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BACKGROUND. Although many studies support the life-saving potential of

screening mammography, the actual utilization of screening and the impact of

the actual pattern of screening use on the breast carcinoma death rate, remain

incompletely understood. In the current report, the authors describe patterns of

screening use among women who were examined at a large screening and

diagnostic service and estimate the added mortality associated with missed

screening mammograms.

METHODS. Mammography use was assessed in a population of 72,417 women who

received a total of 254,818 screening mammograms at the Massachusetts General

Hospital (MGH) Avon Comprehensive Breast Center (Boston, MA) between Janu-

ary 1, 1985, and February 19, 2002. A computer simulation of breast carcinoma

growth, spread, and detection of breast carcinoma was used to estimate the likely

health consequences of various types of screening use.

RESULTS. Both prompt return for annual screening and full use of screening

over extended periods of time were rare, and comparison of the MGH popula-

tion with other populations revealed that the low level of use observed in the

MGH population was not atypical. Only 6% of women who received a mam-

mogram in 1992 received all annual mammograms that were available over the

next 10 years; the mean number of mammograms received during this period

was 5.06, or 51% of the number recommended by the American Cancer Society.

Computer simulation results indicate that this underutilization of screening

should result in higher mortality levels. Women from traditionally underserved

socioeconomic, racial, and ethnic groups, women without insurance, and

women who did not speak English had lower levels of use compared with other

women. Lower levels of use also were observed among women receiving their

first mammogram or who in the past had not returned promptly. Women ages

55– 65 years had higher levels of use than did younger or older women. Women

who previously had breast carcinoma also had higher levels of screening use.

Nonetheless, none of the subpopulations of women stratified by age, race,

ethnicity, zip code, income, language, insurance, status, previous screening

use, or medical history exhibited a widespread propensity to promptly return

for annual screening over an extended period of time.

CONCLUSIONS. By many measures, the current analysis is one of the most detailed

descriptions of screening use to date. The authors observed a level of screening use

that was disappointingly low, with potentially negative health-related conse-

quences, among women across categories defined by racial, ethnic, socioeco-

nomic, and geographic characteristics; insurance status; language; age; medical

history; and previous screening use. Improvements in the promptness with which

women return to screening appear to have the potential to lead to considerable

reductions in breast carcinoma death. Cancer 2004;101:495–507.
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While a number of studies have shown that prompt
annual attendance is important for realizing the

life-saving potential of mammographic screening,1–3

many other studies have indicated that such atten-
dance is not commonly observed.4 –15 For example, we
recently reported that at the Massachusetts General
Hospital (MGH) Avon Comprehensive Breast Center
(Boston, MA), fewer than 10% of women who received
a mammogram in 1992 complied with the American
Cancer Society’s (ACS) recommendation of annual
screening by receiving the full complement of 9 mam-
mograms over the next 9 years, whereas more than
half had fewer than 5 mammograms during this peri-
od.4 In addition, Ulcickas Yood et al.6 reported that
only 16% of all women who had received a mammo-
gram between 1983 and 1993 at the largest health
maintenance organization (HMO) in Michigan re-
ceived all 5 recommended mammograms over the
5-year period following the index mammogram. Sabo-
gal et al.,15 using California Medicare data for the
period 1992–1998, found that only 30% of non-HMO-
enrolled women age � 65 years who participated in
screening did so regularly (i.e., without failing to at-
tend in more than 2 consecutive years). Finally, Phil-
lips et al.,12 using data obtained from a number of
sources, reported that although 70% of women ages
50 –74 years had received at least 1 mammogram, only
16% had undergone annual screening. These popula-
tionwide rates of prompt return for screening are dis-
appointingly low; however, even lower rates of long-
term screening use and prompt return have been
observed among women in traditionally underserved
groups as defined by race, ethnicity, and socioeco-
nomic status.6,12

