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	Supplementary table[bookmark: _Toc203691353][bookmark: _Toc213324733]Supplementary table 1: Summary of group comparisons and correlation analyses

	Question
	Comparison
	No. of groups
	Measurement scale
	Test type*
	Post hoc method**

	Supplementary table 2
	
Perceived capability of SPs to decide on screening

	Gender
	2
	Continuous (1-10)
	Independent t-test
	-

	
	
	Profession
	4
	Continuous (1-10)
	One-way ANOVA
	-

	
	
	Experience (Years)
	4
	Continuous (1-10)
	One-way ANOVA
	Pairwise Bonferroni

	Supplementary table 3
	Willingness to assist patient decision making  about lung cancer screening
	Gender
	2
	Continuous (1-10)
	Mann-Whitney U
	-

	
	
	Profession
	4
	Continuous (1-10)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	Pairwise Mann-Whitney U with Bonferroni correction

	
	
	Experience (Years)
	4
	Continuous (1-10)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	-

	Supplementary table 4
	Preferred decision-making role - Control Preference Scale (CPS)
	Gender
	2
	Ordinal (1-5)
	Mann-Whitney U
	-

	
	
	Profession
	4
	Ordinal (1-5)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	-

	
	
	Experience (Years)
	4
	Ordinal (1-5)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	Pairwise Mann-Whitney U with Bonferroni correction

	Supplementary table 5
	Familiarity with SDM
	Gender
	2
	Continuous (1-10)
	Mann-Whitney U
	

	
	
	Profession
	4
	Continuous (1-10)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	Pairwise Mann-Whitney U with Bonferroni correction

	
	
	Experience (Years)
	4
	Continuous (1-10)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	Pairwise Mann-Whitney U with Bonferroni correction

	Supplementary table 6
	SDM-Q-Doc Total Score
	Gender
	2
	Interval (total score 0–45)
	Independent t-test
	-

	
	
	Profession
	4
	Interval (total score 0–45)
	One-way ANOVA
	Bonferroni-adjusted pairwise comparisons

	
	
	Experience (Years)
	4
	Interval (total score 0–45)
	One-way ANOVA
	-

	Supplementary table 7
	Willingness to assist patient decision making
	Correlation with perceived patient capability to decide***
	-
	Continuous x Continuous
	Spearman’s rho
	-


*All statistical analyses were conducted using a significance threshold of α = .05. Distributions were considered non-normal if skewness or kurtosis exceeded ±1. **When multiple pairwise comparisons were performed, Bonferroni-adjusted alpha levels were applied to control for Type I error (e.g., α = .0083 for six comparisons). *** No corrections for multiple testing were applied to exploratory correlation analyses.



[bookmark: _Toc213324734]Supplementary table 2: Perceived capability of screening participants to make an independent decision about participation in lung cancer screening

	Question
	Response category
	

	To what extent do you believe that most screening participants are capable of independently making a decision about participation in a new lung cancer screening programme?
	1 (not at all capable) - 10 (very capable)



Supplementary table 2.2. Descriptive statistics for perceived capability of screening participants to make own decisions about lung cancer screening
Supplementary table 2.1. Response distribution for perceived capability of screening participants to make own decisions about lung cancer screening



	Statistic
	Value

	N
	371

	Mean
	6.08

	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	[5.92 - 6.25]

	Median
	6.00

	Mode
	6.00

	Standard Deviation
	1.57

	Variance
	2.48

	Minimum - Maximum
	2 - 10

	Range
	8

	Interquartile Range
	2

	Skewness (SE)
	-0.130 (.13)

	Kurtosis (SE)
	-0.240 (.25)



	Response category
	n
	%

	1
	0
	0

	2
	3
	0.8%

	3
	21
	5.7%

	4
	33
	8.9%

	5
	72
	19.4%

	6
	90
	24.3%

	7
	82
	22.1%

	8
	54
	14.6%

	9
	11
	3.0%

	10
	5
	1.3%

	Total
	371
	100.0%


Supplementary table 2.3. Response score distribution for perceived decision capability by gender, profession, and years of experience


	Group
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Total

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female 
	3 (1.1%)
	13 (4.7%)
	25 (9.0%)
	58 (20.9%)
	69 (24.9%)
	57 (20.6%)
	43 (15.5%)
	8 (2.9%)
	1 (0.4%)
	277 (100%)

	Male 
	0 (0.0%)
	8 (8.5%)
	8 (8.5%)
	14 (14.9%)
	21 (22.3%)
	25 (26.6%)
	11 (11.7%)
	3 (3.2%)
	4 (4.3%)
	94 (100%)

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner 
	3 (1.7%)
	8 (4.4%)
	18 (9.9%)
	35 (19.3%)
	40 (22.1%)
	37 (20.4%)
	30 (16.6%)
	6 (3.3%)
	4 (2.2%)
	181 (100%)

	Pharmacist 
	0 (0.0%)
	7 (6.6%)
	9 (8.5%)
	22 (20.8%)
	34 (32.1%)
	22 (20.8%)
	11 (10.4%)
	1 (0.9%)
	0 (0.0%)
	106 (100%)

