls within the range that cannot be explained by 553 

sampling error alone. The model is able to explain some 23% of the variance in true effects.   554 

The doi plots for publication bias showed some asymmetry implying the presence of bias. 555 

The LF asymmetry index confirmed there was minor asymmetry at T2, and T5 and major 556 

asymmetry at T4. There was no evidence of publication bias at T1 and T3 (see supplementary 557 

material S9). 558 

 559 

T2- meta-regression Meta-regression  
Mean Difference (95% CIs) P R2 

Age 0.06 (-0.01- 0.13) 0.09 0.13 
Quality Score -0.25 (-4.14 - 3.64) 0.9 0 
Sample Size -0.02 (-0.03 - 0) 0.04 0.16 
Location 
    Europe (ref group) 
    North America 
    Asia-Pacific 

  
 
1.04 (0.11-1.98) 
0.16 (-1.14-1.46) 

 
 
0.09 

 
 
0.08 

Impairment criteria 
stringency 
    High Stringency 
(ref group) 
    Low Stringency 

 
 
 
0.97 (0.04-1.9) 

 
 
0.04 

 
 
0.16 

Table 4: Results of four individual meta-regression analyses at T2 based on age, quality 560 

score, location and cognitive impairment criterion stringency 561 

GRADE certainty assessment and results 562 

The evidence presented across all the studies grouped by cognitive assessment methods was 563 

assessed using the GRADE (Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and 564 

Evaluation) approach (GRADEpro GDT: GRADEpro Guideline Development Tool 565 
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[Software]). Results are presented in the Summary of Findings Table. The certainty of 566 

evidence was graded as very low for all three-assessment types. Inconsistency was rated as 567 

serious for all groups of studies based on the wide variation in estimates and high calculated 568 

heterogeneity (neuropsychological testing). Imprecision was similarly rated as serious for all 569 

outcomes as a result of the wide confidence intervals. Publication bias was strongly suspected 570 

for the study group that used neuropsychological tests based on the doi plots and LFK index. 571 

Due to the method of synthesis used for the self-report and short cognitive screening tool 572 

groups, publication bias was not able to be assessed and was therefore rated as undetected.   573 

Discussion 574 

This is the first systematic review on prevalence of CICI to have included and compared the 575 

three commonly used assessment modalities of self-report, short cognitive screen and 576 

objective neuropsychological tests. In contrast to the only other published systematic review 577 

of prevalence in CICI [3], meta-analytic techniques were applied to allow reporting of pooled 578 

effects, and studies which performed cognitive assessment beyond the breast cancer treatment 579 

period were also included. Prevalence estimates derived ranged from 0-83% across all time-580 

points and all cognitive test methods. This crude figure is highly comparable with the 581 

commonly cited range of 12-82% based on the narrative review of Janelsins et al. 2014 [14]. 582 

The current review allows greater examination of variability in these prevalence rates, 583 

through examination of the influence of factors such as test method, time since treatment and 584 

age on rates.  585 

 586 

Impact of assessment tool choice on prevalence rates 587 

There are striking differences in the average and maximum prevalence values reported based 588 

on method of cognitive assessment. Self-report of cognitive impairment yielded the highest 589 

values. There is substantially less variability between values obtained by short cognitive 590 

screen and neuropsychological test batteries. This difference in outcomes is to be expected 591 

for a number of reasons: 1) patient mood has been shown to have a relatively greater impact 592 

on subjective reports of impairment than actual cognitive performance. For example, aspects 593 

of mood such as anxiety, depression, poor quality of life and fatigue have all been shown to 594 

correlate with self-reported cognition complaints. [49, 91-93]; 2) expectations about 595 

treatment might influence self-report of cognitive symptoms. Study has shown that patients 596 

who were aware of the potential for cognitive side effects were more likely to report 597 

cognitive function issues than those who were unaware of the possibility; [94] 3) patients 598 
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may have been functioning above the normal range of cognitive function prior to treatment, 599 

so whilst they experience a decline, their cognitive performance falls within the normal 600 

range; [95, 96] 4) the battery of objective tests used are ineffective at diagnosing subtle 601 

impairment [95, 96], this may especially be of concern with the use of short cognitive 602 

screening tools [97]; 5) objective tests are ecologically invalid by failing to represent real-life 603 

situations where patients may experience the impairment. [95, 96] Finally, based on the 604 

studies included in this review it could be argued that some of the assessment criteria are 605 

relatively crude, for example the endorsement of an item with no grading of response [11, 58, 606 

