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Objectives : While cervical cancer is one of the leading
cancers among women worldwide, there are a number of
effective early detection tests available. However, the
participation rates in cervical cancer screening among
Korean women remain low. After the nationwide efforts in
1988 and thereafter to encourage participation in cervical
cancer screening, few studies have investigated the effects
of socioeconomic inequality on participation in cervical
cancer screening. The purpose of this study was to
investigate 1) the level of socioeconomic disparities in
receiving cervical cancer screening by age group and 2) if
there was an improvement in reducing these disparities
between 1995 and 2001.  

Methods : Using data from the Korean National Health
Status, Health Behavior and Belief Survey in 1995, and the
Korean National Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys
from 1998 and 2001 (sample sizes of 2,297, 3,738, and
3,283),  age-standardized part ic ipat ion rates were
calculated according to education level,  equival ized
household income, and job status. Odds ratios and the
relative inequality index (RII) were also calculated after
controlling for age. 

Results : Women with lower education levels were less
likely to attend the screening test, and the disparities by
education level were most pronounced among women aged
60 years and older. The RIIs among women 60 years and
older were 3.64, 4.46, and 8.64 in 1995, 1998, and 2001,
respectively. Higher rates of participation were reported
among those in the highest income category, which was
more notable among the middle aged women (40s and
50s). An inconsistent trend in the rate of participation in
cervical cancer screening by occupational level was found. 

Conclusions : Indicators of socioeconomic position seem
to have varying impacts on the inequalities in the rates of
participation in cervical cancer screening according to age
group. These results demonstrate the need for more
aggressive and age-based intervent ions and pol icy
programs to eliminate the remaining inequalities.
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Table 1. Socioeconomic characteristics of the study population(women aged 30 years or over, 1995,
1998, and 2001)(N, %)

Education
30~39 years old

40~49 years old

50~59 years old

60+ years old

Equivalized income
30~39 years old

40~49 years old

50~59 years old

60+ years old

Job status
30~39 years old

40~49 years old

50~59 years old

Elementary school
Middle school
High school
College or over
Elementary school
Middle school
High school
College or over
Elementary school
Middle school
High school
College or over
Elementary school
Middle school
High school
College or over

High
Middle
Low
High
Middle
Low
High
Middle
Low
High
Middle
Low

Non-manual
Manual
Housewives, others
Non-manual
Manual
Housewives, others
Non-manual
Manual
Housewives, others

15 ( 1.8)
88 (10.5)

194 (23.2)
539 (64.5)
23 ( 5.0)

160 (34.6)
124 (26.8)
156 (33.7)
167 (32.7)
235 (46.0)
60 (11.7)
49 ( 9.6)

302 (62.4)
147 (30.4)
22 ( 4.6)
13 ( 2.7)

209 (25.1)
308 (36.9)
317 (38.0)
132 (28.8)
171 (37.3)
155 (33.8)
192 (37.7)
195 (38.3)
122 (24.0)
180 (37.6)
211 (44.1)
88 (18.4)

56 ( 6.7)
311 (37.2)
470 (56.2)
12 ( 2.6)

261 (56.4)
190 (41.0)

9 ( 1.8)
328 (64.1)
175 (34.2)

5 ( 0.4)
78 ( 5.9)

223 (16.7)
1,026 (77.0)

28 ( 2.5)
283 (25.6)
318 (28.8)
478 (43.1)
150 (17.9)
398 (47.4)
163 (19.4)
128 (15.3)
656 (58.9)
359 (32.3)
47 ( 4.2)
51 ( 4.6)

414 (31.1)
434 (32.6)
484 (36.3)
390 (35.3)
350 (31.7)
365 (33.0)
369 (44.0)
246 (29.3)
224 (26.7)
541 (48.6)
337 (30.3)
235 (21.1)

170 (12.8)
440 (33.0)
722 (54.2)
61 ( 5.5)

573 (51.9)
471 (42.6)
13 ( 1.6)

469 (55.9)
357 (42.6)

