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RESEARCH Open Access

Breast and cervical cancer screening in
Great Britain: Dynamic interrelated processes
Alexander Labeit1* and Frank Peinemann2

Abstract

No previous analysis has investigated the determinants of screening uptake for breast and cervical cancer screening
for possible spillover effects from one type of screening examination to the other type of screening examination with a
dynamic bivariate panel probit model. For our analysis, we used a dynamic random effects bivariate panel probit model
with initial conditions (Wooldridge-type estimator) and dependent variables were the participation of breast and cervical
cancer screening in the recent year. The balanced panel sample consisted of 844 women from the British Household
Panel Survey (BHPS) from the time period 1992 to 2008. Our analysis showed the high relevance of past screening
behaviour and the importance of state dependency for the same and the other type of cancer screening examinations
even after controlling for covariates and unobserved heterogeneity. The uptake for breast and cervical cancer
screening was higher when the same screening examination was done one or three years earlier. This result is in
accordance with the medical screening programmes in Great Britain. With regard to breast and cervical cancer screening
positive spillover effects existed between screening examinations in the third order lags. Women with a previous visit to a
general practitioner and individuals in the recommended age groups had a higher uptake for breast and cervical cancer
screening. Other socioeconomic and health related variables had non-uniform results in both screening examinations.
Promoting the uptake of one female prevention activity could also enhance the uptake of the other prevention activity.

Keywords: Dynamic panel probit model, Bivariate probit, Preventive medicine, State dependence, Screening, Health
check-ups

JEL classification: C33; C51; I19

Background
Individuals can attend different health check-ups in the
National Health Service (NHS). These include breast can-
cer screening, cervical cancer screening, blood pressure
check, cholesterol test, dental screening and eyesight test.
The NHS Breast Screening Programme has established
policy rules on the invitation to a mammography and the
NHS Cervical Screening Programme has established pol-
icy rules for the invitation to a Pap smear test. High par-
ticipation rates are an important aim for both screening
examinations, because mammographies and cervical
smear tests give the possibility of early detection of breast
cancer and prevention of cervical cancer. Breast and cer-
vical cancers have a high chance to be cured if detected at
an early stage [1, 2].

Previous research with the BHPS has analysed the up-
take for breast and cervical cancer screening in several
studies [3, 4], however the uptake was typically only ana-
lysed for one type of screening examination: Labeit et al.
(2013) analysed the uptake of cervical cancer screening
until 2008 [5] and Carney et al. (2013) analysed the uptake
of breast cancer screening until 2008 [6] and Sabates et al.
(2008) estimated breast and cervical cancer screening not
as separate equations and potential correlated processes
[3]. None of these empirical analyses investigated the up-
take of breast and cervical cancer screening examinations
simultaneously and if there are possible spillover effects
from one type of examination to the other type of examin-
ation with a dynamic bivariate panel probit model.
First, the regulations for the breast and cervical cancer

screening are described: the policy rules for the invitation
with the age of invitation, time periods between different
screening examinations and the different invitation rules
for England, Scotland and Wales and the location in which
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the screening examination is typically done. Second, eco-
nomic models and the relevance for prevention activities
and potential weaknesses are discussed and extensions of
these models with non-economic factors are introduced.
Also, empirical evidence for own analysed variables is dis-
cussed and third, the used dataset is described.
For breast and cervical cancer screening examinations,

explicit policy rules exist detailing the frequency of screen-
ing examinations depending on age limits, cancer history
of first-degree relatives and screening examinations in pre-
vious years. The NHS Breast Screening Programme and
the NHS Cervical Screening Programme are both public
health programmes in Great Britain and they are popula-
tion based screening programmes1. The access to both
screening programmes is not possible outside the relevant
age groups and time intervals. Both programmes issue in-
vitations on regular schedules that cannot be altered and
the women will then make the appointment themselves.
Outside of these programmes mammography or smear
test could take place in order to investigate a symptom or
in a local surveillance arrangements.
The NHS Breast Screening Programme (NHSBSP) is a

national prevention programme in Great Britain which
offers women a mammography [7]. This programme is an
early detection programme for an invasive disease and in
some cases it detects breast cancer in situ. The incidence
of breast cancer rises around age 50 and about 80 % of
new cases were diagnosed in women aged 50 and over, and
14% of all new cases were detected in the age group
between 60 and 64 [8]. Relevant risk factors are reproduct-
ive and hormonal factors, obesity, alcohol and physical
activity [9]. A proportion of about one quarter of breast
cancer cases can be linked to largely modifiable such as
lifestyle and environmental factors [10].
Originally, only women between age 50 and 64 were

invited for the first screening and every three years there-
after, but since 2003 women between age 65 and 70 years
have been invited. More frequent examinations are now
recommended for high risk women (e.g. a first-degree
relative (mother or sister) with breast cancer at a young
age). Mammographies are typically conducted in acute
hospital trusts or in mobile van units.
The NHS Cervical Screening Programme (NHSCSP) is a

national prevention programme in Great Britain which of-
fers women a smear test at different time intervals depend-
ing on age [11]. The aim of this programme is to prevent
cancer by detecting and treating abnormalities in an early
stage which, if left could develop into cancer. One of the
most important risks factors for cervical cancer is infection
with the human papilloma virus (HPV). HPV is an infec-
tion that is spread through sexual contact, and as a conse-
quence, about half of all women will be infected during
their whole lifetime [12]. Some of the women with an HPV
infection will develop cervical cancer. Younger women are

more susceptible to develop cervical cancer and younger
females who have sexual intercourse at an early age and
with a higher number of sexual partners will have a higher
chance to develop cervical cancer in comparison to older
women with few sexual partners [13]. In 2008, as part of
the NHS childhood vaccination programme, the HPV vac-
cination was introduced routinely to all girls aged 12 to 13
in England. Other risk factors for developing cervical can-
cer are an increased duration of oral contraceptive use and
a young age at first full term pregnancy [14]. The registra-
tion of newly diagnosed cases of cervical cancer start to
rise in the age group 20 to 24 and it is highest for women
between 25 and 49 and has one peak for women aged 25
to 29 and another peak for women aged 45 to 49. There-
fore, incidence and mortality rates have different age distri-
butions for both female cancer types with the consequence
of different ages for the first and last invitation by these
programmes.
The age for the first invitation and last invitation to cer-

vical cancer screening varies by region in Great Britain: age
25 in England since 2003, or 20 in Scotland and Wales,
and 20 in England before 2003 [15, 16]. Between the age of
the first invitation and 49, there is a 3 yearly recall period
in all parts of Great Britain since 2003, although before
2003 there was a 3 to 5 yearly recall period policy depend-
ing on the Primary Care Trust, with the majority of Pri-
mary Care Trusts following a 3-year policy [17]. The policy
of a uniform 3 year recall period for women between ages
25–49 was implemented in England in 2003 after a recom-
mendation by the Advisory Committee on Cervical
Screening following an audit funded by Cancer Research
UK and at the same time women between 20 and 24 were
withdrawn from the programme in England. It was con-
cluded that a 3-year recall policy appeared most effective
after an analysis of UK data [18]. No information was avail-
able for us on how quickly each Primary Care Trust in
England implemented the changes to the recall policy. Cer-
vical cancer screening is offered to women aged 50 and
over every three years until age 60; every three years until
age 64 in Wales; and every five years in England until age
64 [15]. Before 2003, a majority of women were screened
every three years [17]. Women who reach the age of 60 in
Scotland, and age 65 in England and Wales are ex-
cluded from the recall system and no longer invited for
cervical cancer screening unless they have had a recent
abnormal result in one of the previous three tests. Cervical
cancer screening examinations can be done by a General
practitioner (GP) or appropriate service provider such as a
woman or family clinic or the genito-urinary medicine
(GUM) department of a hospital [11]. These examinations
are offered as an ‘additional service’ by a GP and most cer-
vical screening examinations are undertaken by a female
practice nurse. Liquid based cytology (LBC) which is an im-
proved way of preparing cervical samples for examination
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in the laboratory was introduced between 2003 and 2008
[19] and the conversion to LBC was completed in October
2008 [11]. For breast and cervical cancer screening, peri-
odic invitations are sent out routinely to women by the pro-
grammes which are based on the NHS registers of GP
patients.
The rules of these programmes are relevant for analysing

the uptake of both screening examinations, because ac-
cording to these policy rules women are invited at certain
time intervals for the screening examinations. There is an
increased likelihood of participating in a screening examin-
ation after the recommended time interval. Also, for both
screening examinations, an inconclusive test in the actual
year may make it necessary for a follow-up control screen-
ing examination in the next year. Control screening exami-
nations as a follow-up are typically done for breast and
cervical cancer screening to check unclear test results.

