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Supplementary table 16: Prostate cancer, individual SES 
First author, year of 
publication, country, 
study period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, 
relative measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator Results 

Marså102, 2008, 
Denmark, 
1994-2003 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age, period, education, 
disposable income 

education (lowest vs highest) 0.81 (0.76–0.86) 
income (lowest vs highest) 0.83 (0.78–0.87) 
work affiliation (unemployed vs 
working) 

0.99 (0.92–1.07) 

occupation-based social class 
(manual vs creative core) 

0.88 (0.79–0.99) 

housing tenure (renter vs owner) 0.98 (0.93–1.03) 
size of dwelling (smallest vs largest) 0.85 (0.74–1.00) 

Meijer14, 2013, 
Denmark, 
2004-2008 

C, 50-83 (start of 
follow-up). 
shared frailty models 
(multilevel). HR 

age, marital status, 
income, social class, % 
unemployment 

income (lowest vs highest) 0.66 (0.62–0.69) 

occupation-based social class 
(semi/unskilled vs salariat) 

0.92 (0.87–0.96) 

Nielsen112, 2007, 
Denmark, 
1981/1983 -2002 

C, 20 and above (start 
of follow-up), 
Cox regression, HR 

age education (lowest vs highest) 0.82 (0.51–1.32) 

income (lowest vs highest) 0.85 (0.57–1.28) 

Pukkala106, 2002, 
Finland, 
1971-1995 

C,45-64 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, SIR 

age, ALL DISEASE 
occupation-based social class 
(lowest vs all population) 

0.86 (0.80–0.92) 
age, LOCALISED DISEASE 0.85 (0.77–0.93) 
age, NON-LOCALISED 
DISEASE 

0.92 (0.81–1.03) 

Kilpeläinen113, 2016, 
Finland, 
1996/1999 -2011 

randomized trial, 55-67 
(start of trial), 
logistic regression, 
OR 

LOW-RISK DISEASE 

education (lowest vs highest) 

CA 0.85 (0.76–0.96) → SA 0.82 (0.74–
0.92) 

MODERATE-RISK 
DISEASE 

CA 0.92 (0.79–1.05) → SA 0.87 (0.73–
1.03) 

HIGH-RISK DISEASE 
CA 1.01 (0.85–1.22) → SA 1.16 (0.90–
1.49) 

ADVANCED DISEASE 
CA 2.22 (1.67–2.94) → SA 2.13 (1.45–
3.13) 

LOW-RISK DISEASE 

income (lowest vs highest) 

CA 0.92 (0.71–0.92) → SA 0.83 (0.73–
0.94) 

MODERATE-RISK 
DISEASE 

CA 0.83 (0.70–0.98) → SA 0.88 (0.72–
1.09) 

HIGH-RISK DISEASE CA 1.03 (0.83–1.27) → SA 1.20 (0.91–
1.61) 

ADVANCED DISEASE CA 2.17 (1.59–2.94) → SA 1.28 (0.85–
1.92) 

LOW-RISK DISEASE 

housing tenure (renter vs owner) 

CA 0.76 (0.67–0.87) → SA 0.69 (0.61–
0.79) 

MODERATE-RISK 
DISEASE 

CA 0.84 (0.72–0.99) → SA 0.88 (0.73–
1.06) 

HIGH-RISK DISEASE 
CA 0.78 (0.63–0.94) → SA 1.01 (0.78–
1.30) 

ADVANCED DISEASE 
CA 1.05 (0.82–1.33) → SA 1.41 (1.01–
1.96) 

Vidarsdottir25, 2008, 
Iceland, 
1982-2004 

C, 20-64 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, SIR 

age 
education (lowest vs all population) 0.92 (0.84–0.99) 

Spadea30, 2009, 
Italy, 
1985-1999 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), Poisson 
regression RR 

age, area of birth 
education (lowest vs highest) 0.70 (0.63–0.78) 

Smailyte31, 2012, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2004 

C, 40-79 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression IRR 

age 
education (lowest vs highest) 0.49 (0.46–0.53) 

Smailyte32, 2015, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, SIR 

age 
education (lowest vs all population) 0.90 (0.88–0.92) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson regression, RR* 

age 
individual level Slovenian EDI 0.99 (0.98–0.99) 

Lowman26, 2004, 
Netherlands, 
1991-1998 

C, 15-75 (start of 
follow-up), 
Cox regression, HR 

age, marital status, 
religious affiliation, 
degree of urbanization 

education (lowest vs highest) 1.06 (no CI but includes 1) 

Hemminki36, 2003 
Sweden 
1970-1998 

C, unclear 
standardisation 
SIR 

age, sex, period, region 
education (lowest vs highest) 0.88 (0.85–0.91) 

Lund Nilsen114, 2000, 
Norway, 
1984/1986 -1995 

C, 40 and above (start 
of follow-up), 
Cox regression, IRR 

age education (lowest vs highest) 0.64 (0.45–0.90) 
occupation-based social class 
(lowest vs highest) 

0.77 (0.62–0.95) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), IRR – incident rate ratio, HR – hazard ratio, OR – odds ratio, SIR – 
standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio EDI – European Deprivation Index. *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI 
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Supplementary table 17: Prostate cancer, area SES 
First author, year of 
publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment / stratification SES indicator (deprived vs 
affluent) 

Results 

Meijer14, 2013, 
Denmark, 
2004-2008 

C, 50-83 (start of follow-up), 
shared frailty models 
(multilevel), HR 

age, marital status, 
income, social class, % 
unemployment 

% unemployed quartiles  0.88 (0.83–0.93) 

Bryere16, 2016, 
France, 
2006-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR 

age 
French EDI quintiles  0.86 (0.83–0.90)  

Bryere17, 2014, 
France, 
1997-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR 

age 
French EDI quintiles  0.84 (0.78–0.92) 

Eberle18, 2010, 
Germany, 
2000-2006 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age Bremen discrimination index 
quintiles  

0.86 (0.79–0.94) 

Hoebel19, 2018, 
Germany, 
2010-2013 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (multilevel), 
SRR 

age, calendar year, 
population size German ISD quintiles  1.03 (0.98–1.07) 

Walsh28, 2016, 
Ireland, 
2008-2012 

P, 15 and above, 
standardisation, 
ASR ratio 

age 
Pobal Haase-Pratschke ID 
quintiles  0.97 (0.92–1.02) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR* 

age 
area level Slovenian EDI 0.98 (0.97–1.00) 

Renart Vicens71, 
2014, 
Spain, 1993-2006 

P, all ages, 
spatial autoregression - 
Bayesian (BYM), RR 

age MEDEA DI (for Girona province) 
quartiles  

0.60 (0.47–0.76) 

Shafique115, 2012, 
UK (Scotland), 
1997-2002 
↓ 
2003-2007 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for trend 
across deprivation quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age,  
ALL DISEASE 