	Tobacco specialist 
	0 (0.0%)
	3 (6.8%)
	3 (6.8%)
	9 (20.5%)
	9 (20.5%)
	10 (22.7%)
	7 (15.9%)
	2 (4.5%)
	1 (2.3%)
	44 (100%)

	Medical specialist
	0 (0.0%)
	3 (7.5%)
	3 (7.5%)
	6 (15.0%)
	7 (17.5%)
	13 (32.5%)
	6 (15.0%)
	2 (5.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	40 (100%)

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior 
	0 (0.0%)
	8 (8.6%)
	9 (9.7%)
	20 (21.5%)
	27 (29.0%)
	16 (17.2%)
	9 (9.7%)
	3 (3.2%)
	1 (1.1%)
	93 (100%)

	Middle 
	2 (1.8%)
	9 (8.0%)
	14 (12.5%)
	18 (16.1%)
	29 (25.9%)
	21 (18.8%)
	19 (17.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	112 (100%)

	Expert 
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (3.4%)
	4 (6.8%)
	15 (25.4%)
	11 (18.6%)
	17 (28.8%)
	7 (11.9%)
	3 (5.1%)
	0 (0.0%)
	59 (100%)

	Senior 
	1 (0.9%)
	2 (1.9%)
	6 (5.6%)
	19 (17.8%)
	23 (21.5%)
	28 (26.2%)
	19 (17.8%)
	5 (4.7%)
	4 (3.7%)
	107 (100%)


Supplementary table 2.4. Descriptive statistics of perceived decision capability by gender, profession, and years of experience

	Group
	N
	M (SD)
	Median
	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	277
	6.04 (1.52)
	6.00
	[5.86 - 6.22]
	-0.210
	-0.304

	Male
	94
	6.19 (1.72)
	6.00
	[5.84 - 6.54]
	-0.005
	-0.205

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner
	181
	6.13 (1.66)
	6.00
	[5.89 - 6.38]
	-0.111
	-0.237

	Pharmacist
	106
	5.87 (1.36)
	6.00
	[5.61 - 6.13]
	-0.266
	-0.270

	Tobacco specialist
	44
	6.23 (1.65)
	6.00
	[5.72 - 6.73]
	-0.058
	-0.320

	Medical specialist
	40
	6.25 (1.58)
	7.00
	[5.74 - 6.76]
	-0.476
	-0.369

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior
	93
	5.84 (1.55)
	6.00
	[5.52 - 6.16]
	0.096
	-0.159

	Middle
	112
	5.80 (1.59)
	6.00
	[5.51 - 6.10]
	-0.372
	-0.663

	Expert
	59
	6.19 (1.43)
	6.00
	[5.81 - 6.56]
	-0.085
	-0.441

	Senior
	107
	6.52 (1.57)
	7.00
	[6.22 - 6.82]
	-0.096
	0.113


Supplementary table 2.5. Group comparisons of perceived decision capability by gender, profession, and years of experience



	Comparison
	Test Type
	df
	Test statistic
	p-value
	95% CI of the Difference (Lower - Upper)
	Effect size
	Significant (α = 0.05)

	Gender
	Independent Samples t-test
	369
	t = -0.789
	.431
	[-0.518 - 0.221]
	d=-0.094
	No

	Profession
	One-way ANOVA
	(3,367)
	F = 0.994
	.396
	-
	η²=0.008
	No

	Experience (years)
	One-way ANOVA
	(3,367)
	F = 4.960
	0.002
	-
	η² = 0.039
	Yes



Supplementary table 2.6. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons of perceived decision capability between experience groups (Bonferroni-corrected)



	Comparison
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	95% CI (Lower - Upper)
	p-value
	Significant (α = .0083)

	Junior vs Middle
	0.03514
	0.21723
	[-0.5411 - 0.6114]
	1.000
	No

	Junior vs Expert
	-0.34773
	0.25771
	[-1.0314 - 0.3359]
	1.000
	No

	Junior vs Senior
	-0.68465
	0.21952
	[-1.2669 - -0.1024]
	0.012
	No

	Middle vs Expert
	-0.38287
	0.24908
	[-1.0436 - 0.2779]
	.751
	No

	Middle vs Senior
	-0.71979
	0.20932
	[-1.2750 - -0.1646]
	0.004
	Yes

	Expert vs Senior
	-0.33692
	0.25108
	[-1.0030 - 0.3291]
	1.000
	No










[bookmark: _Toc213324735]Supplementary table 3:  Willingness to assist patient decision-making about lung cancer screening


	Question
	Response category

	To what extent would you be willing to support your patients in making a decision about participation in a lung cancer screening programme if such a programme were to be implemented?
	1 (not at all willing) - 10 (very willing)



Supplementary table 3.2. Descriptive statistics for healthcare providers’ willingness to assist patient decision-making about lung cancer screening
Supplementary table 3.1. Response distribution for healthcare providers’ willingness to assist patient decision-making about lung cancer screening