Economic models and existing empirical evidence
Economic models for the demand of health care in general
and for preventative services in particular are based on
human capital models [20]. This theoretic framework has
been used for modelling the demand of primary and sec-
ondary prevention [21]. Therefore, it is also used in the
case of female cancer screenings such as mammography
and smear testing [22]. Cancer screening examinations
have a self-protection function and improve early detec-
tion of these cancer types and health outcomes [23]. The
problem with economic models for the demand of health
care, including prevention care, is that two important
aspects are typically not considered at the same time in
detail: the distinction between acute and preventative care,
and uncertainty. Some dynamic economic models for the
demand of health care take only uncertainty into consider-
ation. However, there is no distinction made between
acute and preventative care [24]. Acute care describes the
consumption aspect of health, whereas preventative care
describes the investment aspect. The Grossman model
makes the distinction between acute and preventative
care, but uncertainty is not considered in this model [25].
There is only one economic model which explicitly takes
the demand for preventative health care and uncertainty
in a stochastic dynamic framework into consideration
[26]. It is also necessary to analyse non-economic factors
for the uptake of screening examinations and many stud-
ies neglect non-economic factors [27]. The conceptual
framework of our analysis is based on a human capital
approach and inclusion of further non-economic factors.
Hypotheses can be generated for the effect on the de-

mand for preventative services concerning age, education
and household income. It is known that age can have dif-
ferent effects on the demand for breast and cervical can-
cer screening [22, 28]. With respect to breast and cervical
cancer screening, policy rules for issuing the invitation do

exist that state explicitly the time interval for the screen-
ing examinations. For the recommended age intervals, up-
take should be higher than for non-recommended age
intervals. On one hand, according to the Grossman model,
health depreciates as the age increases, and the need to
maintain health increases. As a consequence, the demand
for prevention activities, such as breast and cervical cancer
screening would increase with age. On the other hand,
older women have a shorter life span and pay-off period
for their investment in breast and cervical cancer screen-
ing. Therefore, the effect of increasing age on the uptake
for both screening examinations cannot be predicted with
confidence. Empirical studies often find a negative rela-
tionship between age and uptake for breast and cervical
cancer screening [22, 29]. A higher educational level may
be expected to lead to an increase in the uptake for breast
and cervical cancer screening, because women with a
higher education level have a higher efficiency of health
production, self-efficacy, motivation, awareness and know-
ledge about the importance of prevention [21, 30]. How-
ever, there is also contradicting empirical evidence; for
example, it had been found in one empirical study from
Denmark that a high level of education increased the rela-
tive risk for never taking part in a mammography in com-
parison to always taking part [31]. A higher household
income leads to an increase of time in perfect health and
therefore the demand for both screening examinations
should increase [20]. The effect of increasing household
income on breast and cervical cancer screening uptake
was confirmed in several studies [22, 28, 32]. It can be ex-
pected that the effect of increasing household income
should be either weaker or not existent in Great Britain
when compared to other countries, because both cancer
screening examinations are free of charge in Great Britain.
The chance that a woman will visit a breast and cervical

cancer screening examination is dependent on further non-
economic factors such as previous screening history and
individual and household characteristics. We generate
hypotheses and discuss existing empirical evidence. The
history of breast or cervical cancer screening examinations
has a predictive value for uptake in the recent period, i.e.
the past screening behaviour is correlated with the current
behaviour [6, 27, 30]. Cohabitation status can be an indica-
tor of social support, women living in a partnership being
able to exchange information with their partners about
health check-ups in general and cancer screenings in par-
ticular. This hypothesis was confirmed by two empirical
studies which analysed breast and cervical screening exami-
nations. It has been found that women who lived in co-
habitation in Sweden had a higher uptake for both
screening examinations [33, 34]. In Great Britain, two stud-
ies included the number of children as a control variable
and found that women with a higher number of children
attended breast and cancer screening examinations less
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often [30, 35]. Employment was added as a further control
variable, because women who work may have higher op-
portunity costs in comparison to unemployed and retired
women. In a systematic review that analysed the influence
of different determinants on the uptake of different health
check-ups, it was found that the influence of employment
for the uptake of breast and cervical cancer screening was
mixed [27]. The GP plays a role as gatekeeper in the health
care system and can give advice and information about the
importance of breast and cervical cancer screening exami-
nations. Thus, the uptake of both health check-ups should
be enhanced by previous GP visits [36, 37]. Registration
with a GP is a necessary condition for receiving an invita-
tion letter for breast and cervical cancer screening and rou-
tine periodic invitations are sent from the National Health
Service (NHS) registers of GP patients according to the rec-
ommended interval for breast and cervical cancer screen-
ing. Change of residence to a new address of a woman
lowers the chance of receiving an invitation letter. A lower
uptake for cervical cancer screening was found for women
in Great Britain who had changed residence and address in
one study [35], however not in another study [30]. Poor
self-perceived general health status could increase participa-
tion in screening examinations to find the reason for the
poor health status and to invest in better health. This ap-
pears to be the case for general health check-ups such as
blood pressure check and cholesterol test, but not for
female specific cancer screenings such as the mammog-
raphy and the smear test [28]. Psychological factors such as
fear and anxiety of having a cancer diagnosis confirmed in
these female specific health check-ups may prevent women
from attending a female cancer specific health check-up
and these psychological factors are related to a poor health
status [38]. Furthermore, women with poor health status
may be unable to visit the screening location such as the
GP, family clinic or mammography unit, because of physical
limitations. For women with poor health decreased uptake
of mammograms and pap smears has been reported in the
empirical literature. There are mixed results for the effect
of poor health status or comorbidities: in one study screen-
ing rates decreased as comorbidity increased measured by
an index of comorbidity, which was adapted from the
Charlson comorbidity index [39], however in two other
studies mammography utilization was higher among
women with 3 or more stable comorbidities than among
those without comorbidities [40, 41]. Smoking can serve as
an indicator for the weakened preference for health in com-
parison to other goods and smoking individuals show risk
taking behaviour [42]. Women who smoke have poorer
preventative health habits such as a reduced level of phys-
ical activity in comparison to non-smoking women [43].
The predicted influence of smoking was empirically con-
firmed for breast cancer screening with a lower uptake for
smoking women than for non-smoking women [22]. For

some women with non-white ethnic origin, cultural barriers
could exist for both screening examinations, because breast
and cervical cancer screening can be experienced as in-
vading medical procedures into the private sphere of a
woman. In an empirical investigation, ethnicity was the
most important predictor for cervical cancer screening,
with white British women having a higher uptake than
women of other ethnicity [44]. One further study dem-
onstrated a positive association between the uptake of
breast cancer screening and other preventative health
check-ups [45]. A systematic review indicated a positive
influence of taking part in screening examinations and
future health-promoting behaviours and a majority of
the studies showed a positive association between both
screening examinations [46]. However, all of these stud-
ies were cross-sectional or cohort studies and covered a
short time span, and studies did not analyse the tem-
poral sequence of screening examinations over a longer
period with panel data.

Data
The BHPS was used for the analysis of breast and cervical
cancer screening, the BHPS being an annual survey of
households in the UK. It involves a national representative
sample of more than 5,000 households and with individ-
uals age 16 and over [47]. The survey began in 1991 and
all the original individuals were interviewed annually un-
less they dropped out. In our analysis and construction of
the balanced sample, only individuals from England,
Scotland and Wales were selected, because data collection
did not start in Northern Ireland until wave 11. For the
construction of the balanced panel, 17 years of informa-
tion were used: from 1992 to 2008, because in the first
wave only a few individuals were interviewed in 1991,
most in 1992.
Questions about participating in breast and cervical can-

cer screening were in every wave from the start of the
panel survey in 1991 until 2008. For the analysis of breast
and cervical cancer screening behaviour, only women were
included in the sample. For women to be included in our
analysis, provision of both cancer screening examinations
had to be from the NHS; females with private provision or
with NHS and private provision for these health check-up
have been excluded from the analysis. The dependent vari-
able takes the value of 1 in a specific year if the breast can-
cer screening or cervical cancer screening was done and 0
if not. For analysing the policy changes for breast cancer
screening and cervical cancer screening, dummy coding
was chosen: for breast cancer screening and the age group
65–70, all years before and including 2002 were coded
with 0 and all the following years with 1; for cervical can-
cer screening and the age group 25–49, all years before
and including 2003 were coded with 0 and all the following
years with 1.
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Methods
To model the dynamic nature of screening examinations
and because uptake is a binary variable, a dynamic random
effects (RE) panel probit model was used to estimate the
uptake of both screening examinations over the panel
period from 1992 to 2008. In such a model, it is possible to
estimate the effect of state dependence from the same type
of screening examination and spillover effects from the
other type of screening examination and also to control for
unobserved heterogeneity and the correlation between the
individual specific random effects terms. Possible dynamic
spillover effects can exist in a bivariate model from one type
of screening examination (e.g. breast cancer screening) to
the other type of screening examination (e.g. cervical cancer
screening) and vice versa. The influence of household and
individual characteristics on uptake can also be analysed
within such a model.
The formal presentation extends the dynamic random

effects univariate panel probit model to the dynamic
random effects bivariate panel probit model and follows
Alessie et al. [48] and Devicienti et al. [49]. One possibil-
ity for estimating a dynamic random effects panel probit
is the Wooldridge estimator which specifies a relation-
ship between the unobserved time-invariant individual
effect and the observed characteristics and initial condi-
tions. The univariate case for the Wooldridge estimator
can be modelled with the following 3 equations [50].

y�it ¼ y0i;t−1γ þ x0itβþ ci þ μit ð1Þ

ci ¼ a0 þ a1yi1 þ �X
0
ia2 þ αi ð2Þ

yit ¼ 1; if y�it > 0
0; otherwise

t ¼ 2;…;T

�
ð3Þ

In the first equation y�it indicates the unobserved latent
variable of an individual i at a given time t for taking part
in a specific screening examination, yi,t-1 is the screening
examination decision of the individual i in period t-1, γ is
the coefficient for this variable, x is a vector of time variant
and time invariant covariates, β is the vector of coefficients
associated with these covariates, uit is the random error
term of an individual i in period t with normal distribution
with zero means and unit variances. ci indicates the indi-
vidual specific random effect which is modelled according
to the second equation and �Xi are longitudinal averages of
an individual i for specified variables. a0, a1, a2 are parame-
ters which have to be estimated and αi is a term with nor-
mal distribution with zero mean and variance σ2α . A
normal density for the individual specific random effect is
assumed. Correlation between the individual specific ran-
dom effect and time-varying variables of an individual is
allowed by including the average of these variables over
the whole panel observation period in the second equation