Carstairs DEPCAT rank groups  

0.79 (p for trend sig) 
↓ 
0.62 (p for trend sig) 

age,  
LOW-GRADE DISEASE 

0.83 (p for trend not sig) 
↓ 
0.81 (p for trend sig) 

age,  
HIGH-GRADE DISEASE 

0.94 (p for trend not sig) 
↓ 
0.80 (p for trend not sig) 

Morgan116, 2013, 
UK (Scotland), 
2003-2008 

C, 40 and above (start of follow-
up), 
logistic regression, OR 

age, number of Prostate 
Specific Antigen tests Scottish IMD quintiles  0.68 (0.25–0.87) 

Tweed22, 2018, 
UK (Scotland), 
2010-2012 

P, 15 and above, 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age 
Scottish IMD quintiles  

0.87 (0.79 – 0.96) 
lowering of inequalities since 
2008  

PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for trend 
across deprivation quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age 

IMD (income domain) quintiles  
0.83 (p for trend sig.)  
increase of inequalities over 
time  

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), HR – hazard ratio, OR – odds ratio, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, 
RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-standardised rate, IRR – incidence rate ratio, BYM - Besag, York and Mollié, EDI – European Deprivation 
Index, IMD – index of multiple deprivation, DI – deprivation index, ISD – index of socioeconomic deprivation, PHE – Public Health England. *RR for 1 unit increase 
in continuous EDI 
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Supplementary table 18: Urological cancer, individual SES 
First author, 
year of 
publication, 
country, 
study period 

Study type, age 
group, statistical 
method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

Cancer location SES indicator Sex Results 

Eriksen120, 
2008, 
Denmark, 
1994-2003 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age, period, 
sex, 
education, 
disposable 
income 

KIDNEY 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.22 (1.05–1.41) 
female 1.54 (1.23–1.92) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.28 (1.15–1.44) 
female 1.41 (1.22–1.63) 

work affiliation (unemployed 
vs working) 

male 1.11 (0.95–1.31) 
female 1.08 (0.89–1.30) 

occupation-based social class 
(manual vs creative core) 

male 1.06 (0.82–1.39) 
female 1.41 (0.67–2.94) 

housing tenure (renter vs 
owner) 

male 1.20 (1.09–1.33) 
female 1.17 (1.03–1.33) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs 
largest) 

male 1.29 (1.01–1.67) 
female 0.81 (0.45–1.44) 

BLADDER, 
RENAL PELVIS, 
URETER 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.15 (1.06–1.25) 
female 1.37 (1.19–1.59) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.07 (1.01–1.13) 
female 1.12 (1.02–1.24) 

work affiliation (unemployed 
vs working) 

male 1.04 (0.96–1.14) 
female 1.10 (0.97–1.25) 

occupation-based social class 
(manual vs creative core) 

male 1.02 (0.89–1.16) 
female 0.87 (0.58–1.30) 

housing tenure (renter vs 
owner) 

male 1.21 (1.15–1.27) 
female 1.34 (1.23–1.46) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs 
largest) 

male 1.25 (1.09–1.44) 
female 1.15 (0.79–1.66) 

Vidarsdottir25, 
2008, 
Iceland, 
1982-2004 

C, 20-64 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 

URINARY TRACT education (lowest vs all 
population) 

male 1.05 (0.91–1.21); p for trend sig.  

Spadea30, 
2009 
Italy 
1985-1999 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up) 
Poisson regression 
RR 

age, sex, area 
of birth 

KIDNEY AND 
URINARY 
ORGANS education (lowest vs highest) 

male 0.80 (0.67–0.94) 

female 1.07 (0.79–1.44) 

BLADDER 
male 1.11 (1.01–1.22) 
female 0.98 (0.76–1.27) 

Smailyte32, 
2015 
Lithuania 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up) 
standardisation 
SIR 

age, sex 
KIDNEY 

education (lowest vs all 
population) 

male 0.94 (0.88–1.00);  p for trend sig.  
female 0.94 (0.88–1.01); p for trend not sig. 

BLADDER 
male 1.03 (0.97–1.09); p for trend sig.  
female 0.96 (0.85–1.08); p for trend not sig. 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson regression, 
RR* 

age, sex KIDNEY 
individual level Slovenian EDI both 

1.01 (0.99–1.02) 

BLADDER 1.02 (1.01–1.04) 

Weibull121, 
2013, 
Sweden, 
1972-2009 

C, 40 (start of 
follow-up), 
Cox regression, 
HR 

age 

BLADDER education (lowest vs highest) female 1.30 (1.15–1.47) 

Hemminki36, 
2003, 
Sweden, 
1970-1998 

C, unclear, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, 
period, region 
  
  
  

KIDNEY 

education (lowest vs highest) 

male 1.27 (1.15–1.41) 
female 1.33 (1.12–1.61) 

BLADDER 
male 1.18 (1.10–1.27) 

female 1.25 (1.03–1.54) 
Braaten33, 
2005 
Norway 
1991/2(or 
1996/7)-2001 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up) 
Cox regression 
HR 

age    3.45 (0.80–14.29); p for trend sig.  
age + smoking 
status, 
consumption 
of alcohol 

KIDNEY education (lowest vs highest) female 2.00 (0.45–9.09); p for trend not sig. 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), IRR – incident rate ratio, HR – hazard ratio, SIR – standardised 
incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, EDI – European Deprivation Index. *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI 
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Supplementary table 19: Urological cancer, area SES 
First author, year of 
publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, 
relative measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator (deprived vs 
affluent) 

Cancer location Sex Results 

Bryere16, 2016, 
France, 
2006-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 

French EDI quintiles 

KIDNEY, RENAL PELVIS, 
URETER 

male 0.96 (0.88–1.05)  
female 1.00 (0.87–1.16) 

BLADDER 
male 1.22 (1.11–1.34) 
female 1.08 (0.90–1.31) 

Bryere17, 2014, 
France, 
1997-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 

French EDI quintiles 

KIDNEY, RENAL PELVIS, 
URETER, UNSPECIFIED 
URINARY 

male no association 

female no association 

BLADDER 
male 1.19 (1.01–1.40) 
female no association 

Eberle18, 2010, 
Germany, 
2000-2006 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex Bremen discrimination 
index quintiles 

BLADDER male 1.28 (1.12–1.45) 

Hoebel19, 2018, 
Germany, 
2010-2013 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(multilevel), SRR 

age, sex, 
calendar year, 
population size German ISD quintiles 

KIDNEY 
male 1.21 (1.14–1.29) 
female 1.28 (1.19–1.38) 

BLADDER 
male 1.20 (1.11–1.29) 

  female 1.18 (1.08–1.29) 
Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), RR* 

age, sex 

area level Slovenian EDI 
KIDNEY 

both 
0.99 (0.97–1.01) 

BLADDER 1.00 (0.98–1.03) 

PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for 
trend across 
deprivation quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 

IMD (income domain) 
quintiles 

KIDNEY, RENAL PELVIS, 
URETER, UNSPECIFIED 
URINARY 

male 1.28; p for trend sig.  

female 1.44; p for trend sig.  