	Response category
	n
	%

	1
	2
	0.5%

	2
	1
	0.3%

	3
	6
	1.6%

	4
	6
	1.6%

	5
	27
	7.3%

	6
	19
	5.1%

	7
	55
	14.8%

	8
	111
	29.9%

	9
	66
	17.8%

	10
	78
	21.0%

	Total
	371
	100%


	Statistic
	Value

	N (Valid)
	371

	Mean
	7.93

	95% CI (Lower - Upper)
	[7.75 - 8.11]

	Median
	8.00

	Mode
	8.00

	Standard Deviation
	1.75

	Variance
	3.06

	Minimum - Maximum
	1 - 10

	Range
	9.00

	Interquartile Range (IQR)
	2.00

	Skewness (SE)
	-1.041 (.127)

	Kurtosis (SE)
	1.285 (.253)


Supplementary table 3.3. Response score distribution for willingness to assist patient decision-making by gender, profession, and years of experience



	Group
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Total

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female 
	2 (0.7%)
	0 (0.0%)
	6 (2.2%)
	4 (1.5%)
	24 (8.7%)
	15 (5.5%)
	39 (14.2%)
	84 (30.5%)
	50 (18.2%)
	51 (18.5%)
	275 

	Male 
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (1.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (2.1%)
	3 (3.1%)
	4 (4.2%)
	16 (16.7%)
	27 (28.1%)
	16 (16.7%)
	27 (28.1%)
	96 

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner 
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (0.6%)
	3 (1.7%)
	1 (0.6%)
	10 (5.5%)
	2 (1.1%)
	16 (8.8%)
	59 (32.6%)
	42 (23.2%)
	47 (26.0%)
	181 

	Pharmacist 
	1 (0.9%)
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (1.9%)
	4 (3.8%)
	11 (10.4%)
	9 (8.5%)
	25 (23.6%)
	28 (26.4%)
	11 (10.4%)
	15 (14.2%)
	106 

	Tobacco specialist 
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (2.3%)
	4 (9.1%)
	4 (9.1%)
	8 (18.2%)
	15 (34.1%)
	5 (11.4%)
	7 (15.9%)
	44 

	Medical specialist 
	1 (2.5%)
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (2.5%)
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (5.0%)
	4 (10.0%)
	6 (15.0%)
	9 (22.5%)
	8 (20.0%)
	9 (22.5%)
	40 

	Experience (Years) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior 
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	3 (1.5%)
	0 (0.0%)
	4 (2.0%)
	7 (3.4%)
	13 (6.4%)
	29 (14.3%)
	19 (9.4%)
	17 (8.4%)
	203 

	Middle 
	1 (0.8%)
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (0.8%)
	2 (1.7%)
	7 (5.8%)
	4 (3.3%)
	14 (11.6%)
	38 (31.4%)
	21 (17.4%)
	25 (20.7%)
	121 

	Expert 
	1 (1.7%)
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (1.7%)
	2 (3.4%)
	8 (13.6%)
	2 (3.4%)
	12 (20.3%)
	14 (23.7%)
	10 (16.9%)
	9 (15.3%)
	59 

	Senior 
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (0.9%)
	1 (0.9%)
	2 (1.9%)
	8 (7.5%)
	6 (5.6%)
	16 (15.0%)
	30 (28.0%)
	16 (15.0%)
	27 (25.2%)
	107 


Supplementary table 3.4. Descriptive statistics of willingness to assist patient decision-making by gender, profession, and years of experience


	Group
	n
	M (SD)
	Median
	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	275
	7.82 (1.78)
	8.0
	[7.61 - 8.03]
	-1.02
	1.16

	Male
	96
	8.24 (1.61)
	8.0
	[7.91 - 8.57]
	-1.08
	1.77

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner
	181
	8.34 (1.58)
	8.0
	[8.11 - 8.57]
	-1.42
	2.56

	Pharmacist
	106
	7.36 (1.83)
	8.0
	[7.01 - 7.71]
	-0.65
	0.58

	Tobacco specialist
	44
	7.70 (1.56)
	8.0
	[7.23 - 8.18]
	-0.36
	-0.33

	Medical specialist
	40
	7.85 (2.01)
	8.0
	[7.21 - 8.49]
	-1.37
	2.55

	Experience
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior
	203
	7.99 (1.62)
	8.0
	[7.65 - 8.32]
	-1.03
	1.32

	Middle
	121
	8.07 (1.69)
	8.0
	[7.76 - 8.39]
	-1.28
	2.46

	Expert
	44
	7.46 (1.98)
	8.0
	[6.94 - 7.97]
	-0.88
	0.79

	Senior
	46
	7.99 (1.76)
	8.0
	[7.65 - 8.33]
	-0.89
	0.67


Supplementary table 3.5. Group comparisons of willingness to assist patient decision-making by gender, profession, and years of experience



