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Women's Willingness to Pay for Cancer Screening
Min-Son Kwak, Na-Young Sung, Jeong Hee Yang, Eun-Cheol Park, KuiSon Choi
Research Institute for National Cancer Control and Evaluation, National Cancer Center
Objectives : The goal of this study is to measure stage. Being willing to pay or not is associated with a
women's willingness to pay for cancer screening and to change of behavior (transtheoretical model), the income,
identify those factors associated with this willingness to pay the concern about the cancer risk, the family cancer
Methods : A population-based telephone survey was history, the marital status, the general health exam, age
performed on 1,562 women (aged 30 years or over) for 2 and the place of residence. Income is associated with a
weeks (9-23th, July, 2004). Data about sociodemographic greater willingness to pay. Old age was associated with a
characteristics, health behaviors, the intention of the cancer lower willingness to pay.
screenings and willingness to pay for cancer screening Conclusions : According to the two-part model, income
were collected. 1,400 respondents were included in the and TTM are the most important variables associated with
analysis. The women's willingness to pay for cancer the willingness to pay for cancer screening. The cancer
screening and the factors associated with this willingness screening participation rate is low compared with the
to pay were evaluated. willingness to pay for cancer screening. It is thought that
Results : The results show that 76% of all respondents we have to consider the participants' behavior that’s
have a willingness to pay for cancer screening. Among associated with cancer screening and their willingness to
those who are willing to pay, the average and median pay in order to organize and manage cancer screening
amount of money for which the respondents are willing to program.
pay are 126,636 (s.d.: 58,414) and 120,000 won,
respectively. As the status of education & the income are J Prev Med Public Health 2006;39(4):331-338
higher, the average amount that women are willing to pay
becomes much more. The amount of money women are Key words : Cancer screening, Willingness to pay,
willing to pay is the highest during the 'contemplation' Transtheoretical model
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Table 1. Characteristics of this study population

Respondents(n=1,400)

Person (%)
Age (years)
30~39 474 (339)
40 ~49 384 274)
50~59 242 17.3)
>60 300 214)
Education
Elementary less 359 (26.0)
Middle school 196 (14.2)
High school 540 (392)
University 284 20.6)
Income (ten thousands)
<100 326 (286)
100 ~300 572 (502)
>300 242 (21.2)
Marital Status
Married 1,206 86.1)
Others’ 194 (13.8)
Occupation
Hired 463 (33.)
None 934 66.9)
Residence
Metropolitan city 662 473)
Urban 433 (309)
Rural 305 (21.8)
Transtheoretical model
Pre-contemplation 188 (13.4)
Contemnplation 9 (6.5)
Action & maintenance 885 632)
Relapse 236 (16.9)
General health exam
Yes 789 (564)
No 611 43.6)
Voluntary health insurance
Yes 935 (66.8)
No 465 (332)
Exercise
Yes 825 (589)
No 575 L1
Disease history
Yes 359 (25.6)
No 1,041 (744)
Family cancer historyt
Yes 1,116 (20.3)
No 284 (719.7)
Concemn about the risk of cancer
Little 599 (42.8)
Moderate 194 (139)
Severe 607 434
Total 1,400 (100.0)

*: single separation, divorce or bereavement
t: only included first-degree relative cancer history

32 7 (action & maintenance)”} 63.2%

2744 8o, 959

A (relapse) 7}

16.9%, 1.3 7 (pre-contemplation)”t
13.4%, 1.2 TA (contemplation)”} 6.5%%1
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Table 2. Univariate analysis for willingness to pay