The negative consequences of failing to return
promptly for screening have been noted in a number
of screening populations. For example, in the MGH
screening population, approximately 20% of all inva-
sive breast malignancies detected in women who had
received at least 1 screening mammogram before or at
the time of detection were discovered by nonmammo-
graphic methods more than a year after the previous
negative screening mammogram.4 Malignancies that
were not detected by mammographic methods tended
to be larger and thus potentially more lethal than
screen-detected malignancies.16 Several observations
suggest that the majority of tumors detected by non-
mammographic methods in women with a previous
negative mammogram would have been detected at
screening had patients returned more promptly. First,
almost all such tumors were observable on the diag-
nostic mammograms that were obtained at the time of
detection.4 Second, by back-calculating the likely size
of each of these cancers at the time of the negative

mammogram, it could be seen that most of these
tumors were probably too small to have been reason-
able candidates for detection at the time of the previ-
ous mammogram. Thus, most of these tumors prob-
ably emerged as larger, palpable masses not because a
previous mammogram failed to detect them but be-
cause too much time had been allowed to pass since
the last screening mammogram.4 Similar findings
were documented by Mandelson et al.,17 who reported
that 17% of all malignancies found in an HMO screen-
ing population were discovered by nonmammo-
graphic methods between 12 and 24 months after a
previous negative mammogram, and by Hunt et al.,3

who noted that breast tumors found in women who
received biennial screening were, on average, larger
than those found in women who received annual
screening.

The negative consequences of failing to return
promptly for screening also have been estimated with
respect to patient survival. For example, computer
simulation studies18,19 (based on 1) quantitative esti-
mates of the sizes at which invasive malignancies are
detected when screening mammography is used ver-
sus when it is not used,20 2) rates of tumor growth, and
3) the relation between tumor size and survival16 sug-
gest that each year of delay between screening mam-
mograms decreases the life-sparing potential of
screening by approximately one-third. Similar esti-
mates have been reported by Tabar et al.,2 who used a
Markov chain screening model.

This widespread failure to return promptly is
likely to be a major component of screening underuti-
lization, as most eligible women in the United States
have already received at least one screening mammo-
gram.12,14,21 The Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance
System telephone survey revealed that by 1997, ap-
proximately 80% of women ages 40 – 49 years and ap-
proximately 90% of women ages 50 – 69 years had re-
ceived at least 1 mammogram.21 Similar rates were
noted in subpopulations of white, Hispanic, and black
women, and only marginally lower rates were noted
among women ages 40 – 49 years, women with median
income � $10,000, and women with � 12 years of
education. Even among women without insurance,
the subpopulation found to have the lowest rate of
screening use in the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveil-
lance System survey, 68% reported having received at
least 1 mammogram. Furthermore, because reported
screening rates increased over the 8-year period pre-
ceding this 1997 survey (from 62% to 80% among
women ages 40 – 49 years and from �65% to �90%
among women ages 50 – 69 years), it is likely that the
percentage of women who have received at least 1
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mammogram is even greater at present than it was at
the time of the survey.

The MGH Avon Comprehensive Breast Center da-
tabase contains information on more than 80,000
women, accounting for a combined total of more than
300,000 mammograms performed at MGH since 1985.
Thus, it represents one of the largest available sets of
data on mammographic screening use and its conse-
quences.4,5,16,19,20,22 We recently reported on general
patterns of screening use in this population and on the
relation between patterns of use and the sizes at which
invasive breast tumors come to medical attention.4,22

In the current report, we describe in greater detail the
patterns of screening use observed in the MGH pop-
ulation as a whole and in subpopulations defined by
site of residence, race, ethnicity, previous benign bi-
opsy findings, and pattern of previous screening use.
In addition, we report on the use of values obtained in
computer simulations19,20 to calculate expected rates
of breast carcinoma–related death in association with
the observed screening use patterns.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The MGH Avon Comprehensive Breast Center data-
base contains entries on screening mammography use
by 83,511 women, accounting for a combined total of
314,185 mammograms performed at MGH between
January 1, 1985, and February 19, 2002. We recently
reported on the general features of screening use at
MGH4; however, in that study, we examined the use of
both screening and diagnostic mammography,
whereas in the current report, we present a more
detailed analysis that is limited to screening mam-
mography use. Our database includes data on the
American College of Radiology Breast Imaging Report-
ing and Data System assessment of disease and on the
more detailed MGH assessment; these data make it
possible to determine which visits correspond to neg-
ative screening mammograms. Furthermore, since
1993, all mammograms have been classified as screen-
ing, diagnostic, or procedural measures, and this clas-
sification makes it possible to determine which visits
correspond to positive screening mammograms and
which visits correspond to negative screening mam-
mograms. Of the 314,185 mammograms documented
in the database, 254,818 were identified as screening
mammograms and were performed for a total of
72,417 patients. Pathologic and survival data allowed
the identification of patients with breast carcinoma
diagnoses before the time of the study. Demographic
data, including name, home address, zip code, and
race, were available for all patients who had visited