	Comparison
	Test
	df
	Test Statistic
	p-value
	Effect size (r)
	Significant

	Gender
	Mann-Whitney U
	-
	U = 11519.50
	0.057
	r = .02
	No

	Profession
	Kruskal-Wallis
	3
	H = 27.422
	<0.001
	ε² = .067
	Yes

	Experience (Years)
	Kruskal-Wallis
	3
	H = 4.571
	.206
	ε² = .004
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Supplementary table 3.6. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons of willingness to assist patient decision-making between professional groups (Bonferroni-corrected)



	Comparison
	N1
	MR1
	N2
	MR2
	U
	Z
	p-value
	Effect size (r)
	Significant (α = .0083)

	GP vs PH
	181
	162.43
	106
	112.53
	6257.5
	-5.037
	<0.001
	-0.30
	Yes

	GP vs TC
	181
	118.90
	44
	88.72
	2913.5
	-2.846
	0.004
	-0.19
	Yes

	GP vs MS
	181
	113.76
	40
	98.51
	3120.5
	-1.406
	.160
	-0.09
	No

	PH vs TC
	106
	73.27
	44
	80.86
	2096.0
	-0.994
	.320
	-0.08
	No

	PH vs MS
	106
	69.74
	40
	83.48
	1721.0
	-1.781
	0.075
	-0.15
	No

	TC vs MS
	44
	40.39
	40
	44.83
	787.0
	-0.850
	.395
	-0.09
	No














[bookmark: _Toc213324736]Supplementary table 4:  Preferred decision-making role - Control Preference Scale (CPS)

	Question
	Response category

	What do you think is the best way for a screening participants to make a decision about participating in lung cancer screening?
	1
	As a healthcare professional, I should make the final decision about the patient’s participation in lung cancer screening.

	
	2
	As a healthcare provider, I should make the final decision about the patient's participation in lung cancer screening, after carefully considering the patient's opinion.

	
	3
	The patient and I should share responsibility for making the final decision about participation in lung cancer screening together.

	
	4
	The patient should make the final decision about participation in lung cancer screening, after carefully considering my opinion.

	
	5
	The patient should make the final decision about participation in lung cancer screening.



Table 4.1. Response distribution for preferred decision-making roles based on the Control Preferences Scale
Table 4.2. Descriptive statistics for preferred decision-making roles based on the Control Preferences Scale



	Statistic
	Value

	N (Valid)
	366

	Mean
	4.17

	95% CI (Lower - Upper)
	[4.11 - 4.26]

	Median
	4.00

	Mode
	4.00

	Standard Deviation
	0.74

	Variance
	0.55

	Minimum - Maximum
	1 - 5

	Range
	5.00

	Interquartile Range (IQR)
	1.00

	Skewness (SE)
	-.850 (.128)

	Kurtosis (SE)
	1.652 (.254)



	Response category
	n
	%

	1
	3 
	0.8%

	2
	2 
	0.5%

	3
	50 
	13.7%

	4
	187 
	51.1%

	5
	124
	33.9%

	Total
	366
	100%
















Table 4.3. Distribution of preferred decision-making roles by gender, profession, and years of experiences



	Group
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female 
	2 (0.7%)
	1 (0.4%)
	40 (14.7%)
	136 (50.0%)
	93 (34.2%)
	272

	Male 
	1 (1.1%)
	1 (1.1%)
	10 (10.6%)
	51 (54.3%)
	31 (33.0%)
	94

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner 
	2 (1.1%)
	0 (0.0%)
	22 (12.6%)
	88 (50.6%)
	62 (35.6%)
	174

	Pharmacist 
	1 (0.9%)
	1 (0.9%)
	17 (15.5%)
	50 (45.5%)
	41 (37.3%)
	110

	Tobacco specialist 
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	4 (10.5%)
	23 (60.5%)
	11 (28.9%)
	38

	Medical specialist 
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	7 (15.9%)
	26 (59.1%)
	10 (22.7%)
	44

	Experience
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior 
	2 (2.2%)
	1 (1.1%)
	7 (7.9%)
	48 (53.9%)
	31 (34.8%)
	89

	Middle 
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	12 (10.5%)
	56 (49.1%)
	46 (40.4%)
	114

	Expert
	1 (1.6%)
	0 (0.0%)
	10 (15.9%)
	40 (63.5%)
	12 (19.0%)
	63

	Senior 
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (1.0%)
	21 (21.0%)
	43 (43.0%)
	35 (35.0%)
	100







Table 4.4. Descriptive statistics of preferred decision-making roles by gender, profession, and years of experience 

	Group
	n
	M (SD)
	Median
	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Gender
	

	Female
	272
	4.17 (.74)
	4
	[4.08 - 4.25] 
	-0.77
	1.32

	Male
	94
	4.17 (.74)
	4
	[4.02 - 4.32]
	-1.09
	2.81

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General pracitioner
	174
	4.20 (.74)
	4
	[4.08 - 4.31]
	-1.02
	2.45