[51]. Time-varying variables included in the second equa-
tion can be partitionated into an actual (transitory) and
permanent (averaged) component for the estimation. The
third equation gives the observed binary outcome yit of
taking part in one screening examination for an individual
i in period t. Such a model can estimated with standard
software.
The estimation of such a dynamic random effects panel

probit model can be extended for the bivariate case in the
following way:

y�1it ¼ γ11y1i;t−1 þ γ12y2i;t−1 þ x0itβ1 þ c1i þ μ1it ð4Þ

y�2it ¼ γ21y2i;t−1 þ γ22y2i;t−1 þ x0itβ2 þ c2i þ μ2it ð5Þ

With

yjit ¼ 1þ y�jit > 0
h i

j ¼ 1; 2 t ¼ 2;…;T ð6Þ

y�jit is the chance of a woman i in period t to have a can-

cer screening examination j (breast or cervical cancer
examination) expressed as latent variable. β = (β1, β2) is
the vector of coefficients associated with the covariates in
equation (4) and (5). The assumptions for the error terms
μ1it and μ2it are a bivariate normal distribution with a zero
mean and a unit variance for each error term and inde-
pendency over time and a cross-equation covariance of ρ.
Individual specific random effects are c1i and c2i for breast
and cervical cancer screening with a bivariate normal dis-
tribution with variances comorbidity and σ2c2 and covari-
ances σc1, σc1, ρc.
The equation (6) gave the observed binary outcome for

breast cancer screening (y1it) for the individual woman i in
period t, which was equal to 1 if the woman i had a breast
cancer screening examination in period t and 0 otherwise.
Analogue the observed binary outcome for the individual
woman i in period t for cervical cancer screening (y2it)
was equal to 1 if the woman i had a cervical screening
examination in period t and 0 otherwise.
The inclusion of lagged dependent variables for breast

and cervical cancer screening makes a distinction between
unobserved heterogeneity and state dependence possible,
and potential dynamic spillover effects from one type of
cancer screening to the other type of cancer screening for
the women can be analysed. Additionally, such a specifica-
tion allows for correlated unobserved heterogeneity
between the two processes and takes into account the two
initial conditions of the separate processes. It is also pos-
sible to analyse if the correlation in the observed outcomes
for breast and cervical cancer screening is caused by
correlation of unobserved heterogeneity (ρc ≠ 0) or by
spillover effects between both screening examinations (γ12
and γ21 ≠ 0). The dynamic random effects bivariate panel
probit model considered in equations 7 and 8 can be
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simplified in some cases. If the coefficients γ12 and γ21 are
both 0, both equations could be estimated independently
and so both equations could be estimated as a dynamic
random effects univariate panel probit model. If the coeffi-
cients γ12 ≠ 0 or γ21 ≠ 0 and the individual specific random
effects and the error terms of the 2 equations are inde-
pendent, which requires ρ = 0 and, ρc = 0 then equation 7
or equation 8 can be estimated as separate equations. If
this is not the case, then for all other cases both equations
have to be estimated jointly for getting consistent
estimates.

y�1it ¼ γ11y1i;t−k þ γ12y2i;t−k þ x0itβ1 þ a10

þ a11y1i1 þ a12y2i1 þ �X
0
ia13 þ α1i þ u1it

ð7Þ

y�2it ¼ γ21y1i;t−k þ γ22y2i;t−k þ x0itβ2 þ a20

þ a21y1i1 þ a22y2i1 þ �X
0
ia23 þ α2i þ u1it

ð8Þ

with

c1i ¼ a10 þ a11y1i1 þ a12y2i1 þ �X
0
ia13 þ α1i ð9Þ

c2i ¼ a20 þ a21y1i1 þ a22y2i1 þ �X
0
ia23 þ α2i ð10Þ

An alternative instead of using the Wooldridge estima-
tor would be using the Alessie estimator [48] which ex-
tends the Heckman estimator [52] to the bivariate case
for the dynamic random effects panel probit. However,
advantages of using the Wooldridge estimator in com-
parison to the Alessie estimator are: the numbers of param-
eters which have to be estimated are smaller and higher
order dynamics with lagged dependent variables can be
more easily modelled. A dynamic specification with 1-year,
2-year, 3-year lagged dependent variables as explanatory
variables takes into account the existence of policy rules for
the invitation exist for breast and cervical cancer screening
in Great Britain and also that screening examinations from
the previous year could have an inconclusive result with the
consequent need for a further screening examination. This
was especially relevant for the cervical cancer screening
examination before the introduction of LBC. For these rea-
sons, we used the Wooldridge-type estimator and used 3
lags for the modelling of the dynamic structure of both
screening processes. For the initial conditions for breast or
cervical cancer screening for an individual woman i we
used the information about breast or cervical cancer
screening in the three waves from 1992 to 1994.
The Wooldridge estimator assumes a balanced panel,

because selection and attrition can depend on initial con-
ditions. It allows for different initial statuses to have differ-
ent missing data possibilities. Therefore, it is not explicitly
necessary to model selection and attrition as a function
of initial conditions [53]. Important assumptions for
the estimation of the dynamic random effects univariate

and bivariate panel probit model are: the distributional
assumptions on the initial conditions are correct and the
relationship between the unobserved time-invariant indi-
vidual effect and the mean of the observed characteristics
are correctly specified. A further assumption for an un-
biased estimation with regard to initial conditions for
breast and cervical cancer screening is the assumption
that unobserved breast and cervical cancer screening ex-
aminations that happened prior to the panel observation
period are uncorrelated with the observed breast and cer-
vical cancer screening examinations and if these assump-
tions are violated the estimation results could be biased.
The breast cancer screening programme (NHSBSP) and
cervical cancer screening programme (NHSCSP) were
introduced in 1988 before the beginning of the BHPS. For
our estimation technique, it is assumed that female cancer
screening examinations which had been undertaken
before the first wave of the BHPS are uncorrelated with
the cancer screening examinations recorded in the BHPS.
If this assumption is violated, the inclusion of initial con-
ditions of health check-ups for the years 1992 to 1994
could result in biased estimates for our regressions.
The dynamic random effects univariate and bivariate

panel probit models are estimated for breast and cervical
cancer screening with lagged dependent variables as
explaining variables and lags were used up to order 3. This
econometric specification was also chosen in other related
studies [5, 6, 30]. In a first step, a dynamic univariate
pooled probit with the assumption of exogenous lags was
applied and the dynamic random effects univariate panel
probit for the breast and cervical cancer screening were
estimated. In a second step, a dynamic bivariate pooled
probit model and a dynamic random effects bivariate
panel probit were estimated2. These estimations of the
bivariate probit models were compared with the estima-
tions for the univariate probit models and also both bivari-
ate probit models were compared with each other. As a
robustness check for the dynamic random effects bivariate
panel probit, a further specification was tested for the pos-
sible endogeneity of a GP visit for breast and cervical can-
cer screening. Additionally, unbalanced panels were
estimated and their results were compared with balanced
panels.

Results
The balanced panel for breast and cervical cancer screen-
ing consisted of 844 women with 11816 observations from
1992 to 2008. Breast and cervical cancer screening infor-
mation was available over the entire panel period. In our
analysis, we categorized age groups for breast cancer
screening as follows: 16 to 49 (reference category), 50 to
64, 65 to 70, age 71 and over. For cervical cancer screen-
ing, we also categorized by age groups: 16 to 19 (reference
category), 20 to 24, 25 to 49, 50 to 64, age 65 and over.
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Household income was deflated and transformed in per
capita income using the modified OECD scale to adjust
for household size and needs [54]. Actual income was
defined as the total equivalised and deflated household
annual income divided by 100 in the actual wave and
averaged (permanent) household income was defined as
annual household income over the 17 years between 1992
and 2008. The International Standard Classification of
Education (ISCED) was used for the categorisation of edu-
cational levels with tertiary, secondary and primary educa-
tion (reference category) as different levels. Health status
was self-rated and included in our analysis with categories
from excellent (1) as reference category, good (2), fair (3),
poor (4) to very poor (5) [55].
Table 1 shows the proportion of women who visited

breast or cervical screening in the period between 1992
and 1998 for every year. Table 2 displays the number
(sum) of years in which a woman had attended for breast
or cervical cancer screening during the 17 year period
from 1992 to 2008. The uptake rate was 14.0 % for breast
cancer screening and 22.0 % for cervical cancer screening
over the whole analysed period. The average number of
visits for breast or cervical cancer screening examinations
over the whole period (1992 to 2008) was 2.38 and 3.78.
The conditional probabilities of having a breast or cer-

vical cancer screening in the recent year, dependent on
having a breast or cervical cancer screening in the

previous year are shown in Table 3. The conditional prob-
abilities were especially higher for the same type of screen-
ing examination one and three years before.
Table 4 presents descriptive statistics of the variables

used in our estimates for the breast and cervical cancer
screening examinations. The explanatory variables

Table 1 Uptake rate for breast and cervical cancer screening
during the 17 years period from 1992 to 2008