Willing
gesory OR 95% CI MeantSD. pr>F
Yes (%) No (%)
Age (years)
30~39 437(41.1) 37(11.0) 1.00 133,616+53,875
40-49 334 (31.4) 50(14.9) 057 0.36- 0.89 123,743 +58,762
50~59 181(17.0) 61(182) 025 0.16- 0.39 123922+70,076
>60 112(10.5) 188(56.0) 0.05 0.03- 008 11241050211 <0001
Education
Elementary less 162(154) 197(60.1) 1.00 117,099 71,407
Middle school 155(14.7) 41(12.5) 4.60 3.08- 6.87 116,258 +47,906
High school 469 (44.6) 71(21.6) 8.03 581-11.12 129,936+ 57,149
University 265(25.2) 19( 5.8) 1696 10.19-28.24 13369856755 <0001
Income (ten thousand)
<100 159(17.9) 167 (66.3) 1.00 109,748 +57,103
100~300 508(57.2) 64(254) 834 5.94-11.70 125,610+54,936
=300 221(24.9) 21( 83) 11.05 6.72-18.18 140815+£57,653 <0001
Marital status
Married 984 (92.5) 222(66.1) 632 458- 871 127,104 57,565
Others' 80( 7.5) 114(339) 1.00 120875+68,143 <0001
Occupation
Hired 360(339) 103 (30.7) 116 0.89- 1.51 127417+58,154
None 701 (66.1) 233(69.3) 1.00 126,291 £58 641 027
Residence
Metropolitan 553(52.0) 109(324) 100 123,165+51,474
Urban 329(309) 104 (3L.0) 062 046- 0.84 127356 64,529
Rural 182(17.1) 123 (36.6) 029 021- 040 135879+65495 <0001
Transtheoretical model
Pre-contemplation 75( 70) 113(33.6) 1.00 114,667+£54,110
Contemplation 77(72) 14( 42) 829 437-1571 142,597+£53.247
Action & maintenance 782 (73.5) 103 (30.7) 1144 8.00-16.34 127,187+55,252
Relapse 130(12.2) 106 3L.5) 1.85 125- 273 120769177546 <0001
General health exam
Yes 641 (60.2) 148 (44.0) 193 1.50- 247 125460-+55,163
No 423(39.8) 188 (56.0) 1.00 1284166347 <0001
Voluntary health insurance
Yes 819(77.0) 116 (34.5) 634 486- 828 128,413+ 58,866
No 245(23.0) 220(65.5) 1.00 12069456590 <0001
Exercise
Yes 676 (63.5) 149 (44.3) 2.19 1.71- 2.80 127,589 56,715
No 388 (36.9) 187(55.7) 1.00 124974+61,302 <0001
Disease history
Yes 219 (20.6) 140(41.7) 036 0.28- 047 121,416 +66,810
No 845(794) 196 (58.3) 1.00 127988455998 <0001
Family cancer history *
Yes 252(23.7) 32(95) 295 0.23- 0.50 127.897+53,140
No 812(76.3) 304 (90.5) 1.00 126,244+59982 <0001
Concern about the risk of cancer
Little 375(35.2) 224 (66.7) 1.00 126,667+59,272
Moderate 168 (15.8) 26077 3.86 247- 602 128,631 58,370
Severe 521(49.0) 86(25.6) 3.62 273- 478 12596957901 <0001
Total 1064 (76.0) 336(24.0) 126,636+ 58414

" only included having ‘willingness to pay’

T: single, separation, divorce or bereavement
*: only included first-relative degree cancer history
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(payment scale), $} ZA1%) (bidding game), T+
Z 3 o] =4 (dichotomous choice with
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Table 3. Determinants of wilingness to pay

ended question)= 5

249 followup)o] Sk WA A9 DE (open-

X 574 38 sl A9 %
Aotk & &, $EAelA By B9 Ade
ARY FA AL ALY 7HA 2 AelakA 5

First stage: logistic regression Second stage: In(WTPWTP>0)
Odds ratio 95% CI Coefficient p> | t]
Age (years)
30~39 reference group reference group
40~49 048 0.28-0.83 0.11 001
50~59 034 0.19-0.61 004 049
>60 0.17 0.10:031 0.07 029
Income (ten thousands)
<100 reference group reference group
100~300 230 145364 0.16 0.003
>300 215 1.154.03 030 <0001
Marital Status
Others’ reference group
Married 1.77 1.08-290
Residence
Metropolitan reference group reference group
Urban 053 0.34-0.81 003 050
Rural 048 030075 0.11 003
Transtheoretical model
Pre~contemplation reference group reference group
Contemplation 3.05 128728 023 001
Action & Maintenance 4.10 242693 0.09 019
Relapse 1.89 1.08-3.33 003 0.67
General health exam
No reference group
Yes 148 1.02-2.16
Family cancer historyt
No reference group
Yes 1.84 1.12:3.03
Concem about cancer risk
Little reference group
Moderate 227 123420
Excessive 159 1.07-2.36
Adjusted R-square 0282 0053
Max-rescaled R-square 0433

" : single, separation, divorce or bereavernent
T > only included first-degree relative cancer history
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