59] would likely lead to substantially higher reporting of issues, which may not actually 607 

differ from normal age-related memory loss experienced by healthy individuals [11, 58, 59]. 608 

In fact a cursory glance at the prevalence reports in these studies shows that reported 609 

prevalences are higher than the mean for the group. This perhaps highlights a future need to 610 

only use validated self-report instruments for cognitive assessment.  611 

 612 

In spite of the reduced variability observed with objective tests, there was still significant 613 

statistical heterogeneity observed on meta-analysis. Approximately 16% of this heterogeneity 614 

could be explained by the use of less stringent test criteria for diagnosing impairment. 615 

Additionally, pooled prevalence was noticeably altered when subgroups based on test 616 

stringency were analysed. This finding provides strong evidence of the need for researchers 617 

to agree to, and use standardised impairment criteria, in order to make findings comparable, 618 

reproducible, and ultimately useful to practitioners.   619 

Impact of time since treatment on prevalence rates 620 

Prevalence rates ascertained by short screening methods or larger batteries of tests showed a 621 

general downward trend over time, with a peak rate occurring during chemotherapy 622 

treatment. This finding is supported by pre-clinical and imaging studies in CICI, which 623 

demonstrate that, over time, partial resolution of the brain structural and functional 624 

impairments occurs. [22, 23] However, it does contrast with the trend in prevalence 625 

determined by Dijkshoorn et al. 2021 [3] which only included studies using objective tests, 626 

and found elevated (although perhaps not significantly so) prevalence rates at greater than 627 

one year after treatment, compared to just after treatment with chemotherapy. Notably 628 

however, actual prevalence values calculated in the current review for objective tests are 629 

remarkably similar to those in Dijkshoorn et al. 2021 [3]. Rates of 25%, 14 % and 27% were 630 

reported in that review at time-points of just after treatment, up to 1 year following, and 631 
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greater than 1 year after treatment respectively. [3] This corresponds with 30%, 23% and 632 

31% at equivalent time points in the current review. This similarity in rates is in spite of the 633 

differences in methodology employed in the two reviews with the current review assimilating 634 

rates via meta-analytical techniques, and the previous review only including longitudinal 635 

studies such that impairment was based on a decline in cognitive function from baseline 636 

measures.  637 

 638 

Conversely, the current review illustrates that prevalence rates as determined by self-report 639 

remain high (often above 40%), and show little evidence of decline over time. The previously 640 

discussed suggestions explaining the general elevation in self-reported cognitive decline over 641 

measured impairment may also be at play here. Furthermore, at late follow-up stages patients 642 

will have likely returned to normal daily-life activities, such as work, and may have a greater 643 

perception of impairments as they return to navigating everyday tasks.  644 

 645 

Whilst fewer studies have evaluated longer-term follow-up points, greater than 5 years 646 

following treatment cessation, there is evidence from both self-report and objective testing 647 

that some individuals are cognitively impaired at these time-points. This is an important 648 

finding for survivorship care and deserves dedicated research attention to fully elucidate 649 

impact.  650 

Impact of age on prevalence rates 651 

There is recognition of the potential for increased significance of chemobrain in older adults 652 

with cancer due to higher levels of pre-existing cognitive impairment in this age group. [98] 653 

Furthermore, older adults may be more susceptible to cancer treatment toxicity leading to 654 

heightened symptoms. [15] Whilst it might therefore be predicted that CICI prevalence 655 

increases with age, the review did not find enough evidence to either support or refute this.  656 