	Pharmacist
	110
	4.17 (.79)
	4
	[4.02 - 4.32]
	-0.89
	1.31

	Tobacco specialist
	38
	4.18 (.61)
	4
	[3.98 - 4.38]
	-0.10
	-0.30

	Medical specialist
	44
	4.02 (.70)
	4
	[3.81 - 4.24]
	-0.46
	0.55

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior
	89
	4.18 (.81)
	4
	[4.01 - 4.35]
	-1.54
	4.25

	Middle
	114
	4.30 (.65)
	4
	[4.18 - 4.42]
	-0.39
	-0.70

	Expert
	63
	3.98 (.71)
	4
	[3.81 - 4.16]
	-1.11
	4.07

	Senior
	100
	4.12 (.77)
	4
	[3.97 - 4.27]
	-0.35
	-0.82





Table 4.5. Group comparisons of preferred decision-making roles by gender, profession, and years of experience



	Comparison
	Test
	df
	Test Statistic
	p-value
	Effect Size
	Significant

	Gender
	Mann-Whitney U
	-
	U=12683.000
	.900
	r = 0.007
	No

	Profession
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	3
	H=2.588
	.460
	ε² = 0.020
	No

	Experience
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	3
	H=8.416
	0.038
	ε² = 0.015
	Yes 




Supplementary table 4.6. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons of preferred decision-making by experience (Bonferroni-corrected)



	Comparison
	N1
	MR1
	N2
	MR2
	U
	Z
	p-value
	Effect size (r)
	Significant (α = .0083)

	Junior vs Middle
	89
	98.74
	114
	104.54
	4783.0
	-0.776
	0.438
	-0.054
	No

	Junior vs Expert
	89
	82.07
	63
	68.63
	2308.0
	-2.096
	0.036
	-0.170
	No

	Junior vs Senior
	89
	98.11
	100
	92.24
	4173.5
	-0.802
	.422
	-0.058
	No

	Middle vs Expert
	114
	96.36
	63
	75.68
	2752.0
	-2.868
	0.004
	-0.216
	Yes

	Middle vs Senior
	114
	113.37
	100
	100.81
	5031.0
	-1.612
	.107
	-0.110
	No

	Expert vs Senior
	63
	77.16
	100
	85.05
	2845.0
	-1.136
	.256
	-0.089
	No





[bookmark: _Toc213324737]Supplementary table 5:  Self-reported familiarity with Shared Decision Making

	Question
	Response category
	

	How familiar are you with the concept of shared decision making (SDM)?
	1 (No knowledge at all) - 10 (Very extensive knowledge)




Supplementary table 5.2. Descriptive statistics for self-reported familiarity with SDM
Supplementary table 5.1. Response distribution self-reported familiarity with SDM



	Response category
	n
	%

	1
	52
	14.0%

	2
	14
	3.8%

	3
	20
	5.4%

	4
	14
	3.8%

	5
	35
	9.4%

	6
	34
	9.2%

	7
	37
	10.0%

	8
	59
	15.9%

	9
	52
	14.0%

	10
	53
	14.3%

	Total
	370
	100%


	Statistic
	Value

	N (Valid)
	370

	Mean
	6.23

	95% CI (Lower - Upper)
	[5.92 - 6.54]

	Median
	7.00

	Mode
	8.00

	Standard Deviation
	3.02

	Variance
	9.12

	Minimum-Maximum
	1-10

	Range
	9

	Interquartile Range (IQR)
	5.00

	Skewness (SE)
	-0.502 (.127)

	Kurtosis (SE)
	-1.028 (.253)

















Supplementary table 5.3. Distribution self-reported familiarity with SDM by gender, profession, and years of experience

	Group
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Total

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	45 (16.4%)
	13 (4.7%)
	14 (5.1%)
	12 (4.4%)
	24 (8.8%)
	23 (8.4%)
	29 (10.6%)
	37 (13.5%)
	42 (15.3%)
	35 (12.8%)
	274

	Male
	7 (7.3%)
	1 (1.0%)
	6 (6.3%)
	2 (2.1%)
	11 (11.5%)
	11 (11.5%)
	8 (8.3%)
	22 (22.9%)
	10 (10.4%)
	18 (18.8%)
	96

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner 
	5 (2.8%)
	2 (1.1%)
	2 (1.1%)
	4 (2.2%)
	11 (6.1%)
	11 (6.1%)
	23 (12.7%)
	36 (19.9%)
	41 (22.7%)
	46 (25.4%)
	181

	Pharmacist 
	35 (33.0%)
	9 (8.5%)
	13 (12.3%)
	7 (6.6%)
	12 (11.3%)
	13 (12.3%)
	6 (5.7%)
	9 (8.5%)
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (1.9%)
	106

	Tobacco specialist 
	8 (18.2%)
	2 (4.5%)
	4 (9.1%)
	3 (6.8%)
	8 (18.2%)
	3 (6.8%)
	6 (13.6%)
	4 (9.1%)
	4 (9.1%)
	2 (4.5%)
	44