BLADDER 
male 1.27; p for trend sig.  
female 1.43; p for trend sig.  

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-standardised rate, 
EDI – European Deprivation Index, IMD – index of multiple deprivation, ISD – index of socioeconomic deprivation, PHE – Public Health England. *RR for 1 unit 
increase in continuous EDI 
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Supplementary table 20: Colorectal cancer, individual SES 
First author, year of 
publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age 
group, statistical 
method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

Cancer location SES indicator Sex Results 

Egeberg126, 2008, 
Denmark, 
1994-2003 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression, 
IRR 

age, period, sex, 
education, 
disposable income 

COLON 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.93 (0.85–1.01) 
female 1.02 (0.93–1.12) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.99 (0.93–1.06) 
female 0.94 (0.88–1.01) 

work affiliation 
(unemployed vs working) 

male 1.21 (1.10–1.34) 
female 1.13 (1.03–1.23) 

occupation-based social 
class (manual vs creative 
core) 

male 0.99 (0.85–1.15) 

female 0.87 (0.67–1.14) 

housing tenure (renter vs 
owner) 

male 1.19 (1.12–1.26) 
female 0.98 (0.93–1.05) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs 
largest) 

male 1.30 (1.10–1.52) 
female 0.86 (0.67–1.11) 

RECTUM and 
ANUS 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 1.02 (0.93–1.12) 
female 1.12 (1.00–1.23) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.09 (1.01–1.18) 
female 0.99 (0.90–1.09) 

work affiliation 
(unemployed vs working) 

male 1.11 (1.00–1.24) 
female 1.02 (0.91–1.15) 

occupation-based social 
class (manual vs creative 
core) 

male 1.14 (0.96–1.33) 

female 1.05 (0.73–1.52) 

housing tenure (renter vs 
owner) 

male 1.17 (1.01–1.25) 
female 1.04 (0.96–1.13) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs 
largest) 

male 1.16 (0.97–1.39) 
female 1.07 (0.78–1.45) 

Svahn44, 2016, 
Denmark, 
1978-2011 

P, all ages, 
Poisson 
regression (log-
linear), 
IRR 

age, sex 

ANUS, squamous 
cell carcinoma 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 1.00 (0.63–1.59) 
female 0.89 (0.60–1.32) 

income quintiles (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 2.14 (1.37–3.43) 

female 1.24 (0.72–2.12) 
Savijärvi127, 2019, 
Finland, 
1976-1984 →  
2005-2014 

P, 25 and above, 
Poisson 
regression, 
RR 

age, sex, period 

COLON 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.71 (0.63–0.79) → 0.99 (0.93–1.04)  
female 0.88 (0.78–1.00) → 0.96 (0.91–1.02) 

occupation-based social 
class (manual vs upper) 

male 0.85 (0.79–0.93) →  0.95 (0.89–1.02)  
female 0.92 (0.83–1.01) → 0.95 (0.88–1.03) 

COLON 
(proximal) 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.70 (0.60–0.83) → 0.97 (0.89–1.04)  
female 0.93 (0.79–1.10) → 0.90 (0.83–0.97) 

occupation-based social 
class (manual vs upper) 

male 0.88 (0.78–0.99) → 0.91 (0.83–1.01)  
female 0.92 (0.80–1.04) → 0.92 (0.83–1.03) 

COLON (distal) 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.68 (0.57–0.82) → 0.99 (0.91–1.09)  
female 0.81 (0.67–0.98) → 1.11 (0.99–1.23)  

occupation-based social 
class (manual vs upper) 

male 0.83 (0.72–0.94) → 0.97 (0.87–1.09)  
female 0.88 (0.75–1.04) → 1.06 (0.92–1.23) 

RECTUM and 
ANUS 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.85 (0.75–0.97) →  1.07 (1.01–1.15) 
female 1.02 (0.87–1.20) → 1.03 (0.94–1.12) 

occupation-based social 
class (manual vs upper) 

male 1.05 (0.95–1.16) → 1.09 (0.99–1.18) 
female 1.05 (0.92–1.20) → 1.09 (0.96–1.22) 

Weiderpass46, 
2006, 
Finland, 
1971-1995 

C, 45-64 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, calendar 
period, birth 
cohort 

COLON occupation-based social 
class (lowest vs all 
population) 

male 0.78 (0.69–0.86) 
female 0.92 (0.85–1.01) 

RECTUM 
male 0.92 (0.83–1.02) 
female 0.92 (0.83–1.01) 

Vidarsdottir25, 
2008, 
Iceland, 
1982-2004 

C, 20-64 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 

COLON 
education (lowest vs all 
population) 

male 0.88 (0.74–1.02) 

female 1.00 (0.89–1.24) 

Spadea30, 2009, 
Italy, 
1985-1999 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression, RR 

age, sex, area of 
birth COLON 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.93 (0.83–1.04) 
female 0.93 (0.80–1.07) 

RECTUM and 
ANUS 

male 1.27 (1.07–1.50) 
female 1.16 (0.94–1.43) 

Smailyte31, 2012, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2004 

C, 40-79 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression, IRR 

age, sex 
COLON, RECTUM 
and ANUS 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.78 (0.68–0.88) 

female 0.79 (0.68–0.91) 
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Smailyte32, 2015, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 
COLON 

education (lowest vs all 
population) 

male 0.91 (0.86–0.97) 
female 0.90 (0.85–0.96) 

RECTUM and 
ANUS 

male 0.96 (0.91–1.02) 
female 1.02 (0.96–1.09) 

Lowman26, 2004, 
Netherlands, 
1991-1998 

C, 15-75 (start of 
follow-up), 
Cox regression, 
HR 

age, sex, marital 
status, religious 
affiliation, degree 
of urbanization 

COLON and 
RECTUM 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

both 1.74 (no CI but includes 1) 

Braaten33, 2005, 
Norway, 
1991/2 (or 
1996/7)-2001 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Cox regression, 
HR 

age COLON 
education (lowest vs 
highest) 

female 0.81 (0.46–1.42) 

RECTUM female 1.58 (0.83–3.02) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson 
regression, RR* 

age, sex 
COLON and 
RECTUM 

individual level Slovenian 
EDI both 1.03 (1.02–1.03) 

Brooke128, 2016, 
Sweden, 
1993-2010 

C, 30 and above 
(start of follow-
up), 
Poisson 
regression, 
IRR 

sex, age, country of 
birth, healthcare 
region, marital 
status, period of 
follow-up (by 3 
years) 