our institution since January 1996. Geographic loca-
tion was determined by zip code, with the U.S. Census
providing median income data for each zip code.
Asian and Hispanic patients were identified by analy-
sis of names, the standard method used by tumor
registries in the U.S.,23,24 and data on race were avail-
able from MGH’s patient demographic database.
Among patients who visited our institution between
1996 and 2000, 3.80% had Hispanic names, 2.95% had
Asian names, and 93.3% had non-Hispanic, non-Asian
names. (Percentages sum to slightly more than 100%
because of a small degree of overlap between the
Asian and Hispanic name categories.) Of the patients
who participated in screening, 82.33% were white,
whereas 4.48% were black.

Long-term patterns of screening use were exam-
ined in 2 overlapping data sets: 1) a 5-year group,
which consisted of 19,579 women who received a
screening mammogram at an MGH screening center
in 1996, with these patients’ screening use being char-
acterized for the period between the index mammo-
gram and December 31, 2000; and 2) a 10-year group,
which consisted of 15,610 women who had negative
findings on screening mammography at an MGH
screening center in 1992, with these patients’ screen-
ing use being characterized for the period between the
index mammogram and December 31, 2001. Data on
the time to first return after the index mammogram
(Figs. 1–3) and on total screening use over the time

FIGURE 1. Return curves for women who received a screening mammogram

in 1992 and women who received a screening mammogram in 1996.
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periods examined (Table 1) were collected. Findings in
the two groups were generally similar, and conse-
quently, most results presented in the current report
were derived from the 5-year group.

Estimates of breast carcinoma–related death rates
for the various subsets of women who received a
screening mammogram in 1996 were based on values
obtained from a computer simulation model.1,18,19 All
studies had appropriate institutional review board ap-
proval and were in compliance with the human re-
search study guidelines set forth by the National In-
stitutes of Health.

RESULTS
Underutilization of Screening in the Study Population as
a Whole
Few women in the MGH population returned
promptly for annual screening (Fig. 1) or took full
advantage of screening opportunities over extended
periods of time (Table 1). Among women who received
a mammogram in either 1992 or 1996, the median
time to first return to screening was 1.3 years, and
�25% of these women had not returned within 3 years
(Fig. 1). Eighteen percent of women who received a
screening mammogram in 1992 or 1996 had no record
of returning for screening, although some of these
women could have undergone screening elsewhere. In
the 5-year group, only 16% of women received 5 sub-
sequent mammograms in compliance with the ACS
recommendation of annual mammography, whereas
more than 35% received only 1 or 2 mammograms
during this period (Table 1). Similarly, only 6% of
women who received a screening mammogram in
1992 complied with the ACS recommendation by re-
ceiving the full complement of 10 mammograms over
the following 10 years, whereas 40% received fewer
than 5 mammograms during this period. The mean
number of mammograms received over the subse-
quent 5-year period by women who received a screen-
ing mammogram in 1996 was 3.03, or 61% of the
ACS-recommended number (Table 1), while the mean
number of mammograms received over the subse-
quent 10-year period by women who received a
screening mammogram in 1992 was 5.06, or 51% of
the ACS-recommended number.

We do not have information on the fraction of
women in the MGH screening population who re-
ceived mammograms elsewhere. Nonetheless, there
are a number of indications that most women remain
within the MGH screening system, despite the finding
that many do not return promptly. For example, 82%
of women who received a screening mammogram in
1992 eventually returned (Fig. 1); in addition, 93% of
patients in this population who had undergone
screening within 1.1 years before the index (i.e., 1992)
visit eventually returned (Fig. 2). Another indication
that the majority of women remain within the MGH
system, even if they do not return promptly for screen-
ing, is our previously published observation that 20%
of invasive breast tumors detected in women who
received screening between 1991 and 2000 were pal-
pable masses found in patients whose preceding
screening mammograms occurred more than a year
before detection; this finding suggests that many
women remained within the MGH system but stopped
receiving regular screening.4 Ten percent of all malig-

FIGURE 2. Return curves for women who received a screening mammogram

in 1992 according to previous screening behavior.