1 ( 0.1)
30 ( 2.7)
69 ( 6.2)

1,005 (90.9)
9 ( 0.9)

132 (12.5)
264 (25.0)
652 (61.7)
67 (10.2)

252 (38.5)
162 (24.8)
173 (26.5)
434 (48.0)
293 (32.4)
81 ( 9.0)
96 (10.6)

109 (10.3)
318 (30.1)
613 (59.6)
123 (12.6)
252 (25.8)
603 (61.7)
135 (22.1)
197 (32.2)
280 (45.8)
241 (28.5)
365 (43.1)
240 (28.4)

156 (14.1)
352 (31.7)
601 (54.2)
81 ( 7.7)

489 (36.2)
489 (46.1)
16 ( 2.4)

269 (41.2)
369 (56.4)

1995 (N=2,297) 1998  (N=3,738) 2001 (N=3,283)

Table 2. Crude and age-adjusted participation rate in cervical cancer screening among women aged
30 years and over, 1995, 1998 and 2001

30-39 years old
1995
1998
2001

40-49 years old
1995
1998
2001

50-59 years old
1995
1998
2001

60+ years old
1995
1998
2001

* Calculated by direct age standardization(5 year interval) using the 2000 census population as the standard. 

Age, year

268/ 837
549/1122
477/ 974

144/ 463
481/ 916
494/ 923

125/ 512
275/ 722
235/ 559

61/ 485
152/ 978
159/ 827

No. of subjects
(Participated/Total)

32.0
48.9 
49.0 

31.1 
52.5 
53.5 

24.4 
38.1 
42.0 

12.6 
15.5 
19.2 

Crude rate
(%)

32.1 (28.2, 35.9)
49.7 (45.9, 53.5)
49.3 (45.2, 53.5)

31.1 (26.0, 36.2)
52.8 (48.5, 57.1)
53.9 (49.5, 58.4)

24.0 (19.7, 28.3)
39.6 (35.3, 43.9)
42.6 (37.6, 47.6)

7.2 ( 5.4,   9.0)
14.5 (12.3, 16.6)
19.2 (16.4, 22.0)

Adjusted rate*

(%, 95%CI)
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¸Ã�> 30@¬&ø��@¸rlNÕ
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�>�Â�j¤çW'ÜN�658j

8Cq´, (/� 1kã A¹�nÄ ¢

5tb�¢. Ïû 50-59¡Fµ*�>j

p#¸Ã� ��j ¶]`N ù� ît

±�G«7�� /ÎNìv/�à�

Â�¢.

)*

1995d, 1998dZ 2001d¡ÜÝWI;

D:6»&Q ]X¬ YZ� ?Z, B#

`·�áòÜ7j��Fµ�> 2001d

7N!æà�Â��, Ïû 60¡7À�

Table 3. Age-adjusted participation rate* in cervical cancer screening according to educational level, age adjusted odds ratio(95% confidence intervals) and
relative index of inequality (RII) by age groups, 1995, 1998, and 2001

30-39 years old
Middle school
High school 
College and over
RII

40-49 years old
Middle school
High school 
College and over
RII

50-59 years old
Elementary school
Middle school
High school and over
RII

60 + years old
Elementary school
Middle school
High school and over
RII

24.8 (14.8,34.7)
34.2 (26.0,42.4)
32.5 (27.6,37.4)

28.1 (20.1,36.0)
27.7 (18.2,37.2)
37.3 (27.4,47.3)

20.8 (13.4,28.3)
22.7 (16.5,28.8)
32.6 (21.7,43.4)

5.4 (  3.4,  7.5)
10.7 (  6.7,14.8)
7.6 (  0.7,14.4)

43.9 (24.4,63.4)
43.6 (34.1,53.2)
50.6 (46.2,55.0)

49.1 (40.9,57.1)
53.8 (45.7,61.9)
55.6 (48.6,62.6)

27.3 (16.7,37.8)
38.4 (32.1,44.6)
44.8 (37.0,52.7)

