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Motivation

Source: National monitoring report colorectal cancer screening, 2014-2020
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Aim

Investigate demographic differences

between participants and

non-participants



What is known already?

• Available data: sex, age, postal code

• Postal code > area SES

Odds Ratio *

Socialeconomic status

Quintile 1 (highest SES)

Quintile 2

Quintile 3

Quintile 4

Quintile 5 (lowest SES)

ref

1.07 (1.06-1.08)

1.07 (1.06-1.08)

0.96 (0.95-0.97)

0.73 (0.72-0.74)

* Corrected for age and sex



What is known already?

• Available data: sex, age, postal code

• Postal code > urban density
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What is new?

• Individual-level data

• Advantage: possibility to combine different factors

Participation

Sex

Age

Income

Household characteristics

Migration background

Education

Employment status



Multivariate logistic regression

• Sex

• Age

• Income

• Household type

• Migration background

• Education

• Employment status
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Multivariate logistic regression

• Sex ✓

• Age ✓

• Income

• Household type

• Migration background

• Education

• Employment status
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Participation by income quartile

Sex ✓

Age ✓

Income

Household type

Migration background

Education

Employment status

ref
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Participation by household type

ref

1.63

0.74

1.11

0.55
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Participation by migration background

• Five most common countries of origin

• Generation migrant

Sex ✓

Age ✓

Income ✓

Household type ✓

Migration background

Education

Employment status



Participation by migration background

ref
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0.92

0.56 0.67
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* Turkish and Moroccan 2nd generation migrants are only small groups and are therefore left out  
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Participation by education level

ref

1.17 1.11
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Participation by socioeconomic group

ref
1.12

0.91

0.87
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Take-away message
Subtitle

• Participation in the Netherlands is high, but decreasing

• Health inequities are increased for certain subgroups:

• Low income

• Single

• Migration background



Thank you!

h.vandermeer@erasmusmc.nl