	Medical specialist 
	4 (10.3%)
	1 (2.6%)
	1 (2.6%)
	0 (0.0%)
	4 (10.3%)
	7 (17.9%)
	2 (5.1%)
	10 (25.6%)
	7 (17.9%)
	3 (7.7%)
	39

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior
	3 (3.3%)
	2 (2.2%)
	5 (5.4%)
	3 (3.3%)
	5 (5.4%)
	9 (9.8%)
	10 (10.9%)
	14 (15.2%)
	15 (16.3%)
	26 (28.3%)
	92

	Middle
	14 (12.4%)
	3 (2.7%)
	2 (1.8%)
	2 (1.8%)
	10 (8.8%)
	10 (8.8%)
	13 (11.5%)
	20 (17.7%)
	21 (18.6%)
	18 (15.9%)
	113

	Expert
	13 (22.4%)
	3 (5.2%)
	5 (8.6%)
	3 (5.2%)
	4 (6.9%)
	5 (8.6%)
	8 (13.8%)
	10 (17.2%)
	5 (8.6%)
	2 (3.4%)
	58

	Senior
	22 (20.6%)
	6 (5.6%)
	8 (7.5%)
	6 (5.6%)
	16 (15.0%)
	10 (9.3%)
	6 (5.6%)
	15 (14.0%)
	11 (10.3%)
	7 (6.5%)
	107





Supplementary table 5.4. Descriptive statistics of self-reported familiarity with SDM by gender, profession, and years of experience 

	Group
	n
	M (SD)
	Median
	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	274
	6.01 (3.11)
	7.0
	[5.64 - 6.38]
	-0.405
	-1.204

	Male
	96
	6.85 (2.65)
	8.0
	[6.32 - 7.39]
	-0.746
	-0.289

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner
	181
	7.90 (2.13)
	8.0
	[7.59 - 8.21]
	-1.390
	1.854

	Pharmacist
	106
	3.70 (2.56)
	3.0
	[3.21 - 4.19]
	0.510
	-0.910

	Tobacco specialist
	44
	5.09 (2.82)
	5.0
	[4.23 - 5.95] 
	-0.032
	-1.117

	Medical specialist
	39
	6.62 (2.65)
	8.0
	[5.76 - 7.48]
	-0.944
	0.043

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior
	92
	7.50 (2.52)
	8.0
	[6.98 - 8.02]
	-0.974
	0.094

	Middle
	113
	6.76 (2.89)
	8.0
	[6.22 - 7.30]
	-0.870
	-0.381

	Expert
	58
	5.12 (3.00)
	6.0
	[4.33 - 5.91]
	-1.640
	-1.441

	Senior
	107
	5.17 (3.01)
	5.0
	[4.59 - 5.75]
	-0.029
	-1.306


Supplementary table 5.5.  Group comparisons of self-reported familiarity with Shared Decision Making by gender, profession, and years of experience



	Comparison
	Test
	df
	Test Statistic
	p-value
	Effect size (r)
	Significant (α = .05)

	Gender 
	Mann-Whitney U
	-
	U = 11290.500
	0.037
	r = -0.108
	Yes

	Profession 
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	3
	H = 135.735
	< 0.001
	ε² = 0.368
	Yes

	Experience 
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	3
	H = 42.849
	< 0.001
	ε² = 0.116
	Yes


Supplementary table 5.6. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons of self-reported familiarity with SDM between gender, professional, and experience groups (Bonferroni-corrected)


	Comparison
	N1
	MR1
	N2
	MR2
	U
	Z
	p-value
	Effect size (r)
	Significant (α = .0083)

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female vs. Male
	274
	178.71
	96
	204.89
	11290.500
	-2.080
	< 0.001
	0.108
	Yes

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GP vs PH
	181
	184.81
	106
	74.32
	2207.000
	-10.976
	< 0.001
	0.648
	Yes

	GP vs TC
	181
	125.66
	44
	60.92
	1690.500
	-5.997
	< 0.001
	0.400
	Yes

	GP vs MS
	181
	116.56
	39
	82.38
	2433.000
	-3.093
	0.002
	0.209
	Yes

	PH vs TC
	106
	69.33
	44
	90.36
	1678.000
	-2.742
	0.006
	0.224
	Yes

	PH vs MS
	106
	61.94
	39
	103.06
	894.500
	-5.301
	< 0.001
	0.440
	Yes

	TC vs MS 
	44
	35.65
	39
	49.17
	578.500
	-2.571
	0.010
	0.282
	No

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior vs Middle
	92
	111.70
	113
	95.92
	4397.5
	-1.917
	0.055
	0.134
	No

	Junior vs Expert
	92
	89.02
	58
	54.06
	1424.5
	-4.841
	< 0.001
	0.395
	Yes

	Junior vs Senior
	92
	124.07
	107
	79.30
	2707.5
	-5.508
	< 0.001
	0.390
	Yes

	Middle vs Expert
	113
	95.34
	58
	67.81
	2222.0
	-3.473
	< 0.001
	0.266
	Yes

	Middle vs Senior
	113
	126.92
	107
	93.15
	4189.5
	-3.965
	< 0.001
	0.267
	Yes

	Expert vs Senior
	58
	82.47
	107
	83.29
	3072.5
	-0.105
	.916
	0.008
	No


[bookmark: _Toc213324738]Supplementary table 6:  Shared Decision-Making Questionnaire (SDM-Q-Doc)
	Question
	Response category

	1. I would make it clear to the patient that a decision needs to be made about participation in the screening.
	Response options (0–5): 0=Completely disagree, 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Somewhat disagree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Strongly agree, 5=Completely agree.