COLON and 
RECTOSIGOMOI
D 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.99 (0.96–1.03) 
female 1.03 (0.97–1.10) 

income quintiles (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.96 (0.92–1.00) 
female 0.99 (0.95–1.02) 

RECTUM, 
without 
rectosigmoid 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 1.15 (1.09–1.21) 
female 1.13 (1.03–1.24) 

income quintiles (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 1.02 (0.97–1.08) 
female 1.03 (0.98–1.09) 

Hemminki36, 2003, 
Sweden, 
1970-1998 

C, unclear, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, period, 
region COLON 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.90 (0.85–0.96) 
female 1.11 (1.01–1.23) 

RECTUM 
male 1.20 (1.10–1.32) 
female 1.09 (0.94–1.25) 

ANUS 
male 1.27 (0.75–2.33) 
female 22.44 (1.30–5.56) 

Leufkens130, 2012, 
10 EU countries, 
1990-2002 
to 2006 

C, mostly 40-65 
(start of follow-
up), 
Cox regression, 
RII 

age, sex, centre, 
BMI, physical 
activity, alcohol, 
smoking (duration), 
intake of fruit, 
vegetables, fibre, 
energy from fat, 
energy from non-
fat, red meat, 
processed meat 
and fish 

COLON and 
RECTUM 

education (lowest vs 
highest) 

male 0.91 (0.71–1.18) 
female 0.75 (0.59–0.96) 

COLON 
male 0.99 (0.71–1.38) 
female 0.69 (0.51–0.93) 

COLON 
(proximal) 

male 0.76 (0.46–1.26) 
female 0.60 (0.39–0.93) 

COLON (distal) 
male 1.44 (0.88–2.36) 
female 0.78 (0.49–1.24) 

RECTUM, with 
rectosigmoid 

male 0.82 (0.55–1.22) 
female 0.91 (0.59–1.41) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), IRR – incident rate ratio, HR – hazard ratio, SIR – standardised 
incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, RII – relative index of inequality 

 
Supplementary table 21: Colorectal cancer, area SES 
First author, year of 
publication, country, 
study period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator (deprived 
vs affluent) 

Cancer location Sex Results 

Bryere16, 2016 
France 
2006-2009 

P, all ages 
Poisson regression (Bayesian) 
RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles 

COLON, RECTUM 
and ANUS 

male 1.04 (0.97–1.10)  

female 1.01 (0.95–1.07) 
Bryere17, 2014 
France 
1997-2009 

P, all ages 
Poisson regression (Bayesian) 
RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles 

COLON, RECTUM 
and ANUS 

male no association 

female no association 
Kuznetsov20, 2012, 
Germany, 
2003-2006 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(multilevel), RR 

age, sex 
Bavarian IMD quintiles  

COLON, RECTUM 
and ANUS 

male 1.30 (1.22–1.38) 
female 1.19 (1.11–1.27) 
both 1.25 (1.19–1.31) 

Eberle18, 2010, 
Germany, 
2000-2006 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 
Bremen discrimination 
index quintiles 

COLON and 
RECTUM 

male 0.88 (0.79–0.99) 

female 1.02 (0.91–1.12) 
Hoebel19, 2018, 
Germany, 
2010-2013 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(multilevel), SRR 

age, sex, 
calendar year, 
population size 

German ISD quintiles 
COLON and 
RECTUM 

male 1.07 (1.03–1.12) 

female 1.03 (0.99–1.08) 
Walsh28, 2016, 
Ireland, 
2008-2012 

P, 15 and above, 
standardisation, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 
Pobal Haase-Pratschke ID 
quintiles  

COLON and 
RECTUM 

male 1.03 (0.96–1.12) 

female 0.97 (0.88–1.06) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian),  
RR* 

age, sex 
area level Slovenian EDI 

COLON and 
RECTUM both 1.00 (0.99–1.01) 

 



Radiol Oncol 2020; 54(1): 1-13. 

Mihor A et al. / Socioeconomic inequalities in cancer incidence in Europe: a review26

Tweed22, 2018, 
UK (Scotland), 
2010-2012 

P, 15 and above, 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age, sex 
Scottish IMD quintiles 

COLON and 
RECTUM 

male 1.24 (1.11–1.39) 

female 1.20 (1.06–1.36) 
Oliphant129, 2011, 
UK (Scotland), 
1991-2001 → 
2002-2004 → 
2005-2007 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for trend 
across deprivation quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 

Scottish IMD quintiles 
COLON and 
RECTUM 

male 
1.0 (p for trend not sig.) → 
1.1 (p for trend not sig.) → 
1.2 (p for trend sig.) 

female 
1.0 (p for trend not sig.) → 
1.0 (p for trend not sig.) → 
1.0 (p for trend not sig.) 

PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for trend 
across deprivation quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 
IMD (income domain) 
quintiles 

COLON and 
RECTUM 

male 1.13 (p for trend sig.)  
female 1.02 (p for trend not sig.) 

ANUS 
male 1.82 (p for trend sig.)  
female 1.53 (p for trend sig.) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-standardised rate, 
IRR – incidence rate ration, EDI – European Deprivation Index, IMD – index of multiple deprivation, DI – deprivation index, ISD – index of socioeconomic 
deprivation, PHE – Public Health England. *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI 
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Supplementary table 22: Skin cancer, individual SES 
First author, year 
of publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age 
group, 
statistical 
method, 
relative 
measure 

Adjustment / stratification Cancer 
location 

SES indicator Sub-analysis Sex Results 

Birch-
Johansen133, 
2008, 
Denmark, 
1994-2003 

C, 30-69 (start 
of follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression, 
RR 

age, sex, period, education, 
disposable income 

MELANOMA 

education 
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.65 (0.59–0.72) 

  female 0.69 (0.63–0.76) 

income (lowest 
vs highest) 

  male 0.68 (0.62–0.75) 
  female 0.75 (0.69–0.82) 

work affiliation 
(unemployed vs 
working) 

  male 0.91 (0.79–1.03) 

  female 0.82 (0.74–0.91) 

occupation-
based social 
class (manual 
vs creative 
core) 

  male 0.72 (0.62–0.85) 

  female 0.86 (0.68–1.11) 

housing tenure 
(renter vs 
owner) 

  male 0.88 (0.81–0.96) 

  female 0.85 (0.79–0.92) 

size of dwelling 
(smallest vs 
largest) 

  male 0.65 (0.50–0.84) 

  female 0.69 (0.51–0.94) 