Health check-up Breast cancer screening Cervical cancer screening

1992 15.05% 29.62%

1993 14.69% 29.86%

1994 12.44% 26.78%

1995 14.10% 26.07%

1996 10.78% 25.95%

1997 13.74% 24.41%

1998 13.74% 24.76%

1999 12.56% 18.60%

2000 12.68% 21.68%

2001 14.22% 22.87%

2002 13.03% 18.48%

2003 15.28% 20.85%

2004 13.86% 17.54%

2005 14.34% 17.06%

2006 16.00% 16.82%

2007 15.88% 16.71%

2008 15.88% 15.17%

Total 14.02% 21.95%

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for breast cancer screening of 844
women from 11,816 observations

Table 2 Number of years with a breast or cervical screening
visit during the 17 years period from 1992 to 2008

Health check-up Breast cancer screening Cervical cancer screening

0 39.6% 22.9%

1 11.7% 8.8%

2 9.7% 9.4%

3 8.5% 11.6%

4 10.7% 10.1%

5 3.8% 8.8%

6 6.3% 9.2%

7 3.3% 5.6%

8 2.8% 4.7%

9 1.8% 3.4%

10 0.8% 1.9%

11 0.2% 1.5%

12 0.2% 1.1%

13 0.1% 0.6%

14 0.4% 0.1%

15 0.0% 0.2%

16 0.0% 0.1%

17 0.0% 0.0%

Total 100.00% 100.00%

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for breast cancer screening of 844
women from 11,816 observations

Table 3 Conditional probabilities of a visit of a cancer screening
visit in current year dependent from a visit in the previous year

Health check-up Probability

Breast cancer screening (t) | Breast cancer screening (t-1) 0.334

Breast cancer screening (t) | Breast cancer screening (t-2) 0.302

Breast cancer screening (t) | Breast cancer screening (t-3) 0.462

Breast cancer screening (t) | Cervical cancer screening (t-1) 0.240

Breast cancer screening (t) | Cervical cancer screening (t-2) 0.233

Breast cancer screening (t) | Cervical cancer screening (t-3) 0.276

Cervical cancer screening (t) | Breast cancer screening (t-1) 0.140

Cervical cancer screening (t) | Breast cancer screening (t-2) 0.134

Cervical cancer screening (t) | Breast cancer screening (t-3) 0.151

Cervical cancer screening (t) | Cervical cancer screening (t-1) 0.393

Cervical cancer screening (t) | Cervical cancer screening (t-2) 0.320

Cervical cancer screening (t) | Cervical cancer screening (t-3) 0.488

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for breast cancer screening of 844
women from 11,816 observations
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consist of individual and household characteristics. All
time varying variables were averaged over the whole panel
period and used in the auxiliary regressions for the
Wooldridge-type estimators for determining their effect on
the individual specific term.
The results for the dynamic univariate pooled probit

model without random effects, initial conditions and the
dynamic random effects panel probit model with initial
conditions (Wooldridge estimator) for breast and cervical
cancer screening are given in tables 5 and 63. The estima-
tion of these and the following models use the same bal-
anced sample of 844 individuals and 11816 observations.
For both cancer screening examinations, taking part in
screening examinations of the same type one year and
three years before showed a strong positive influence on
the current screening examination. These results were
identical in both econometric specifications for breast and
cervical cancer screening. For the univariate Wooldridge-
type estimator, the coefficient was 0.108 for the first order
own-effect lagged dependent variable and 0.790 for the
third order own-effect lagged dependent variable. Similar
results with a positive significant influence were found for
the first order own-effect lagged dependent variable in the
cervical cancer screening equation with a coefficient of
0.232 and a coefficient of 0.559 for the third order own-
effect lagged dependent variable. Additionally, there were

cross-lagged dependent variable (spillover) effects for the
third order lag. The cross-lagged dependent variable effect
for the third order lagged cervical cancer screening variable
in the breast cancer screening regression was significant
with a coefficient of 0.103. In a similar way the cross-
lagged dependent variable effect for the third order lagged
breast cancer screening examinations in the cervical cancer
screening regression was significant with a coefficient of
0.187. It can be seen from Tables 5 and 6 that the coeffi-
cients for the dynamic univariate pooled probit and the
dynamic random effects univariate panel probit model with
initial conditions for breast and cervical in cancer screen-
ing were similar and the coefficients for the own-lagged
dependent variables in the dynamic univariate pooled probit
model were higher, overstating state dependence. A com-
parison of the results for the unbalanced and balanced
panels for the dynamic pooled univariate probit and the uni-
variate Wooldridge-type estimator showed similar results4.
To obtain valid estimates for the univariate estimation

of breast and cervical cancer screening in comparison to
the bivariate estimation, the implicit assumptions were
made that the correlation of the individual specific ran-
dom effects terms across the 2 equations was equal to 0
and the coefficients of the cross-lagged variables for the
screening examinations were equal to 0. Shown in
Table 7 are the estimations for the uptake of breast and
cervical cancer screening in Great Britain with a dy-
namic bivariate pooled probit model and the dynamic
random effects bivariate panel probit with initial condi-
tions (bivariate Wooldridge-type) estimator. The own-
and cross-lagged dependent variable effects were also
visible in the dynamic bivariate pooled probit model and
in the dynamic random effects bivariate panel probit
model estimations. In the breast cancer screening equa-
tion, the coefficient for the first order own-effect lagged
dependent variable was 0.116; the coefficient for the
third order own-effect lagged dependent variable was 0.797
for the bivariate Wooldridge-type estimators (specification
with a GP visit during the last 12 months). Similar results
exist in the cervical cancer screening equation for the first
order own-effect lagged dependent variable with a coeffi-
cient of 0.227 and a coefficient of 0.555 for the third order
own-effect lagged dependent variable. For the third order
cross-lagged dependent variable, the cervical coefficient
was 0.083 in the breast cancer screening equation and the
breast coefficient in the cervical cancer screening equation
was 0.181. The dynamic bivariate pooled probit model and
the dynamic random effects bivariate panel probit showed
similar coefficients for the socioeconomic variables and the
coefficients for the lagged dependent variables were higher
in the first model, because of the exogeneity assumption.
We investigated whether the two equations could be es-

timated separately, because the nonzero coefficients of the
cross-lagged dependent variables imply that the equations

Table 4 Descriptive characteristics for the balanced panels of
breast and cervical cancer screening in Great Britain. Sample
characteristics for the balanced sample of women from
1992 to 2008

Health check-up Frequency or mean/SD

Total equivalised and deflated HH
annual income (mean/SD)

3.10/(1.84)

Living with partner 0.72

Number of children in household (mean/SD) 0.52/(0.92)

Secondary education (ISCED) 0.42

Tertiary education (ISCED) 0.32

Employed part-time or full-time 0.52

GP visit during last 12 months 0.80

Health status good 0.47

Health status fair 0.23

Health status poor 0.07

Health status very poor 0.02

Status smoking 0.17

Moved residence within Great Britain 0.05

Region Scotland 0.08

Region Wales 0.05

Ethnic non-white 0.01

Age (mean/SD) 51.05/(15.57)

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for breast cancer screening of 844
women from 11,816 observations
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Table 5 Estimates of the univariate pooled and dynamic RE panel probit breast cancer model

Univariate pooled probit Univariate RE panel probit

Coeff. Robust SE Coeff. SE

Breast cancer screening one year before (t-1) 0.352*** (0.053) 0.108** (0.049)

Breast cancer screening two years before (t-2) 0.205*** (0.046) -0.018 (0.048)

Breast cancer screening three years before (t-3) 0.985*** (0.047) 0.790*** (0.044)

Cervical cancer screening one year before (t-1) 0.016 (0.041) 0.023 (0.046)

Cervical cancer screening two years before (t-2) -0.056 (0.041) -0.067 (0.046)

Cervical cancer screening three years before (t-3) 0.103*** (0.038) 0.103** (0.044)

Breast cancer screening in 1992 0.092 (0.065)

Breast cancer screening in 1993 0.037 (0.065)

Breast cancer screening in 1994 0.173*** (0.067)

Cervical cancer screening in 1992 0.018 (0.051)

Cervical cancer screening in 1993 0.069 (0.052)

Cervical cancer screening in 1994 0.021 (0.055)

Averaged Total equivalised HH income/100 -0.015 (0.026)

Averaged Living with partner 0.111 (0.135)

Averaged Number of children in household 0.027 (0.065)

Averaged Secondary education (ISCED) -0.586 (0.423)

Averaged Tertiary education (ISCED) -0.483 (0.518)

Averaged employment status part-time or full-time 0.378*** (0.105)

Averaged GP visit during last 12 months 0.409*** (0.142)

Averaged Health status good -0.018 (0.128)

Averaged Health status fair -0.002 (0.151)

Averaged Health status poor 0.189 (0.248)

Averaged Health status very poor -0.334 (0.441)

Averaged status smoker 0.100 (0.141)

Averaged Moved residence within GreatBritain -0.413 (0.383)

Averaged age 0.030*** (0.004)

Total equivalised and deflated HH annual income -0.009 (0.011) 0.004 (0.015)

Living with partner 0.087** (0.044) 0.031 (0.116)

Number of children in household -0.219*** (0.036) -0.141*** (0.049)

Secondary education (ISCED) -0.015 (0.043) 0.624 (0.419)

Tertiary education (ISCED) 0.011 (0.048) 0.561 (0.511)

Employed part-time or full-time -0.128*** (0.041) -0.212*** (0.065)

GP visit during last 12 months 0.250*** (0.048) 0.191*** (0.058)

Health status good 0.087* (0.050) 0.066 (0.063)

Health status fair 0.058 (0.058) 0.011 (0.076)