 657 

When meta-regression was applied, age in general was shown to have no effect on the high 658 

heterogeneity seen at T2. This lack of effect is unsurprising given that the studies included in 659 

the meta-regression had similar mean ages of the sample population, with relatively narrow 660 

ranges. Furthermore, for objective testing cognitive score results are usually compared 661 

against age-matched controls or some other age-based correction is applied, hence age is 662 

implicitly accounted for in experimental design.  663 

 664 
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Only three studies specifically focused on patients over the age of 65 [15, 45, 46]. Two of 665 

these studies [45] [15] used self-report methods, with one reporting prevalence rates below 666 

the mean for the group [45], and the other reporting rates high than the mean. [15] The third 667 

study [46] utilized objective tests and reported a prevalence value higher than the reminder of 668 

the T3 subgroup. However, it also has the widest confidence intervals of the group suggesting 669 

the estimate to be imprecise. The study also used a low sample size, which may have 670 

influenced the estimate obtained. Noteworthy, is that the cohort study of Lange et al. 2016 671 

also used cognitive tests, with a diagnostic criteria categorized in this review as high 672 

stringency, and reported a high prevalence of 64% at T2. Moreover, confidence intervals 673 

were of similar width to other studies within the group. [15] This finding is perhaps the most 674 

suggestive of an effect of age on CICI prevalence and would be good grounds for dedicating 675 

future research effort to this question.  676 

Strength of Evidence on CICI prevalence 677 

In order to account for any effect that low quality studies might have had on the review 678 

findings, the meta-analyses incorporated a quality model, and a meta-regression using quality 679 

score as a variable was performed. These tools indicated that quality had minimal effect on 680 

prevalence rates or variances in the pooled estimates. As a result, there can be confidence that 681 

study quality has not affected review outcomes, at least for those studies that utilized 682 

objective cognitive assessment tools. Whilst, it is harder to make a formal determination of 683 

the impact of quality on the prevalence reports from studies using self-report and short 684 

cognitive screening tools, there is little to indicate that the results may have been unduly 685 

influenced by poor quality studies.  686 

 687 

In all of the meta-analyses performed, with the exception of T5 where there were limited 688 

studies, moderate to high statistical heterogeneity was found. Sensitivity testing failed to 689 

account for any meaningful heterogeneity, and the subgroup analyses failed to reduce I2  
690 

values substantially. Meta-regression did reveal an effect of cognitive impairment test 691 

stringency and sample size on variance. These factors accounted for 23 percent of the 692 

variance in effect seen at T2 in a combined model. The remainder of the heterogeneity could 693 

possibly be accounted for by methodological diversity due to the differing test batteries used, 694 

and further considerations relating to defining impairment levels that were not considered by 695 

the sub-group analysis. Additionally, clinical heterogeneity may have arisen as a result of 696 

treatments administered, patient menopausal status, or race.  697 
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 698 

There was evidence of publication bias at a number of time-points included in the meta-699 

analysis, which lowers certainty in the findings from this analysis. However, there are a few 700 

considerations regarding assessment of publication bias in prevalence studies. Firstly, there is 701 

no specific guidance on assessment of publication bias when proportional data are involved. 702 

The issue being that funnel plots may be imprecise at the extremes of a proportion, [99] and 703 

this may similarly apply to doi plots. It could be envisaged that the risk of publication bias 704 

should be lower in studies of prevalence since there is no favourable hypothesized outcome 705 

that may influence decision to publish.  However, in the current review it is worth noting that 706 

in all of the studies the study objective was not solely around obtaining prevalence data on 707 

CICI. Taking this into consideration the possibility of publication bias likely exists, and was 708 

evidenced in this study.  709 

 710 

Certainty of the evidence contributing to the findings of this review was assessed using the 711 

GRADE approach. It was determined that there was low certainty in the body of evidence 712 

contributing to the review. However, there is a lack of formal guidance from the GRADE 713 

working group on use of the methodology for reviews of prevalence, and the guidance 714 

criteria are not always applicable to these types of data. In spite of the lack of standardization, 715 

based on the assessment conclusions should be made tentatively. 716 

 717 

Study Limitations  718 

The review does have a number of limitations. First, due to the methodological diversity of 719 

the included studies, it was only possible to perform meta-analytic techniques on the studies 720 

that used neuropsychological tests. As a result, study weight has not been accounted for in the 721 

summary prevalence figures reported arising from self-report and short cognitive screening 722 

methods. This necessitates a need for extra circumspection around these values. Furthermore, 723 

even when meta-analytical techniques were used there was a resultant high statistical 724 

heterogeneity. Subgroup analyses and meta-regressions failed to account for most of this 725 

heterogeneity leaving the source(s) unknown, although some suggestions have been provided.  726 