Steding-Jessen139, 
2010, 
Denmark, 
1994-2006 

C, 30-69 (start 
of follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression (log-
linear), 
IRR 

age, sex, period, education, 
income 

NON-
MELANOMA, 
BCC 

education 
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.63 (0.61–0.65) 

  female 0.69 (0.67–0.76) 

income (lowest 
vs highest) 

  male 0.65 (0.63–0.68) 
  female 0.63 (0.61–0.65) 

occupation-
based social 
class (manual 
vs creative 
core) 

  male 0.72 (0.69–0.76) 

  female 0.76 (0.71–0.85) 

NON-
MELANOMA, 
SCC 

education 
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.95 (0.86–1.06) 

  female 1.00 (0.87–1.15) 

income (lowest 
vs highest) 

  male 0.89 (0.80–0.99) 
  female 0.80 (0.69–0.93) 

occupation-
based social 
class (manual 
vs creative 
core) 

  male 1.03 (0.85–1.20) 

  female 0.86 (0.60–1.25) 

Vidarsdottir25, 
2008, 
Iceland, 
1982-2004 

C, 20-64 (start 
of follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 

MELANOMA 
education 
(lowest vs all 
population) 

  male 0.57 (0.36–0.85) 

    female 0.91 (0.74–1.10)* 

Spadea30, 2009, 
Italy, 
1985-1999 

C, 30-74 (start 
of follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression, 
RR 

age, sex, area of birth 

MELANOMA 
education 
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.33 (0.26–0.42) 

  female 0.44 (0.35–0.55) 

Spadea29, 2010, 
Italy, 
1985-1999 

C, 30-84 (at 
diagnosis), 
Poisson 
regression, 
RR 

age, sex, area of birth, education, 
occupational class, housing 
characteristics, area deprivation 

MELANOMA 

education  
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.45 (0.32–0.65) 

  female 0.49 (0.35–0.70) 

occupation-
based social 
class (lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.69 (0.47–0.99) 

  female 0.96 (0.71–1.30) 

housing 
characteristics  
(best vs worst) 

  male 0.84 (0.56–1.25) 

  female 0.89 (0.62–1.29) 

Smailyte32, 2015, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start 
of follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 
MELANOMA education  

(lowest vs all 
population) 

  male 0.70 (0.60–0.82) 
    female 0.74 (0.66–0.84) 
  NON-

MELANOMA 
  male 0.68 (0.65–0.72) 

    female 0.78 (0.75–0.81) 
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Braaten33, 2005, 
Norway, 
1991/2(or 
1996/7)-2001 

C, 30-69 (start 
of follow-up), 
Cox regression, 
HR 

age 

MELANOMA 
 education 
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  female 0.88 (0.52–1.52)  

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and 
above, Poisson 
regression, RR* 

age, number of sunburns, latitude 
MELANOMA 

education 
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  female 0.98 (0.57–1.69)  

Hemminki36, 
2003, 
Sweden, 
1970-1998 

C, unclear, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, period, region 
MELANOMA 

education  
(lowest vs 
highest) 

  male 0.53 (0.50–0.57) 
  female 0.64 (0.58–0.70) 

  NON-
MELANOMA, 
SCC 

  male 0.68 (0.63–0.74) 
    female 0.81 (0.68–0.97) 

Pérez-Gómez134, 
2008, 
Sweden, 
1971-1989 

C, 25-64 (start 
of follow-up), 
Poisson 
regression (log-
linear), 
RR 

age, sex, period, town size, area 

MELANOMA 

occupation-
based social 
class (lowest vs 
all) 

OVERALL 
male 0.78 (0.74–0.82) 
female 0.86 (0.77–0.95) 

HEAD&NECK 
male 0.90 (0.79–1.03) 
female 0.94 (0.71–1.26) 

TRUNK 
male 0.79 (0.74–0.84) 
female 0.99 (0.79–1.24) 

UPPER LIMBS 
male 0.71 (0.62–0.82) 
female 0.68 (0.53–0.88) 

LOWER LIMBS 
male 0.71 (0.61–0.82) 
female 0.83 (0.70–0.98) 

Strömberg135, 
2016, 
Sweden, 
2004-2013 

P, 15 and 
above; 
BYM model; SIR 

age, region 

MELANOMA 
education  
(lowest vs all 
population) 

SOUTH region 

both 

0.80 (0.74–0.84) 
  

WEST region 0.93 (0.89–0.98) 

Alfonso140, 2016, 
Nordic countries, 
1991-2005 

C, 30-64 (start 
of follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, period, country 
NON-
MELANOMA, 
SCC 

occupation-
based social 
class (lowest vs 
all population) 

  both approximately  
0.87 (0.85–0.89) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), IRR – incident rate ratio, HR – hazard ratio, SIR – standardised 
incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, BYM - Besag, York and Molli, BCC – basal cell carcinoma, SCC – squamous cell carcinoma. EDI – European Deprivation Index. 
*clear trend observed, *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI  
 
Supplementary table 23: Skin cancer, area SES 

First author, year 
of publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, 
relative measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator (deprived vs 
affluent) 

Cancer location Sex Results 

Bryere16, 2016, 
France, 
2006-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles (highest vs 
lowest) MELANOMA 

male 0.85 (0.75–0.96)  

female 0.71 (0.64–0.80) 

Bryere17, 2014, 
France, 
1997-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), RR 

age, sex French EDI quintiles (highest vs 
lowest) 

MELANOMA 
male 0.73 (0.56–0.93) 

female no association 

Eberle18, 2010, 
Germany, 
2000-2006 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 

Bremen discrimination index 
quintiles  

MELANOMA 
male 0.85 (0.65–1.07)** 
female 0.78 (0.58–1.02)** 

NON-
MELANOMA 

male 0.78 (0.71–0.84)** 
female 0.76 (0.70–0.83)** 

Hoebel19, 2018, 
Germany, 
2010-2013 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression 
(multilevel), SRR 

age, sex, calendar 
year, population 
size 

German ISD quintiles  MELANOMA 
male 0.72 (0.67–0.79) 

female 0.78 (0.71–0.86) 

Carsin141, 2011, 
Ireland, 
1994-2003 

P, all ages, 
negative binomial 
regression, 
IRR 

age, sex, population 
density, % early 
school leavers, % 
farmers 

SAHRU deprivation index  

NON-
MELANOMA 

male 0.87 (0.82–0.92) 
female 0.89 (0.84–0.95) 

NON-
MELANOMA, 
BCC 

male 0.86 (0.80–0.92) 

female 0.86 (0.80–0.93) 

NON-
MELANOMA, 
SCC 

male 0.88 (0.81–0.97) 

female 0.96 (0.85–1.07) 

Walsh28, 2016, 
Ireland, 
2008-2012 

P, 15 and above, 
standardisation,  
ASR ratio 

age, sex 
Pobal Haase-Pratschke ID 
quintiles (highest vs lowest) 