Health status poor 0.060 (0.077) 0.002 (0.101)

Health status very poor 0.002 (0.133) 0.031 (0.152)

Status smoking -0.133*** (0.051) -0.207* (0.124)

Moved residence within Great Britain -0.029 (0.083) 0.046 (0.093)

Region Scotland 0.001 (0.070) -0.001 (0.088)

Region Wales 0.074 (0.074) 0.156 (0.097)

Ethnic non-white -0.001 (0.118) 0.074 (0.216)

Age between 50 and 64 0.628*** (0.043) 0.634*** (0.046)
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can only be separated if the correlation of the individual
specific random effects and the correlation of the error
terms are zero. The results of the bivariate Wooldridge-
type estimator show that first the hypothesis of independ-
ence between the error terms with a correlation had to be
rejected, because ρ with a value of 0.170 was significantly
different from 0. Also the individual specific random
effects terms were correlated, because ρa with a value of
0.219 was statistically significant different from 0.
Higher uptake for breast and cervical cancer screening

examinations was observed for women who visited their
GP within the previous year. Women aged 50 to 64 had
an increased uptake for breast cancer screening examina-
tions in comparison with women age 16 to 49 (reference
category); women age 25 to 49 had an increased uptake
for cervical cancer screening examinations in comparison
with the reference category of women age 16 to 19.
Women age 65 to 70 had an increased uptake of breast
cancer screening after the change of policy rules in 2002.
However, for women age 25 to 49, the uptake did not
increase for cervical cancer screening after the change of
policy rules for recall in 2003. For the breast cancer
screening equation, the variables that had a negative im-
pact were having a higher number of children and being
employed, but these variables did not have a negative im-
pact on the cervical cancer screening equation. Both cancer
screening equations were not influenced by the levels of
self-assessed health status, smoking status, household
income or living with a partner. A further specification for
testing the possible endogeneity of a GP visit in the dy-
namic random effects bivariate panel probit model by not
including this variable gave very similar results in compari-
son to the specification with a GP visit.

Discussion
Our analysis of the BHPS investigated for the first time
the determinants of screening uptake for breast and cer-
vical cancer screening and possible spillover effects with a
dynamic bivariate panel probit model. A dynamic random
effects bivariate panel probit model was used for the esti-
mation over a period for 17 years from 1992 to 2008 for
Great Britain with a balanced panel. The uptake of breast
and cervical cancer screening was modelled with lagged
dependent variables up to order 3 and it was controlled for

individual heterogeneity. The strong influence of past
screening behaviour with a highly significant effect of the
own first order lag and third order lag for breast and cer-
vical cancer screening shows that past screening behaviour
influences actual behaviour. These results can be inter-
preted as persistence in screening behaviour and state de-
pendence [56]. The reasons for the strong positive state
dependence with respect to the effects of own lagged
dependent variables for breast and cervical cancer screen-
ing are the adherence to screening policy rules for the invi-
tation in Great Britain. The NHS Breast and Cervical
Screening Programmes give explicit rules for the time
interval between screening examinations [7, 11]. The im-
portance of these screening rules on current behaviour can
especially be seen in the high predictive value of the same
type of screening examination three years before. The coef-
ficients for the same type of screening examinations one
year before were significantly positive for both types of
cancer screening examinations. Necessary control screen-
ing examinations checked unclear test results from the
previous health check-up one year year before and could
especially explain the coefficient for the first order lag.
However, with existing data from the BHPS, it is not pos-
sible to differentiate between these different possibilities.
Initial conditions show relevance for both types of screen-
ing examinations. If initial conditions for the first three
years had not been taken into account, the influence of
past screening behaviour on actual behaviour would have
been overestimated.
Our empirical investigation showed additionally the im-

portance of cross-lagged dependent variable effects for the
third order lags for both types of screening examinations.
Visiting one type of screening examination enhanced for
the third order lagged variable of one type of screening
examination the uptake of the other screening examin-
ation. This result could be explained by a spillover effect
that an individual woman is more accessible for preventive
information after visiting one type of screening examin-
ation in the past. Another possibility could be that unob-
served variables are correlated with the lagged dependent
variables. Heterogeneity with unobserved characteristics
plays a role for breast and cervical cancer screening. It is
responsible for about one third of the unsystematic vari-
ation in each of the equations. The correlation of the two

Table 5 Estimates of the univariate pooled and dynamic RE panel probit breast cancer model (Continued)

Age between 65 and 70 -0.246*** (0.092) -0.687*** (0.094)

Age 71 and older -0.532*** (0.080) -1.154*** (0.099)

Breast screening policy change 0.407*** (0.098) 0.556* (0.105)

Constant -1.681*** (0.086) -3.746*** (0.277)

σα 0.363*** (0.036)

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for breast cancer screening of 844 women from 11,816 observations. Robust SEs are displayed in parentheses, to account
for individual repeated observations in the panel. *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 6 Estimates of the univariate pooled and dynamic RE panel probit cervical cancer model

Univariate pooled probit Univariate RE panel probit

Coeff. Robust SE Coeff. SE

Breast cancer screening one year before (t-1) 0.046 (0.048) 0.010 (0.050)

Breast cancer screening two years before (t-2) 0.032 (0.048) 0.006 (0.051)

Breast cancer screening three years before (t-3) 0.205*** (0.047) 0.187*** (0.050)

Cervical cancer screening one year before (t-1) 0.423*** (0.038) 0.232*** (0.039)

Cervical cancer screening two years before (t-2) -0.109*** (0.036) -0.289*** (0.039)

Cervical cancer screening three years before (t-3) 0.729*** (0.039) 0.559*** (0.036)

Breast cancer screening in 1992 0.204*** (0.044)

Breast cancer screening in 1993 0.203*** (0.044)

Breast cancer screening in 1994 0.132*** (0.046)

Cervical cancer screening in 1992 -0.010 (0.072)

Cervical cancer screening in 1993 -0.055 (0.071)

Cervical cancer screening in 1994 0.239*** (0.069)

Averaged total equivalised HH income/100 0.015 (0.022)

Averaged living with partner 0.058 (0.107)

Averaged number of children in household 0.020 (0.046)

Averaged secondary education (ISCED) -0.198 (0.383)

Averaged tertiary education (ISCED) -0.296 (0.426)

Averaged employment status part-time or full-time -0.051 (0.093)

Averaged GP visit during last 12 months -0.068 (0.121)

Averaged health status good -0.007 (0.107)

Averaged health status fair -0.109 (0.136)

Averaged health status poor 0.189 (0.233)

Averaged health status very poor 0.148 (0.375)

Averaged status smoker -0.135 (0.118)

Averaged moved residence within Great Britain 0.117 (0.286)

Averaged age -0.007* (0.004)

Total equivalised and deflated HH annual income 0.012 (0.009) 0.004 (0.013)

Living with partner 0.124*** (0.046) 0.099 (0.086)

Number of children in household 0.019 (0.017) -0.001 (0.031)

Secondary education (ISCED) 0.015 (0.050) 0.196 (0.378)

Tertiary education (ISCED) 0.063 (0.053) 0.324 (0.418)

Employed part-time or full-time 0.039 (0.038) 0.060 (0.056)

GP visit during last 12 months 0.378*** (0.046) 0.422*** (0.048)

Health status good -0.046 (0.039) -0.042 (0.051)

Health status fair -0.052 (0.046) -0.037 (0.063)

Health status poor -0.035 (0.064) -0.067 (0.089)

Health status very poor -0.140 (0.106) -0.258* (0.145)

Status smoking -0.025 (0.063) -0.056 (0.070)

Moved residence within Great Britain 0.037 (0.045) 0.137 (0.100)

Region Scotland 0.048 (0.051) 0.051 (0.074)

Region Wales -0.109 (0.081) -0.111 (0.092)

Ethnic non-white -0.200* (0.109) -0.272 (0.187)

Age between 20 and 24 0.596*** (0.143) 0.543*** (0.175)
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individual specific random terms is positive and significant
at a 10-% level. This means that the persistent unobserved
characteristics of a woman, which are also responsible for
a higher or lower uptake of breast cancer screening exam-
ination can explain the higher or lower uptake of a cervical
cancer screening examination and vice versa. The signifi-
cant positive correlation of the error terms means has as a
consequence that idiosyncratic events or shocks in a time
period that influences the decision of a woman to visit one
type of cancer screening examination also influences the
decision of a woman to visit the other type of cancer
screening examination. The significance of the cross-
lagged variables and the significant correlation of individual
specific random terms and error terms show that both
types of screening examinations are simultaneously deter-
mined and interrelated and that both equations cannot be
estimated separately and have to be estimated jointly [49].
Therefore, screening examinations cannot be analysed in-
dependent from each other and a change in the screening
policy rules of one examination would influence its own
uptake, but it would also influence the uptake of the other
screening examination, because of possible spillover effects
and a decision maker should be aware of these effects.
Considering the effect of the other covariates for breast

and cervical cancer screening the uptake is not explained
by all the same variables in both screening examinations.
The variables age and a previous GP visit have the same
influence for both screening examinations. The relevance
of the policy rules for the invitation with specified age
intervals for cervical and breast cancer screening within
both programmes can be seen in our specifications with
the highest probability of uptake in the recommended age
groups and this effect can also be seen in other analyses
[6, 30]. The finding of a lower screening uptake in the old-
est age group in comparison to younger age groups is in
accordance with the shorter pay-off period for older
women from the human capital theory approach. Further-
more, a GP visit in the last year leads to a higher uptake of
breast and cervical cancer screening. The GP plays an im-
portant role as gatekeeper and in prevention by referring a
patient for specific screening examinations (e.g. breast and
cervical cancer screening) or by doing the screening
examination as is in the case for cervical cancer screening