10.5 (  7.9,13.1)
16.1 (12.2,19.9)
24.0 (14.7,33.3)

30.5 (11.7,49.3)
36.5 (21.3,51.7)
50.5 (46.1,54.9)

46.7 (34.5,58.9)
47.9 (39.4,56.4)
58.1 (52.0,64.0)

26.2 (12.5,39.8)
38.8 (31.0,46.5)
48.5 (41.0,56.1)

11.8 (  7.9,15.8)
22.3 (16.6,28.1)
37.3 (26.0,48.6)

1.00 
1.49 (0.88,  2.54)
1.39 (0.86,  2.25)
1.23 (0.67,  2.26)

1.00 
0.98 (0.59,  1.65)
1.52 (0.95,  2.43)
1.90 (0.90,  3.99)

1.00 
1.19 (0.73,  1.93)
1.94 (1.10,  3.39)
2.36 (1.10,  5.09)

1.00 
2.19 (1.24,  3.68)
1.51 (0.54,  4.24)
3.64 (1.27,10.43)

1.00 
0.85 (0.51, 1.41)
1.07 (0.67, 1.69)
1.40 (0.82, 2.36)

1.00  
1.20 (0.87, 1.64)
1.26 (0.94, 1.70)
1.38 (0.88, 2.15)

1.00 
1.45 (0.95, 2.20)
1.93 (1.23, 3.02)
2.22 (1.29, 3.81)

1.00 
1.71 (1.17, 2.49)
3.13 (1.88, 5.19)
4.46 (2.32, 8.57)

1.00 
1.05 (0.45,  2.41) 
1.74 (0.87,  3.49)
2.83 (1.22,  6.52)

1.00  
1.01 (0.67,  1.51)
1.53 (1.05,  2.22)
2.16 (1.31,  3.54)

1.00 
1.59 (0.87,  2.91)
2.37 (1.31,  4.28)
2.73 (1.47,  5.06)

1.00 
2.50 (1.61,  3.88)
4.46 (2.78,  7.16)
8.64 (4.42,16.88)

0.138

0.456

0.682

0.116

* Calculated by direct age standardization(5 year interval) using the 2000 census population as the standard. 
�Adjusted for age. 

Education level
Participation rate*(%) Odds Ratio�(95% CI)

p for RII trend
1995 1998 2001 1995 1998 2001

Table 4. Age-adjusted participation rate* in cervical cancer screening according to equivalized income, age-adjusted odds ratio(95% confidence intervals)
and relative index of inequality (RII) by age groups, 1995, 1998 and 2001

30-39 years old
Low
Middle 
High
RII

40-49 years old
Low
Middle 
High
RII

50-59 years old
Low
Middle 
High
RII

60 + years old
Low
Middle 
High
RII

26.8 (19.7,33.8)
31.8 (25.3,38.2)
36.5 (29.9,43.2)

21.4 (13.4,29.5)
31.8 (23.4,40.3)
38.1 (28.3,47.8)

20.9 (14.1,27.7)
23.7 (16.9,30.6)
27.8 (18.5,37.2)

7.8 ( 4.7,10.8)
7.2 ( 4.5,10.0)
6.0 ( 2.0,10.0)

43.2 (36.9,49.5)
52.5 (45.6,59.3)
52.7 (46.2,59.1)

46.4 (39.6,53.1)
58.0 (50.1,66.0)
54.4 (46.9,62.0)

34.6 (28.4,40.8)
34.8 (27.3,42.3)
51.6 (42.3,61.0)

13.5 (10.5,16.4)
14.8 (10.8,18.9)
16.3 (10.8,21.8)

35.7 (24.3,47.1)
48.6 (40.9,56.3)
51.1 (45.5,56.6)

39.7 (28.6,50.9)
49.3 (40.5,58.0)
60.5 (54.3,66.8)

31.1 (21.7,40.5)
41.1 (32.0,50.1)
50.0 (41.7,58.3)

16.6 (11.6,21.7)
17.4 (13.1,21.6)
26.5 (19.8,33.2)