MELANOMA 
male 0.70 (0.60–0.82) 

  female 0.72 (0.62–0.83) 
Spadea29, 2010 
Italy 
1985-1999 

C, 30-84 (at diagnosis) 
Poisson regression 
RR 

age, sex, area of 
birth, education, 
occupational class, 
housing 
characteristics 

area deprivation index quintiles  MELANOMA 

male 0.96 (0.69–1.34) 

female 0.93 (0.69–1.26) 

van der Aa136, 
2011, 
Netherlands, 
1994-2005 

P, all ages, 
logistic regression 
(ecological), 
OR* 

age, area, 
population density, 
mean annual 
income, % on 
welfare 

% on welfare quintiles  

MELANOMA both 

0.1 (0.1–0.7) 

mean annual income quintiles 0.7 (0.2–2.0) 
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Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above, 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), RR* 

age, sex 
area level Slovenian EDI MELANOMA both 0.98 (0.96–0.99) 

Shack21, 2008, 
UK (England), 
1998-2003 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 
English IMD quintiles (highest 
vs lowest) 

MELANOMA 
male 0.49 (0.47–0.52) 

  female 0.48 (0.46–0.51) 
Doherty137, 2010, 
UK (Scotland), 
2002-2004 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex, period 

Carstairs DI quintiles  

MELANOMA 
male 0.6 (no CI) 
female 0.7 (no CI) 

NON-
MELANOMA, 
BCC 

male 0.8 (no CI) 

female 0.8 (no CI) 
NON-
MELANOMA, 
SCC 

male 0.7 (no CI) 

female 0.8 (no CI) 

PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for 
trend across deprivation 
quintiles, ASR ratio 

age, sex 

IMD (income domain) quintiles  MELANOMA 
male 0.47 (p for trend sig.)  

  female 0.44 (p for trend sig.)  

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, OR – odds ratio, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-
standardised rate, EDI – European Deprivation Index, IMD – index of multiple deprivation, DI – deprivation index, ISD – index of socioeconomic deprivation, PHE 
– Public Health England. *OR for a municipality to be in the highest compared to lowest quartile of incidence rates, *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI, ** 
significant trend for all 
 



Radiol Oncol 2020; 54(1): 1-13. 

Mihor A et al. / Socioeconomic inequalities in cancer incidence in Europe: a review30

Supplementary table 24: Haematological cancer, individual SES 
First author, year of 
publication, country, 
study period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, 
relative measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

Cancer 
location 

SES indicator Sex Results 

Roswall144, 2008, 
Denmark, 
1994-2003 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age, period, sex, 
education, 
disposable 
income 

NON-
HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.10 (0.97–1.23) 
female 1.14 (0.98–1.30) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.95 (0.86–1.05) 
female 1.07 (0.97–1.20) 

work affiliation (unemployed vs 
working) 

male 1.15 (1.01–1.32) 
female 1.03 (0.90–1.19) 

occupation-based social class 
(manual vs creative core) 

male 0.97 (0.78–1.19) 
female 1.23 (0.79–1.92) 

housing tenure (renter vs owner) 
male 1.06 (0.79–1.17) 
female 1.11 (1.01–1.22) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs largest) 
male 1.01 (0.79–1.28) 
female 0.78 (0.52–1.18) 

HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.05 (0.78–1.43) 
female 1.16 (0.81–1.67) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.28 (1.00–1.64) 
female 0.75 (0.53–1.04) 

work affiliation (unemployed vs 
working) 

male 1.12 (0.80–1.56) 
female 0.92 (0.62–1.37) 

occupation-based social class 
(manual vs creative core) 

male 0.99 (0.69–1.67) 
female 1.49 (0.48–4.76) 

housing tenure (renter vs owner) 
male 1.29 (1.04–1.60) 
female 1.00 (0.76–1.33) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs largest) 
male 1.14 (0.67–1.97) 
female 1.50 (0.69–3.26) 

LEUKAEMIA 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.96 (0.84–1.10) 
female 1.10 (0.93–1.30) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.01 (0.91–1.13) 
female 1.04 (0.92–1.20) 

work affiliation (unemployed vs 
working) 

male 0.90 (0.77–1.06) 
female 1.05 (0.88–1.24) 

occupation-based social class 
(manual vs creative core) 

male 1.03 (0.81–1.30) 
female 1.12 (0.67–1.89) 

housing tenure (renter vs owner) 
male 0.97 (0.88–1.07) 
female 0.93 (0.83–1.04) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs largest) 
male 1.33 (1.05–1.68) 
female 0.83 (0.51–1.35) 

Spadea30, 2009, 
Italy, 
1985-1999 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
RR 

age, sex, area of 
birth 

NON-
HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

  
  
  
education (lowest vs highest) 
  
  
  

male 0.89 (0.75–1.06) 

female 1.05 (0.83–1.33) 

HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

male 0.86 (0.52–1.40) 
female 0.79 (0.46–1.34) 

MULTIPLE 
MYELOMA 

male 1.11 (0.80–1.54) 
female 0.84 (0.57–1.25) 

LEUKAEMIA 
male 0.87 (0.69–1.10) 
female 1.35 (0.98–1.86) 

Smailyte32, 2015 
Lithuania 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex NON-
HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

  
  
  
education (lowest vs all population) 
  
  
  

male 0.91 (0.82–1.01)** 

female 0.93 (0.84–1.02)** 

HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

male 0.94 (0.65–1.36) 
female 1.01 (0.74–1.39)  

MULTIPLE 
MYELOMA 

male 0.84 (0.72–0.98) 
female 0.98 (0.87–1.10) 

LEUKAEMIA 
male 0.97 (0.89–1.05)  
female 0.95 (0.87–1.03) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above 
Poisson regression 
(Bayesian), RR* 

age, sex NON-
HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA  individual level Slovenian EDI both 

1.01 (1.00–1.03) 

LEUKAEMIA 1.01 (1.00–1.03) 
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Hemminki36, 2003, 
Sweden, 
1970-1998 

C, unclear, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, period, 
region 

NON-
HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA   

  
  
education (lowest vs highest) 
  
  
  

male 1.00 (0.92–1.09) 

female 1.10 (0.94–1.28) 

HODGKIN 
LYMPHOMA 

male 1.04 (0.83–1.32) 
female 1.27 (0.82–2.04) 

MULTIPLE 
MYELOMA 

male 1.12 (0.97–1.32) 
female 1.32 (1.01–1.75) 

LEUKAEMIA 
male 1.04 (0.94–1.15) 
female 1.23 (1.03–1.49) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), IRR – incident rate ratio, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk 
ratio, EDI – European Deprivation Index. *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI, ** trend significant for both 
 
Supplementary table 25: Haematological cancer, area SES 
First author, 
year of 
publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age 
group, statistical 
method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment 
/ 
stratification 

SES indicator 
(deprived vs 
affluent) 

Cancer location Sex Results 

Bryere16, 2016, 
France, 
2006-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson 
regression 
(Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 