[37]. Our results are similar to those of an Italian study
which analysed the uptake of breast and cervical cancer
screening with a recursive probit. Estimations from the
Italian study showed that GP visits led to an increased up-
take of breast and cervical screening [29].
Health status can be interpreted as a proxy for health

and women with a poor self-assessed health status could
have a high demand for these two cancer screening
examinations in order to invest in prevention activities
and to increase their health stock. However, poor self-
assessed health status can influence uptake also in other
ways such as changed perceptions on the preventability of
health problems and diseases. Individuals with a poorer
health status also expressed less interest in receiving pre-
vention information [57]. Psychological factors, such as
fear and anxiety about confirmation of a disease, can be re-
lated to a poor health status and this correlation could be
especially relevant for the both analysed female cancer
screening examinations. Also, women with a poor health
status may be unable to visit the screening location. These
possibilities of influence could cancel one another out. In-
dividual and household characteristics such as employ-
ment, number of children in the household and smoking
had a non-uniform influence on both uptakes. In a system-
atic review which analysed the determinants of screening
uptake for different cancer screenings, none of the analysed
socioeconomic variables had the same influence in all can-
cer screening examinations [27]. There are similar results
for some socioeconomic variables and health-related vari-
ables, however there are also some differences when our
results on the uptake of breast and cervical cancer screen-
ing are compared with other studies which had analysed
the uptake behaviour for Great Britain and used the BHPS.
Analysis of breast cancer screening uptake with the BHPS
was done in one study with a balanced sample [6]. Identical
results were found for the relevance of previous screening
history, a GP visit, age and self-assessed health status.
However, results were different to own results for educa-
tion level, marital status and the averaged income term
(Mundlak term), because they were significant in this ana-
lysis. Analysis of cervical cancer screening uptake with the
BHPS was done in a further analysis with a balanced sam-
ple [5]. In this analysis, previous screening history, age and

Table 6 Estimates of the univariate pooled and dynamic RE panel probit cervical cancer model (Continued)

Age between 25 and 49 0.453*** (0.065) 0.414*** (0.092)

Age between 50 and 64 0.191*** (0.055) 0.208*** (0.068)

Age 65 and older -0.747*** (0.069) -0.763*** (0.085)

Cervical screening policy change -0.072* (0.041) -0.114* (0.045)

Constant -1.818*** (0.087) -1.532*** (0.266)

σα 0.349*** (0.031)

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for cervical cancer screening of 844 women from 11,816 observations. Robust SEs are displayed in parentheses, to
account for individual repeated observations in the panel. *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 7 Estimates of the bivariate pooled and dynamic RE panel probit breast and cervical cancer model

Bivariate pooled probit Bivariate pooled probit Bivariate RE panel probit Bivariate RE panel probit Bivariate RE panel probit without GP

Breast Cervical Breast Cervical Breast Cervical

Coeff. Robust SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE

Breast cancer screening 1 year before 0.351*** (0.053) 0.052 (0.048) 0.116** (0.048) -0.005 (0.052) 0.116** (0.048) 0.001 (0.052)

Breast cancer screening 2 years before 0.207*** (0.046) 0.043 (0.048) -0.009 (0.048) -0.002 (0.052) -0.009 (0.048) 0.005 (0.052)

Breast cancer screening 3 years before 0.986*** (0.047) 0.216*** (0.047) 0.797*** (0.044) 0.181*** (0.052) 0.795*** (0.044) 0.187*** (0.052)

Cervical cancer screening 1 year before 0.009 (0.041) 0.419*** (0.038) -0.005 (0.049) 0.227*** (0.039) 0.005 (0.049) 0.237*** (0.039)

Cervical cancer screening 2 years before -0.060 (0.041) -0.110*** (0.036) -0.087* (0.048) -0.291*** (0.039) 0.083* (0.048) -0.279*** (0.039)

Cervical cancer screening 3 years before 0.100*** (0.038) 0.726*** (0.039) 0.083* (0.046) 0.555*** (0.036) 0.089* (0.046) 0.559*** (0.036)

Breast cancer screening in 1992 0.096 (0.064) 0.001 (0.072) 0.103 (0.065) -0.005 (0.071)

Breast cancer screening in 1993 0.034 (0.064) -0.045 (0.072) 0.061 (0.065) -0.035 (0.071)

Breast cancer screening in 1994 0.173*** (0.066) 0.258*** (0.070) 0.204*** (0.067) 0.265*** (0.069)

Cervical cancer screening in 1992 0.011 (0.051) 0.204*** (0.044) 0.017 (0.051) 0.202*** (0.044)

Cervical cancer screening in 1993 0.068 (0.051) 0.206*** (0.045) 0.076 (0.052) 0.204*** (0.044)

Cervical cancer screening in 1994 0.034 (0.055) 0.134*** (0.046) 0.057 (0.055) 0.142*** (0.046)

Longitudinal averaged Xit Yes Yes Yes Yes

Total equivalised HH annual income -0.009 (0.011) 0.012 (0.009) 0.004 (0.015) 0.004 (0.013) 0.004 (0.015) 0.002 (0.013)

Living with partner 0.088** (0.044) 0.122*** (0.046) 0.036 (0.115) 0.098 (0.086) 0.034 (0.115) 0.095 (0.085)

Number of children in household -0.218*** (0.036) 0.012 (0.017) -0.139*** (0.049) -0.003 (0.031) -0.142*** (0.049) -0.012 (0.031)

Secondary education (ISCED) -0.014 (0.043) 0.012 (0.050) 0.676 (0.423) 0.213 (0.380) 0.662 (0.424) 0.188 (0.378)

Tertiary education (ISCED) 0.012 (0.048) 0.059 (0.053) 0.618 (0.514) 0.349 (0.421) 0.574 (0.514) 0.310 (0.418)

Employed part-time or full-time -0.126*** (0.041) 0.026 (0.038) -0.205*** (0.065) 0.052 (0.056) -0.210*** (0.065) 0.043 (0.056)

GP visit during last 12 months 0.254*** (0.048) 0.377*** (0.046) 0.195*** (0.058) 0.422*** (0.048) - - - -

Health status good 0.085* (0.050) -0.045 (0.039) 0.068 (0.063) -0.041 (0.051) 0.093 0.062 0.018 (0.049)

Health status fair 0.056 (0.058) -0.052 (0.046) 0.012 (0.076) -0.037 (0.063) 0.047 (0.075) 0.049 (0.061)

Health status poor 0.055 (0.078) -0.037 (0.064) 0.002 (0.101) -0.068 (0.089) 0.042 (0.100) 0.033 (0.088)

Health status very poor 0.007 (0.133) -0.146 (0.107) 0.045 (0.151) -0.261* (0.145) 0.089 (0.151) -0.161 (0.144)

Status smoking -0.129** (0.051) -0.031 (0.063) -0.207* (0.123) 0.131 (0.100) -0.221* (0.123) 0.095 (0.100)

Moved residence within Great Britain -0.028 (0.082) 0.033 (0.045) 0.051 (0.093) -0.060 (0.070) 0.052 (0.093) -0.065 (0.069)

Region Scotland 0.005 (0.069) 0.049 (0.051) 0.013 (0.086) 0.059 (0.074) 0.032 (0.087) 0.080 (0.073)

Region Wales 0.071 (0.074) -0.112 (0.081) 0.144 (0.096) -0.112 (0.091) 0.155 (0.097) -0.104 (0.090)

Ethnic non-white 0.001 (0.120) -0.201* (0.107) 0.073 (0.211) -0.269 (0.188) 0.072 (0.217) -0.255 (0.186)

Age between 50 and 64 0.625*** (0.043) 0.630*** (0.046) 0.628*** (0.046)

Age between 65 and 70 -0.269*** (0.092) -0.706*** (0.094) -0.690*** (0.095)
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Table 7 Estimates of the bivariate pooled and dynamic RE panel probit breast and cervical cancer model (Continued)

Age 71 and older -0.529*** (0.080) -1.144*** (0.098) -1.114*** (0.099)

Age between 20 and 24 0.678*** (0.143) 0.621*** (0.176) 0.644*** (0.175)

Age between 25 and 49 0.528*** (0.066) 0.480*** (0.093) 0.481*** (0.093)

Age between 50 and 64 0.238*** (0.055) 0.248*** (0.068) 0.242*** (0.046)

Age 65 and older -0.707*** (0.069) -0.751*** (0.085) -0.722*** (0.084)

Breast screening policy change 0.426*** (0.099) 0.574*** (0.104) -0.722*** (0.084)

Cervical screening policy change -0.076* (0.041) -0.118*** (0.045) -0.140*** (0.044)

Constant -1.680*** (0.086) -1.856*** (0.087) -3.676*** (0.270) -1.633 (0.268) -1.432*** (0.258)

σα1 0.355*** (0.036) 0.370*** (0.035)

σα2 0.359*** (0.032) 0.352*** (0.031)

ρ 0.173*** (0.028) 0.170*** (0.026) 0.179*** (0.298)

ρα 0.219* (0.121) 0.214* (0.117)