	2. I would want to know how the patient wishes to be involved in making the decision about the screening.
	

	3. I would inform the patient about the option of lung cancer screening, but also about the option of not participating.
	

	4. I would clearly explain the pros and cons of lung cancer screening as well as of not participating.
	

	5. I would help the patient understand all the information.
	

	6. I would ask the patient which option they prefers.
	

	7. I would thoroughly weigh the different options together with the patient.
	

	8. I would make a choice together with the patient for one of the options.
	

	9. I would make an appointment with the patient about the next steps.
	


	Statistic
	Value

	N (Valid)
	370

	Mean
	31.60

	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	30.90 - 32.30

	Median
	32.00

	Mode
	36.00

	Standard Deviation
	6.86

	Variance
	47.00

	Minimum - Maximum
	0.00 - 45.00

	Range
	45.00

	Interquartile Range (IQR)
	9.00

	Skewness (SE)
	-0.520 (0.13)

	Kurtosis (SE)
	0.900 (0.25)


Supplementary table 6.1. Item-wise distribution of responses for the SDM-Q-Doc

	Score
	Item-1
	Item-2
	Item-3
	Item-4
	Item-5
	Item-6
	Item-7
	Item-8
	Item-9

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	0
	2
	0.5%
	20
	5.4%
	16
	4.3%
	3
	0.8%
	3
	0.8%
	1
	0.3%
	4
	1.1%
	4
	1.1%
	25
	6.8%

	1
	7
	1.9%
	43
	11.6%
	38
	10.3%
	10
	2.7%
	5
	1.4%
	2
	0.5%
	18
	4.9%
	15
	4.1%
	63
	17.0%

	2
	32
	8.6%
	67
	18.1%
	58
	15.7%
	42
	11.4%
	19
	5.1%
	12
	3.2%
	39
	10.5%
	43
	11.6%
	83
	22.4%

	3
	74
	20.0%
	65
	17.6%
	93
	25.1%
	72
	19.5%
	56
	15.1%
	43
	11.6%
	46
	12.4%
	83
	22.4%
	79
	21.4%

	4
	177
	47.8%
	119
	32.2%
	120
	32.4%
	167
	45.1%
	182
	49.2%
	188
	50.8%
	167
	45.1%
	153
	41.4%
	83
	22.4%

	5
	78
	21.1%
	56
	15.1%
	45
	12.2%
	76
	20.5%
	105
	28.4%
	124
	33.5%
	96
	25.9%
	72
	19.5%
	37
	10.0%

	Total
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%
	370
	100%


Supplementary table 6.3. Internal consistency of the SDM-Q-Doc scale
Supplementary table 6.2. Descriptive Statistics for the total SDM-Q-Doc score

	Characteristic
	Value

	Number of respondents (N)
	370

	Number of items
	9

	Cronbach’s alpha (α)
	.836

	Deletion method
	Listwise deletion

	Interpretation
	Good internal consistency














Supplementary table 6.4. Descriptive statistics of total SDM-Q-Doc score by gender, profession, and years of experience 

	Subgroup
	n
	M (SD)
	Median
	95% CI (Lower-Upper)
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	274
	31.34 (6.90)
	32.00
	[30.52 - 32.16]
	-0.66
	1.29

	Male
	96
	32.36 (6.71)
	31.50
	[31.00 - 33.72]
	-0.05
	-0.60

	Profession
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General practitioner
	181
	32.56 (6.17)
	33.00
	[31.65 - 33.46]
	-2.21
	0.08

	Pharmacist 
	106
	29.60 (7.07)
	30.00
	[28.24 - 30.97]
	-0.34
	-0.05

	Tobacco specialist 
	44
	31.43 (6.47)
	31.00
	[29.46 - 33.40]
	-0.08
	-0.28

	Medical specialist 
	39
	32.79 (8.59)
	34.00
	[30.01 - 35.58]
	-1.56
	4.25

	Experience (Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior 
	92
	32.46 (5.81)
	34.00
	[31.25 - 33.66]
	-0.16
	-0.19

	Middle
	113
	31.86 (6.73)
	32.00
	[30.60 - 33.11]
	-0.48
	0.05

	Expert 
	58
	29.72 (8.50)
	30.50
	[27.49 - 31.96]
	-0.85
	1.67

	Senior 
	107
	31.62 (6.74)
	31.00
	[30.33 - 32.91]
	-0.07
	-0.20




Supplementary table 6.5. Group comparisons of total SDM-Q-Doc score by gender, profession, and years of experiences