French EDI 
quintiles 

LYMPHOCYTIC LEUKAEMIA (CLL) 
male 1.00 (0.85–1.18)  
female 0.96 (0.79–1.17) 

NON-HODGKIN LYMPHOMA (DIFFUSE LARGE 
B-CELL LYMPHOMA) 

male 0.97 (0.81–1.15)  
female / 

MYELOMA 
male 1.00 (0.86–1.16)  
female 1.09 (0.92–1.19) 

MYELODYSPLASTIC SYNDROME 
male / 
female 0.93 (0.76–1.14) 

Bryere17, 2014, 
France, 
1997-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson 
regression 
(Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 

French EDI 
quintiles 

NON-HODGKIN LYMPHOMA 
male no association 
female no association 

MYELOMA 
male no association 
female no association 

LYMPHOCYTIC LEUKAEMIA (CLL) 
male no association 
female no association 

LEUKAEMIA 
male no association 
female no association 

HODGKIN LYMPHOMA 
male no association 
female no association 

Hoebel19, 2018 
Germany 
2010-2013 

P, all ages 
Poisson 
regression 
(multilevel) 
SRR 

age, sex, 
calendar 
year, 
population 
size 

German ISD 
quintiles 

LYMPHOID AND HEMATOPOIETIC 
NEOPLASMS 

male 1.10 (1.04–1.16) 

female 1.11 (1.06–1.17) 

Walsh28, 2016, 
Ireland, 
2008-2012 

P, 15 and above, 
standardisation, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 
Pobal Haase-
Pratschke ID 
quintiles 

LYMPHOMA 
male 0.98 (0.85–1.13) 
female 1.56 (1.42–1.72) 

LEUKAEMIA 
male 0.86 (0.72–1.02) 
female 0.90 (0.73–1.11) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above 
Poisson 
regression 
(Bayesian), RR* 

age, sex 

area level 
Slovenian EDI 

NON-HODGKIN LYMPHOMA 
both 

0.99 (0.96–1.01) 

LEUKAEMIA 0.99 (0.96–1.02) 

PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression 
for trend across 
deprivation 
quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 

IMD (income 
domain) 
quintiles 

NON-HODGKIN LYMPHOMA 
male 1.01 (p for trend not sig.) 
female 1.06 (p for trend sig.) 

HODGKIN LYMPHOMA 
male 1.59 (p for trend sig.)  
female 1.36 (p for trend not sig.) 

MULTIPLE MYELOMA 
male 1.04 (p for trend not sig.) 
female 1.08 (p for trend not sig.) 

ACUTE LYMPHOBLASTIC LEUKAEMIA 
male 0.86 (p for trend sig.)  
female 0.92 (p for trend not sig.) 

CHRONIC LYMPHOCYTIC LEUKAEMIA 
male 0.99 (p for trend not sig.) 
female 0.92 (p for trend not sig.) 

ACUTE MYELOID LEUKAEMIA 
male 1.15 (p for trend sig.)  
female 1.06 (p for trend not sig.) 

CHRONIC MYELOID LEUKAEMIA 
male 1.12 (p for trend not sig.) 
female 1.10 (p for trend not sig.) 
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Smith143, 2011, 
UK (England), 
2004-2009 

P, all ages, 
standardisation, 
SIR (ref.=all 
population) 

age, sex 

IMD (income 
domain) 
quintiles 

CHRONIC MYELOGENOUS LEUKAEMIA        

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
both 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

no association 
CHRONIC MYELOPROLIFERATIVE NEOPLASMS  no association 
MYELODYSPLASTIC SYNDROMES   no association 
ACUTE MYELOID LEUKAEMIA no association 
PRECURSOR B-LYMPHOBLASTIC LEUKAEMIA no association 
MONOCLONAL B-CELL LYMPHOCYTOSIS no association 
MGUS** no association 
CHRONIC LYMPHOCYTIC LEUKAEMIA      no association 
PLASMA CELL (MULTIPLE) MYELOMA        0.82 (0.71–0.95) 
MARGINAL ZONE LYMPHOMA   no association 
FOLLICULAR LYMPHOMA     no association 
MANTLE CELL LYMPHOMA    no association 
DIFFUSE LARGE B-CELL LYMPHOMA no association 
LYMPHOPROLIFERATIVE DISORDERS NOS*** no association 
T-CELL LYMPHOMA no association 
CLASSICAL HODGKIN LYMPHOMA no association 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-standardised rate, 
EDI – European Deprivation Index, IMD – index of multiple deprivation, DI – deprivation index, ISD – index of socioeconomic deprivation, PHE – Public Health 
England. *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI ** monoclonal gammopathy of undetermined significance, *** not otherwise specified 
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Supplementary table 26: Tumours of the central nervous system, individual SES 
First author, 
year of 
publication, 
country, study 
period 

Study type, age 
group, statistical 
method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

Cancer location SES indicator Sex Results 

Schmidt147, 
2008, 
Denmark, 
1994-2003 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age, period, sex, 
education, 
disposable 
income 

CNS, 
benign+malignant 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.04 (0.93–1.16) 
female 0.92 (0.82–1.02) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.89 (0.81–0.99) 
female 1.02 (0.92–1.12) 

work affiliation (unemployed vs working) 
male 0.92 (0.80–1.07) 
female 1.00 (0.89–1.12) 

occupation-based social class (manual vs 
creative core) 

male 0.85 (0.70–1.03) 
female 1.06 (0.78–1.45) 

housing tenure (renter vs owner) 
male 0.99 (0.91–1.09) 
female 1.05 (0.97–1.14) 

size of dwelling (smallest vs largest) 
male 0.69 (0.54–0.90) 
female 0.77 (0.54–1.09) 

Schüz148, 2010, 
Denmark, 
1993-2006 

C, 30-68 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression 
(log-linear), 
IRR 

age, sex, period, 
education, 
disposable 
income 

ACOUSTIC 
NEUROMA 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.66 (0.51–0.84)  
female 0.68 (0.54–0.85)  

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.82 (0.64–1.06)  
female 0.69 (0.53–0.90)  

occupation-based social class (manual vs 
creative) 

male 0.83 (0.63–1.09)  
female 0.60 (0.34–1.06)  

Spadea30, 2009, 
Italy, 
1985-1999 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
RR 

age, sex, area of 
birth 

CNS, malignant education (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.39 (1.08–1.78) 

female 1.10 (0.80–1.50) 

Smailyte32, 
2015, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex 

CNS, malignant education (lowest vs all population) 
male 0.96 (0.85–1.08) 

female 0.97 (0.87–1.08) 