Source: BHPS. Balanced panels consisted for breast and cervical cancer screening of 844 women from 11,816 observations. Robust SEs are displayed in parentheses, to account for individual repeated observations in
the panel. *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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a GP visit were significant for cervical cancer screening in
Great Britain. Our results were confirmed by another study
which analysed the uptake of cervical cancer screening up-
take in England with an unbalanced panel for the first 12
waves of the BHPS until 2003 [30]. Only one analysis com-
pared the sociodemographic determinants for the uptake
of breast and cervical cancer screening at the same time
for Great Britain with a cross-sectional survey [44]. Results
for the effects of determinants on the uptake of both
female cancer screening examinations were different,
because level of education, occupational classification and
ethnicity were not significant; only indicators for wealth
were positively significant. For having a smear test, a higher
educational level, and white British ethnicity were posi-
tively significant. But indicators for wealth or occupational
classification were not significant. This is one of the few
studies that compared the determinants of the uptake of
breast and cervical screening to find different determinants
to be responsible for the uptake of both screening exami-
nations. An advantage of this analysis lies in the fact that
the same estimation sample was used for both screening
examinations. However, unobserved heterogeneity and
state dependency could not be taken into account with
cross-sectional data in this analysis and this could explain
the different results to the results of our own study.
Several limitations exist in our analysis. First, there

was no information about results from previous mam-
mographies and smear tests available and so it cannot be
decided if the screening test is a reexamination screening
examination according to the policy rules or a control
examination because of inconclusive test results one year
before. Second, visiting breast and cervical cancer screen-
ing examinations is self-reported and could be influenced
by a recall bias [58]. Third, no personal or family history
of breast or cervical cancer was available in the BHPS and
women with a family history of cancer belong to a high
risk population. For these women, more frequent mam-
mography was not recommended until recently. It is now
recommended by the National Institute for Health and
Care Excellence (NICE) that women with a family history
of breast cancer should start having screening mammo-
grams every year in their 40’s [59]. It has been shown that
these women can have a higher uptake of both screening
examinations [60, 61]. Fourth, there was no information
about the level of trust in the GP or in the NHS available.
It has been shown that doing a breast cancer or cervical
cancer screening can be dependent on the trust in these
institutions [29]. Fifth, no information about the charac-
teristics of the screening unit was available. Characteristics
of the screening unit such as structure and organization of
medical services performing the screening test can influ-
ence the uptake rate. This association has been shown for
cervical cancer screening uptake and general practice
factors in England [62]. A sixth limitation comes from not

using detailed microgeographic information, because up-
take rates for health check-ups can be higher in affluent
and less deprived areas [63]. Seventh, there was no infor-
mation about women’s attitude to being screened and
belief about the attitudes of near relatives although it has
been shown that these attitudes can also be of significance
for the uptake rate [64].

Conclusions
The innovative feature of our article is the simultaneous
analysis of uptake of breast and cervical cancer screening
using a dynamic random effects bivariate panel probit
model with initial conditions (Wooldridge-type estimator
for a bivariate panel probit) for a balanced sample. No re-
search exists until now on how different types of screening
examinations can influence each other. Our investigation
shows the high relevance of past screening behaviour and
state dependency for the same type of cancer screening.
Past uptake of the same type of screening examination
increases the chances of recent uptake for a breast or cer-
vical cancer screening examination even after controlling
for covariates and unobserved heterogeneity. Additionally,
there were dynamic spillover effects from one type of can-
cer screening examination to the other type of cancer
screening examination for the third order lag. Error terms
of both equations and individual specific terms are con-
temporaneously correlated which as a consequence means
that the uptake of both screening examinations has to be
estimated simultaneously. A policy implication of our re-
sults is that promoting uptake of one type of prevention
activity can enhance the uptake of the other type of pre-
vention activity.

Endnotes
1As later explained in the methods section Northern

Ireland was excluded from our analysis with the used
dataset (BHPS) and so the term Great Britain is used in-
stead of United Kingdom (UK).

2The Wooldridge estimator for the bivariate case is es-
timated as a simulated Maximum Likelihood estimator
with 2RN Halton draws. N is the number of individuals
and R is the number of replications and we used for the
number of replications 60.

3The coefficients of the dynamic random effects panel
probit and the pooled panel probit model have different
normalizations. For comparing the coefficients of both
estimations it is necessary to rescale the coefficients of
one equation, i.e. the coefficients of the dynamic random

effects model have to be multiplied by 1−σ2
α

� �−1=2
if they

are compared with dynamic pooled probit model.
4Results for the unbalanced panel estimations are

available from the authors on request.

Labeit and Peinemann Health Economics Review  (2015) 5:32 Page 15 of 17



Abbreviations
BHPS: British Household Panel Survey; GP: General practitioner; GUM: Genito-
urinary medicine; LBC: Liquid based cytology; NHS: National Health Service;
NHSBSP: NHS Breast Screening Programme; NHSCSP: NHS Cervical Screening
Programme; NICE: National Institute for Health and Care Excellence;
RE: Random effects; UK: United Kingdom.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing financial interests.

Authors contributions
AL performed statistical analyses. AL and FP discussed the results, and contributed
to the text of the manuscript. Both authors reviewed the manuscript. Both
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgement
This research used the SPECTRE High Performance Computing Facility at the
University of Leicester.

Author details
1School of Health and Related Sciences, Regent Court, University of Sheffield,
30 Regent Street, Sheffield S1 4DA, UK. 2FOM University of Applied Science
for Economics & Management, Leimkugelstr. 6, 45141 Essen, Germany.

Received: 17 February 2015 Accepted: 7 October 2015

References
1. Biewenga P, van der Velden J, Mol BW, Stalpers LJ, Schilthuis MS, van der

Steeg JW, et al. Prognostic model for survival in patients with early stage
cervical cancer. Cancer. 2011;117:768–76.

2. Groot MT, Baltussen R, Uyl-de Groot CA, Anderson BO, Hortobagyi GN. Costs
and health effects of breast cancer interventions in epidemiologically different
regions of Africa, North America, and Asia. Breast J. 2006;12 Suppl 1:S81–90.

3. Sabates R, Feinstein L. Do income effects mask social and behavioural
factors when looking at universal health care provision? Int J Public Health.
2008;53:23–30.

4. Labeit A, Baker R, Peinemann F. Utilisation of preventative health check-ups
in the UK: findings from individual-level repeated cross-sectional data from
1992 to 2008. BMJ Open. 2013;3:e003387.

5. Labeit A, Peinemann F, Kedir A. Cervical cancer screening service utilisation
in UK. Sci Rep. 2013;3:2362.

6. Carney P, O’Neill S, O’Neill C. Determinants of breast cancer screening uptake
in women, evidence from the British Household Panel Survey. Soc Sci Med.
2013;82:108–14.

7. Advisory Committee on Breast Cancer Screening. Screening for Breast Cancer
in England: Past and Future NHSBSP. http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/
breastscreen/publications/nhsbsp61.pdf. Publication No 61. (30 August 2015,
date last accessed).

8. Office for National Statistics. Breast Cancer: Incidence, Mortality and Survival,
2010. http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/cancer-unit/breast-cancer-in-england/
2010/sum-1.html (30 August 2015, date last accessed).

9. Cancer Research UK. Breast cancer risk factors, 2015. http://www.
cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-
cancer-type/breast-cancer/risk-factors (30 August 2015, date last accessed).

10. Parkin DM, Boyd L, Walker LC. 16. The fraction of cancer attributable to
lifestyle and environmental factors in the UK in 2010. Br J Cancer. 2011;105
Suppl 2:S77–81.

11. NHS. Cervical Screening Programme. http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/
cervical/publications/reviews-leaflets.html (30 August 2015, date last accessed).

12. Office for National Statistics. Cervical cancer is the most common cancer for
women aged 15–34, 2014. http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/vsob1/cancer-statistics-
registrations–england–series-mb1-/no–42–2011/sty-cervical-cancer.html
(30 August 2015, date last accessed).

13. Deacon JM, Evans CD, Yule R, Desai M, Binns W, Taylor C, et al. Sexual
behaviour and smoking as determinants of cervical HPV infection and of CIN3
among those infected: a case–control study nested within the Manchester
cohort. Br J Cancer. 2000;83:1565–72.

14. Berrington de Gonzalez A, Sweetland S, Green J. Comparison of risk factors for
squamous cell and adenocarcinomas of the cervix: a meta-analysis. Br J Cancer.
2004;90:1787–91.

15. Support MC: Cervical Screening. http://www.macmillan.org.uk/Cancerinformation/
Testsscreening/Cervicalscreening/Cervicalcancerscreening.aspx (30 August 2015,
date last accessed).

16. Public Health England. UKNSC policy database. The UK NSC policy on Cervical
Cancer screening in women. http://www.screening.nhs.uk/cervicalcancer
(30 August 2015, date last accessed).

17. Government Statistical Service. Cervical statistics bulletin: Cervical Screening
Programme, England: 2002–03. http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/cervical/
cervical-statistics-bulletin-2002-03.pdf (30 August 2015, date last accessed).

18. Sasieni PAJ, Cuzick J. Benefit of cervical screening at different ages: evidence
from the UK audit of screening histories. Br J Cancer. 2003;89:88–93.

19. Mayor S. NHS cervical screening programme to introduce liquid based
cytology. BMJ. 2003;327:948.

20. Grossman M. On the Concept of Health Capital and the Demand for Health.
J Polit Econ. 1972;80:223–55.

21. Kenkel D. Prevention. In: Culyer AJ, Newhouse JP, editors. Handbook of
Health Economics, Vol. 1, Chpt. 31, 1675–1720. North Holland: Elsevier; 2000.

22. Lairson DCW, Newmark G. Determinants of the demand for breast cancer
screening among women veterans in the United States. Soc Sci Med.
2005;61:1608–17.