1.00 
1.30 (0.88,1.92)
1.63 (1.11,2.38)
1.94 (1.13,3.35)

1.00  
1.66 (0.99,2.79)
2.16 (1.28,3.64)
3.05 (1.45,6.43)

1.00 
1.23 (0.76,1.97)
1.45 (0.86,2.46)
1.85 (0.87,3.94)

1.00 
0.95 (0.53,1.72)
0.78 (0.34,1.77)
0.72 (0.26,1.97)

1.00 
1.45 (1.10,1.90)
1.46 (1.12,1.90)
1.73 (1.16,2.57)

1.00 
1.60 (1.19,2.14)
1.39 (1.04,1.85)
1.67 (1.08,2.59)

1.00 
1.08 (0.77,1.53)
2.09 (1.48,2.94)
2.89 (1.71,4.89)

1.00 
1.11 (0.75,1.63)
1.21 (0.78,1.89)
1.28 (0.68,2.42)

1.00 
1.25 (0.85,1.84)
1.39 (0.98,1.97)
1.86 (1.14,3.05)

1.00 
1.47 (1.01,2.13)
2.35 (1.70,3.26)
3.40 (2.03,5.70)

1.00 
1.44 (0.94,2.20)
2.07 (1.40,3.07)
3.13 (1.70,5.75)

1.00 
1.11 (0.73,1.67)
1.96 (1.27,3.03)
2.45 (1.29,4.65)

0.877

0.427

0.314

0.036

* Calculated by direct age standardization(5 year interval) using the 2000 census population as the standard. 
�Adjusted for age. 

Equivalized income
Participation rate*(%) Odds Ratio� (95% CI)

p for RII trend
1995 1998 2001 1995 1998 2001
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Table 5. Age-adjusted participation rate* in cervical cancer screening according to job status, age adjusted odds ratio(95% confidence intervals) 1995, 1998,
and 2001

30-39 years old
Manual
Non-manual
Housewives, others

40-49 years old
Manual
Non-manual
Housewives, others

50-59 years old
Manual
Non-manual
Housewives, others

32.8 (26.4,39.2)
32.4 (16.9,47.9)
31.3 (26.2,36.4)

28.2 (21.8,34.7)
42.9 (  4.9,80.9)
34.6 (26.1,43.0)

23.7 (18.3,29.0)
33.0 (  0.0,70.5)
23.9 (16.6,31.1)

48.2 (41.5,54.9)
53.4 (42.2,64.6)
50.4 (45.2,55.6)

52.1 (46.1,58.0)
67.1 (45.7,88.5)
51.9 (45.4,58.4)

34.3 (29.0,39.7)
46.3 (  9.2,83.3)
46.7 (39.4,53.9)

47.7 (40.4,  55.0)
47.2 (36.3,  58.2)
51.1(45.4,  56.8)

49.0 (42.7,  55.2)
58.4 (38.9,  77.9)
58.7 (51.9,  65.5)

37.9 (30.5,  45.3)
88.1 (41.9,100.0)
44.2 (37.4,  50.9)

1.00
1.00 (0.54,1.84)
0.93 (0.68,1.27)

1.00
1.79 (0.55,5.83)
1.34 (0.89,2.01)

1.00
1.60 (0.39,6.58)
0.99 (0.65,1.53)

1.00
1.25 (0.87,1.78)
1.12 (0.88,1.42)

1.00
1.85 (1.06,3.24)
0.99 (0.78,1.27)

1.00
1.65 (0.54,5.04)
1.65 (1.24,2.20)

1.00
0.96 (0.66, 1.41)
1.17 (0.89, 1.52)

1.00
1.35 (0.84, 2.18)
1.48 (1.15, 1.91)

1.00
11.66 (2.59,52.53)
1.31 (0.95, 1.81)

*  Calculated by direct age standardization(5 year interval) using the 2000 census population as the standard. 
�Adjusted for age. 

Job status
Participation rate*(%) Odds ratio�(95% CI)

1995 1998 2001 1995 1998 2001
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