Khanolkar149, 
2016, 
Sweden, 
1993-2010 

C, 32-82 (start of 
follow-up), 
Poisson regression, 
IRR 

age, sex, 
healthcare 
region, period, 
marital status, 
education, 
income 

GLIOMA, 
benign+malignant 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.84 (0.75–0.93) 
female 0.81 (0.71–0.93) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.88 (0.79–0.99) 
female 1.04 (0.91–1.19) 

occupation-based social class (low manual 
vs high non-manual) 

male 0.83 (0.75–0.93) 
female 0.79 (0.68–0.93) 

MENINGIOMA, 
benign+malignant 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.89 (0.75–1.06) 
female 0.86 (0.79–0.96) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 1.20 (1.00–1.43) 
female 1.11 (1.00–1.25) 

occupation-based social class (low manual 
vs high non-manual) 

male 0.89 (0.74–1.08) 
female 0.88 (0.78–1.01) 

ACOUSTIC 
NEUROMA 

education (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.88 (0.64–1.22) 
female 0.88 (0.62–1.25) 

income (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.92 (0.65–1.28) 
female 1.08 (0.77–1.52) 

occupation-based social class (low manual 
vs high non-manual) 

male 0.66 (0.47–0.94) 
female 1.05 (0.69–1.59) 

Wigertz150, 2010 
Sweden, 
2000-2002 

case-control, 20-69, 
logistic regression 
(unconditional), 
OR 

age, sex, region 

GLIOMA, 
benign+malignant 

education (lowest vs highest) 

both 

0.8 (0.6–1.1) 
income (lowest vs highest) 0.8 (0.6–1.0) 
occupation-based social class (manual vs 
non-manual) 

1.0 (0.8–1.3) 

work affiliation (unemployed vs working) 0.8 (0.6–1.1) 

MENINGIOMA, 
benign+malignant 

education (lowest vs highest) 0.8 (0.5–1.1) 
income (lowest vs highest) 0.9 (0.6–1.3) 
occupation-based social class (manual vs 
non-manual) 1.1 (0.8–1.4) 

work affiliation (unemployed vs working) 1.0 (0.7–1.3) 
Hemminki36, 
2003, 
Sweden, 
1970-1998 

C, unclear, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, period, 
region 

CNS, malignant education (lowest vs highest) 
male 0.89 (0.81–0.97) 

female 0.94 (0.84–1.05) 

Braaten33, 2005, 
Norway, 
1991/2(or 
1996/7)-2001 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Cox regression, 
HR 

age 

CNS, unspecified education (lowest vs highest) female 0.93 (0.35–2.44) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, C – individual level person-years (cohort), IRR – incident rate ratio, HR – hazard ratio, OR – odds ratio, SIR – 
standardised incidence ratio, RR – risk ratio, CNS – central nervous system 
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Supplementary table 27: Tumours of the central nervous system, area SES 
First author, year of 
publication, country, 
study period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, relative 
measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator (deprived 
vs affluent) 

Cancer location Sex Results 

Bryere16, 2016, 
France, 
2006-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles  CNS, malignant 

male 0.92 (0.80–1.05)  

female 1.10 (0.97–1.25) 
Bryere17, 2014, 
France, 
1997-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles  CNS, malignant 

male 1.19 (0.93–1.54)* 

female no association 
Hoebel19, 2018, 
Germany, 
2010-2013 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (multilevel), 
SRR 

age, sex, 
calendar year, 
population size 

German ISD quintiles  CNS, malignant 
male 0.99 (0.93–1.06) 

female 1.03 (0.96–1.11) 
PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for trend 
across deprivation quintiles, 
ASR ratio 

age, sex 
IMD (income domain) 
quintiles 

CNS, 
benign+malignant 

male 0.95 (p for trend not sig.) 

female 0.88 (p for trend sig.) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-standardised rate, EDI – European Deprivation Index, 
IMD – index of multiple deprivation, ISD – index of socioeconomic deprivation, CNS – central nervous system, PHE – Public Health England. * sig. result for 
continuous EDI 
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Supplementary table 28: Thyroid cancer, individual SES 
First author, year of publication, 
country, study period 

Study type, age group, 
statistical method, 
relative measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator Sex Results 

Smailyte32, 2015, 
Lithuania, 
2001-2009 

C, 30-74 (start of 
follow-up), 
standardisation, SIR 

age, sex 
education  
(lowest vs all population) 

male 0.93 (0.75–1.15)** 
  female 0.81 (0.74–0.90) **  

Hemminki36, 2003, 
Sweden, 
1970-1998 

C, unclear, 
standardisation, 
SIR 

age, sex, 
period, region education (lowest vs highest) 

male 0.87 (0.69–1.10) 

female 1.32 (1.08–1.64) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above 
Poisson regression,  
RR* 

age, sex 
individual level Slovenian EDI both 0.93 (0.89–0.96) 

Braaten33, 2005, 
Norway, 
1991/2(or 1996/7)-2001 

C, 30-69 (start of 
follow-up), 
Cox regression, HR 

age 
education (lowest vs highest) female 0.71 (0.29–1.75) 

C – individual level person-years (cohort), HR – hazard ratio, SIR – standardised incidence ratio, EDI – European Deprivation Index. *RR for 1 unit increase in 
continuous EDI, ** p for trend significant for both 
 

Supplementary table 29: Thyroid cancer, area SES 
First author, year of 
publication, country, study 
period 

Study type, age group, statistical 
method, relative measure 

Adjustment / 
stratification 

SES indicator 
(deprived vs 
affluent) 

Sex Results 

Bryere16, 2016, 
France, 
2006-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles 

male 1.04 (0.85–1.26)  
  female 0.96 (0.85–1.08) 

Bryere17, 2014, France, 
1997-2009 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (Bayesian), 
RR 

age, sex 
French EDI quintiles 

male no association 
  female no association 

Hoebel19, 2018, 
Germany, 
2010-2013 

P, all ages, 
Poisson regression (multilevel), 
SRR 

age, sex, calendar 
year,  
population size 

German ISD 
quintiles  

male 0.64 (0.57–0.72) 

female 0.76 (0.68–0.85) 

Lokar27, 2019, 
Slovenia, 
2011-2013 

P, 16 and above 
Poisson regression (Bayesian),  
RR* 

age, sex 
area level Slovenian 
EDI 

both 0.98 (0.95–1.02) 

PHE59, 2014, 
UK (England), 
2006-2010 

P, all ages, 
linear regression for trend across 
deprivation quintiles, ASR ratio 

age, sex 
  

IMD (income 
domain) quintiles  

male 0.93 (p for trend not sig.) 

female 1.02 (p for trend not sig.) 

P – population-based estimate of exposure time, RR – risk ratio, SRR – standardised rate ratio, ASR – age-standardised rate, EDI – European Deprivation Index, 
IMD – index of multiple deprivation, ISD – index of socioeconomic deprivation, PHE – Public Health England. *RR for 1 unit increase in continuous EDI 
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