23. Ehrlich I, Becker GS. Market Insurance, Self-Insurance, and Self-Protection.
J Polit Econ. 1972;80:623–48.

24. Selden T. Uncertainty and health care spending by the poor: the health
capital model revisited. J Health Econ. 1993;12:109–15.

25. Zweifel P, Breyer F, Kifmann M. Health economics. Berlin: Springer; 2009.
26. Cropper ML. Health, Investment in Health, and Occupational Choice. J Polit

Econ. 1977;85:1273–94.
27. Jepson R, Clegg A, Forbes C, Lewis R, Sowden A, Kleijnen J. The

determinants of screening uptake and interventions for increasing uptake: a
systematic review. Health Technol Assess. 2000;4:1–133.

28. Kenkel D. The Demand for Preventative Medical Care. Appl Econ. 1994;26:313–25.
29. Carrieri V, Bilger M. Preventive care: underused even when free, Is there

something else at work? Appl Econ. 2013;45:239–53.
30. Sabates R, Feinstein L. The role of education in the uptake of preventative

health care: the case of cervical screening in Britain. Soc Sci Med.
2006;62:2998–3010.

31. von Euler-Chelpin M, Olsen AH, Njor S, Vejborg I, Schwartz W, Lynge E.
Socio-demographic determinants of participation in mammography
screening. Int J Cancer. 2008;122:418–23.

32. Challier B, Meslans Y, Viel JF. Deprived areas and attendance to screening of
cervix uteri cancer in a French region. Cancer Causes Control. 2000;11:157–62.

33. Rodvall Y, Kemetli L, Tishelman C, Tornberg S. Factors related to
participation in a cervical cancer screening programme in urban Sweden.
Eur J Cancer Prev. 2005;14:459–66.

34. Lagerlund M, Maxwell AE, Bastani R, Thurfjell E, Ekbom A, Lambe M.
Sociodemographic predictors of non-attendance at invitational mammography
screening - a population-based register study (Sweden). Cancer Causes Control.
2002;13:73–82.

35. Majeed FA, Cook DG, Anderson HR, Hilton S, Bunn S, Stones C. Using
patient and general practice characteristics to explain variations in cervical
smear uptake rates. BMJ. 1994;308:1272–6.

36. Scott A. Economics of general practice. Handb Health Econ. 2000;1:1175–200.
Elsevier.

37. Peckham S, Hann A, Boyce T. Health promotion and ill-health prevention:
the role of general practice. Qual Prim Care. 2011;19:317–23.

38. Ackerson K. A decision theory perspective on why women do or do not decide
to have cancer screening: systematic review. J Adv Nurs. 2009;65:1130–40.

39. Kiefe CI, Funkhouser E, Fouad MN, May DS. Chronic disease as a barrier to
breast and cervical cancer screening. J Gen Intern Med. 1998;13:357–65.

40. Yasmeen S, Xing G, Morris C, Chlebowski RT, Romano PS. Comorbidities and
mammography use interact to explain racial/ethnic disparities in breast
cancer stage at diagnosis. Cancer. 2011;117:3252–61.

41. Wu S. Sickness and preventive medical behavior. J Health Econ.
2003;22:675–89.

42. Viscusi WK. Do Smokers Underestimate Risks? J Polit Econ. 1990;98:1253–69.
43. Perkins KA, Rohay J, Meilahn EN, Wing RR, Matthews KA, Kuller LH. Diet,

alcohol, and physical activity as a function of smoking status in middle-aged
women. Health Psychol. 1993;12:410–5.

44. Moser K, Patnick J, Beral V. Inequalities in reported use of breast and cervical
screening in Great Britain: analysis of cross sectional survey data. BMJ.
2009;338:b2025.

Labeit and Peinemann Health Economics Review  (2015) 5:32 Page 16 of 17

http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/breastscreen/publications/nhsbsp61.pdf
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/breastscreen/publications/nhsbsp61.pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/cancer-unit/breast-cancer-in-england/2010/sum-1.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/cancer-unit/breast-cancer-in-england/2010/sum-1.html
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/breast-cancer/risk-factors
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/breast-cancer/risk-factors
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/breast-cancer/risk-factors
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/cervical/publications/reviews-leaflets.html
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/cervical/publications/reviews-leaflets.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/vsob1/cancer-statistics-registrations%2D-england%2D-series-mb1-/no%2D-42%2D-2011/sty-cervical-cancer.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/vsob1/cancer-statistics-registrations%2D-england%2D-series-mb1-/no%2D-42%2D-2011/sty-cervical-cancer.html
http://www.macmillan.org.uk/Cancerinformation/Testsscreening/Cervicalscreening/Cervicalcancerscreening.aspx
http://www.macmillan.org.uk/Cancerinformation/Testsscreening/Cervicalscreening/Cervicalcancerscreening.aspx
http://www.screening.nhs.uk/cervicalcancer
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/cervical/cervical-statistics-bulletin-2002-03.pdf
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/cervical/cervical-statistics-bulletin-2002-03.pdf


45. Calnan MW, Moss S, Chamberlain J. Explaining attendance at a breast-screening
clinic. Patient Educ Couns. 1985;7:87–96.

46. Bankhead CR, Brett J, Bukach C, Webster P, Stewart-Brown S, Munafo M, et
al. The impact of screening on future health-promoting behaviours and
health beliefs: a systematic review. Health Technol Assess. 2003;7:1–92.

47. Brice J, Buck, N, Prentice-Lane, E: British Household Panel Survey User Manual.
Volume A: Introduction, Technical Report and Appendices. Colchester 2010.

48. Alessie R, Hochguertel S, van Soest A. Ownership of stocks and mutual
funds: A panel data analysis. Rev Econ Stat. 2004;86:783–96.

49. Devicienti FPA. Poverty and social exclusion: two sides of the same coin or
dynamically interrelated processes? Appl Econ. 2011;43:3549–71.

50. Wooldridge JM. Simple solutions to the initial conditions problem in dynamic,
nonlinear panel data models with unobserved heterogeneity. J Appl Econ.
2005;20:39–54.

51. Mundlak Y. On the Poooling of Time Series and Cross Section Data.
Econometrica. 1978;46:69–85.

52. Heckman J. Statistical models for discrete panel data. In: Manski CF,
McFadden D, editors. Structural Analysis of Discrete Data with Econometric
Applications, Chpt. 3, 114–178. Cambridge: MIT Press; 1981.

53. Wooldridge JM: Correlated random effects models with unbalanced panels.
Michigan State University, Department of Economics 2010.

54. Jenkins SP: The British Household Panel Survey and its income data. ISER
Working Paper Series, No. 2010–33. Colchester 2010.

55. Manderbacka K, Lahelma E, Martikainen P. Examining the continuity of
self-rated health. Int J Epidemiol. 1998;27:208–13.

56. Contoyannis P, Jones A, Rice N. The dynamics of health in the British
Household Panel Survey. J Appl Econ. 2004;19:473–503.

57. Kulik JA, Mahler HI. Health status, perceptions of risk, and prevention
interest for health and nonhealth problems. Health Psychol. 1987;6:15–27.

58. Hernández-Quevedo C, Jones A, Rice M: Reporting bias and heterogeneity
in selfassessed health. Evidence from the British Household Panel Survey
(University of York, Health, Econometrics and Data Group (HEDG) WP 05/04,
2005).

59. Cancer Research UK. Breast cancer screening in the UK. http://
www.cancerresearchuk.org/about-cancer/type/breast-cancer/about/
screening/who-is-screened-for-breast-cancer (30 August 2015, date last
accessed).

60. Isaacs C, Peshkin BN, Schwartz M, Demarco TA, Main D, Lerman C. Breast
and ovarian cancer screening practices in healthy women with a strong
family history of breast or ovarian cancer. Breast Cancer Res Treat.
2002;71:103–12.

61. Meiser B, Butow P, Barratt A, Friedlander M, Kirk J, Gaff C, et al. Breast cancer
screening uptake in women at increased risk of developing hereditary
breast cancer. Breast Cancer Res Treat. 2000;59:101–11.

62. Bang JY, Yadegarfar G, Soljak M, Majeed A: Primary care factors associated
with cervical screening coverage in England. J Public Health (Oxf) 2012:1–7

63. Baker D, Middleton E. Cervical screening and health inequality in England in
the 1990s. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2003;57:417–23.

64. Vaile MS, Calnan M, Rutter DR, Wall B. Breast cancer screening services in
three areas: uptake and satisfaction. J Public Health Med. 1993;15:37–45.

Submit your manuscript to a 
journal and benefi t from:

7 Convenient online submission

7 Rigorous peer review

7 Immediate publication on acceptance

7 Open access: articles freely available online

7 High visibility within the fi eld

7 Retaining the copyright to your article

    Submit your next manuscript at 7 springeropen.com

Labeit and Peinemann Health Economics Review  (2015) 5:32 Page 17 of 17

http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/about-cancer/type/breast-cancer/about/screening/who-is-screened-for-breast-cancer
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/about-cancer/type/breast-cancer/about/screening/who-is-screened-for-breast-cancer
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/about-cancer/type/breast-cancer/about/screening/who-is-screened-for-breast-cancer

	Abstract
	Background
	Economic models and existing empirical evidence
	Data

	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	As later explained in the methods section Northern Ireland was excluded from our analysis with the used dataset (BHPS) and so the term Great Britain is used instead of United Kingdom (UK).
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors contributions
	Acknowledgement
	Author details
	References



