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Aim

What is the risk of CRC in 
different socio-demographic groups

targeted for CRC screening?
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CRC risk per subgroup

CRC risk by participation status

Yield of screening per subgroup



Stage distribution
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Multivariate logistic regression
• Participation

• Sex

• Age

• Migration background

• Income

• Household type

• Education

• Employment status

LOGISTIC
REGRESSION

CRC
incidence



Risk by sex
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Risk by age

Sex 
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Education
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Risk by migration background

Sex 

Age 

Migration background

Income

Household type

Education

Employment status
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Risk by income

Sex 

Age 

Migration background 

Income

Household type

Education

Employment status
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Risk by household type

Sex 

Age 

Migration background 

Income 
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Employment status
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Risk by level of education

Sex 

Age 

Migration background 

Income 
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Education

Employment status
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Risk by employment status

Sex 

Age 

Migration background 

Income 
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Education 

Employment status
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Other findings

Stage shift through screening is similar for groups with
low and high CRC incidence

1

Relative risk of CRC of non-participants compared to
participants is 1.16

2

Yield of screening higher for males and those with low
income

3



Conclusion

Males 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Higher CRC risk, lower
participation

Turkish / Moroccan
migration background

Lower CRC risk, lower
participation

Income 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Only significant effect
on CRC risk for

participants



Thank you!
h.vandermeer@erasmusmc.nl
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