 727 

Second, due to the nature of the included studies with many having a repeated measures 728 

design it was not possible to use meta-analytical techniques to statistically compare 729 

prevalence across time-points; this being an aim of this review. Furthermore, in the current 730 

study using the All Time Points Meta-analysis approach assumption of independence 731 
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between time-points was violated since some subjects contributed data at more than one time-732 

point, whilst others only contribute at one time-point. This can lead to an ecological fallacy 733 

with a trend being seen on aggregate, that is not present at an individual level. [36] As a result 734 

there can only be low confidence in the direction of trends across time reported. Alternate 735 

approaches may be preferred when trends across time are of interest; for example, the use of 736 

a trend meta-analysis which uses regression modelling, or a change-in time meta-analysis 737 

where the primary study data is used to calculate differences between successive time-points 738 

or compared to baseline. [36] These alternate methods were not employed in this review 739 

since they require certain data to be provided in the primary studies such as a slope estimate 740 

for trend, or assume a longitudinal study design.  741 

 742 

A few points regarding the conclusions that can be taken from this review are pertinent. The 743 

focus of the review was on estimating prevalence of CICI. However, as previously described 744 

cognition deficits may be caused by a range of factors associated with the cancer experience 745 

[14]. These may include the cancer itself and associated psychological distress and fatigue, or 746 

other administered treatments such as hormonal therapies. Additionally, studies eligible for 747 

inclusion in the review were not restricted to those with a longitudinal design, thus allowing 748 

for the contrast of findings with a baseline cognitive score. Based on these two points, it is 749 

impossible to say whether the cognitive deficits reported were wholly the result of 750 

chemotherapy, as opposed to a combination of cancer and multiple treatment-related effects. 751 

This concern is academic. From the perspective of patients and health-care providers it is the 752 

nature of cognitive decline that is important, not the origin of it. Since, these combinations of 753 

factors are inherent, and common to most breast cancer patients, it is considered that the 754 

review findings are generalizable. 755 

Conclusions 756 

This review is the first systematic comparison of prevalence rates for cognitive impairment in 757 

breast cancer patient that has considered all methods used to ascertain impairment, and 758 

evaluates long-term prevalence. Mean prevalence rates for CICI across all time-points were 759 

44% using self-report and 6% using short cognitive screening. Pooled prevalence rates of 760 

between 21-34% were derived for impairment diagnosed by objective neuropsychological 761 

tests. For all three assessment modalities the GRADE certainty in the evidence was rated as 762 

very low. Results therefore need to be interpreted with caution since the actual prevalence 763 

may be substantially different from this estimate.  764 
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 Recommendations for practice 765 

The findings of this review suggest that cognitive impairment may impact up to 1 in 3 766 

patients at a level that is clinically significant. This impairment also extends beyond the 767 

treatment period and is often still apparent 2-3 years post treatment cessation. Health 768 

practitioners should consider the potential for cognitive impairment in breast cancer 769 

survivors, and guide them and their families towards sources of information and support. 770 

They may also like to discuss with patients some of the minimally invasive, non-therapeutic 771 

interventions that might ameliorate symptoms, for example cognitive training or physical 772 

activity [32]. 773 

Recommendations for research 774 

The uncertainty around the true prevalence of cognitive impairment following cancer 775 

treatment leads to under-consideration of the condition, and consequently a lack of support 776 

being available for survivors. This leads to reduced patient quality of life through less 777 

meaningful engagement with work, family and daily activities, as well as economic impacts 778 

for both the individual and society. This review has highlighted a number of considerations 779 

for future research to provide greater certainty in the effect estimates. This includes 780 

increasing study sample sizes, utilising standardised cognitive test methods and batteries, and 781 

applying accepted, clinically relevant criteria for diagnosing impairment. With the increasing 782 

number of older cancer survivors, there is also a need for targeted research investigating this 783 

group. Acquiring accurate prevalence data will better inform survivorship strategies by 784 

allowing appropriate delivery of targeted resources and services, and informed resource 785 

allocation for this effort. Access to accurate prevalence estimates will also inform, and 786 

perhaps encourage, the development of evidence-based practice guidelines for CICI.  787 
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