	Comparison
	Test type
	df
	Test statistic
	p-value
	95% CI of the difference (Lower - Upper)
	Effect size
	Significant (α = 0.05)

	Gender
	Independent t-test
	368
	t = -1.27
	.206
	[-2.63, 0.57]
	d = -0.15
	No

	Profession
	One-way ANOVA
	3, 366
	F = 4.72
	0.003
	—
	η² = .037
	Yes

	Experience
	One-way ANOVA
	3, 366
	F = 2.00
	.114
	—
	η² = .016
	No



Supplementary table 6.6. Post hoc pairwise comparisons between professions on SDM-Q-Doc Score



	Comparison 
	Mean difference
	Std. Error
	95% CI (Lower - Upper)
	p-value
	Significant (α = .0083)

	GP vs PH
	2.95
	0.83
	0.76 - 5.15
	0.002
	Yes

	GP vs TC
	1.13
	1.14
	-1.89 - 4.14
	1.000
	No

	GP vs MS
	-0.24
	1.19
	-3.40 - 2.93
	1.000
	No

	PH vs TC
	-1.83
	1.21
	-5.04 - 1.39
	.793
	No

	PH vs MS
	-3.19
	1.27
	-6.55 - 0.16
	0.072
	No

	TC vs MS
	-1.36
	1.49
	-5.30 - 2.58
	1.000
	No






















[bookmark: _Toc213324739]Supplementary table 7: Correlation - Perceived capability of patients to make an informed decision × Willingness to support decision-making
Supplementary table 7.1. Summary of Spearman’s rho correlation between perceived patient capability and willingness to support decision-making



	Variable 1
	Variable 2
	Test
	ρ
	p-value
	N

	Perceived capability of patients to make an informed decision (1 = not at all capable to 10 = very capable)

	Willingness to support patient decision-making (1 = Not at all willing to 10 = very willing)
	Spearman’s rho
	.197
	< 0.001
	369


Supplementary table 7.2. Crosstabulation of perceived patient capability and willingness to support decision-making



	




Perceived capability of patients to make an informed decision
	Willingness to support patient decision-making

	
	
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	8.00
	9.00
	10.00
	Total

	
	2.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	
	3.00
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	5
	4
	2
	21

	
	4.00
	0
	0
	0
	3
	2
	2
	1
	10
	6
	9
	33

	
	5.00
	1
	1
	1
	0
	11
	8
	13
	20
	6
	10
	71

	
	6.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	3
	18
	28
	17
	17
	89

	
	7.00
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	2
	14
	25
	19
	18
	82

	
	8.00
	0
	0
	1
	2
	3
	2
	5
	19
	7
	15
	54

	
	9.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	4
	5
	11

	
	10.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	5

	
	Total
	2
	1
	6
	6
	27
	19
	55
	109
	66
	78
	369



Supplementary table 7.3. Long-format frequency table for perceived patient capability × willingness to support decision-making





	Perceived capability of patients to make an informed decision
	Willingness to support patient decision-making
	Frequency

	2
	7
	1

	2
	8
	1

	2
	9
	1

	3
	1
	1

	3
	3
	2

	3
	4
	1

	3
	5
	2

	3
	6
	2

	3
	7
	2

	3
	8
	5

	3
	9
	4

	3
	10
	2

	4
	4
	3

	4
	5
	2

	4
	6
	2

	4
	7
	1

	4
	8
	10

	4
	9
	6

	4
	10
	9

	5
	1
	1

	5
	2
	1

	5
	3
	1

	5
	5
	11

	5
	6
	8

	5
	7
	13

	5
	8
	20

	5
	9
	6

	5
	10
	10

	6
	5
	6

	6
	6
	3

	6
	7
	18

	6
	8
	28

	6
	9
	17

	6
	10
	17

	7
	3
	2

	7
	5
	2

	7
	6
	2

	7
	7
	14

	7
	25
	25

	7
	19
	19

	7
	18
	18

	8
	1
	1

	8
	2
	2

	8
	3
	3

	8
	2
	2

	8
	5
	5

	8
	19
	19

	8
	7
	7

	8
	15
	15

	9
	1
	1

	9
	1
	1

	9
	4
	4

	9
	5
	5

	10
	1
	1

	10
	2
	2

	10
	2
	2



Note: Statistical analyses included parametric and non-parametric tests, depending on data distribution and scale. Normality was assessed using skewness and kurtosis (acceptable range: -1 to +1). Parametric tests (e.g., t-tests, ANOVA) were used for normally distributed continuous data; Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis H tests were used otherwise. Bonferroni correction was based on the number of comparisons (e.g., 6 tests = α = .0083). The overall alpha level was .05. Effect sizes were reported where applicable: Cohen’s d (t-tests), η² (ANOVA), r = Z / √N (Mann-Whitney), and ε² = (H - k + 1) / (N - k) (Kruskal-Wallis). All tests were two-tailed; results were considered significant at or below the relevant (corrected) alpha threshold.