FIGURE 3. Correlation between previous and subsequent times to return to

screening. For women who received a mammogram in 1992 and who had

received a previous mammogram, median time to return following the 1992

mammogram was calculated according to the time between the pre-1992

mammogram and the 1992 mammogram. See Table 1 for the numeric data

used to construct this graph.
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nancies detected by nonmammographic methods
were found more than 1.5 years after the preceding
negative mammogram, 7% were found more than 2
years after the preceding negative mammogram, and
3% were found more than 5 years after the preceding
negative mammogram.4

Patterns of screening use in the MGH population
were compared with screening use patterns in two
other populations,6,15 and these comparisons revealed
remarkably similar results in all three populations (Ta-
ble 2). Ulcickas Yood et al.6 examined the screening
behavior of women with 5 years of continuous enroll-
ment in Health Alliance Plan, the largest HMO in
Michigan (membership, 525,000), after an index
screening mammogram in 1989; as in the current
5-year population, the mean number of mammo-
grams subsequently received was 3.03. Similarly,
Sabogal et al.,15 using California Medicare data for the
period 1992–1998, found that only 30% of non-HMO-
enrolled women age � 65 years who participated in
screening did so regularly (i.e., without failing to at-
tend in more than 2 consecutive years); in the MGH
population, 26% of women age � 65 years met this
criterion (data not shown).

Underutilization of Screening in All Subpopulations
Examined
Previous screening behavior
Women who had received at least one previous
screening mammogram at MGH were far more likely
to return for another mammogram and to return
promptly compared with women who had not previ-
ously received a mammogram at MGH (Table 1). Only
13% of all women who had received a screening mam-
mogram in 1996 and who had received at least 1
previous screening mammogram did not return for
another mammogram in the 5 years following the
index year, compared with 39% of all women who had
no record of a screening mammogram before 1996 (P
� 0.001).

For women who had received a mammogram be-
fore the index year, the time since that previous mam-
mogram was predictive of future screening behavior
(Fig. 2; Table 1). Thus, for women who had received a
mammogram � 2 years before the index year, there
was a correlation between previous time to return (i.e.,
time between the visit before the index visit and the
index visit itself) and median time to return following
the index visit (R2 � 0.99; Fig. 3). In contrast, among
women whose previous time to return was � 2 years,
the median time to return following the index visit was
approximately 2 years; this finding indicates that the
extreme degree of tardiness observed in a patient’s
first return to screening tended not to be fully re-

peated. Previous screening behavior also had an ob-
servable predictive impact on subsequent long-term
screening use (Fig. 4). For example, 29% of all women
who received a mammogram 1.0 –1.1 years before the
1996 index mammogram received all 5 possible
screening mammograms over the following 5 years,
compared with � 5% of all women who received a
mammogram � 2.3 years before the index mammo-
gram (P � 0.001).

Race, ethnicity, insurance status, language, site of
residence, and income
Race, ethnicity, insurance status, language, site of res-
idence, and income were found to be correlated with
screening behavior (Figs. 5, 6; Table 1). Whereas 18%
of all non-Asian, non-Hispanic patients and 19% of all
white patients received all 5 possible screening mam-
mograms between 1996 and 2000, only 11% of all
black patients, 14% of all Asian patients, and 8% of all
Hispanic patients did so (P � 0.01 for all comparisons;
Table 1). In addition, English-speaking women had
higher levels of screening use than did non-English-
speaking women, and women with health insurance
received screening more frequently than did women
who were uninsured (Table 1). There also were differ-
ences in screening use when women were grouped
according to site of residence as indicated by zip code,
which was weakly correlated with income as reported
on the U.S. Census (Fig. 6; Table 1). For example, only
8% of all women who received a screening mammo-
gram in 1996 and who were residents of Chelsea, MA,
a community with a median family income of $30,161,
received all 5 mammograms recommended by the
ACS, whereas 23% of women residing in Arlington,
MA, a community with a median family income of
$63,621, received all 5 recommended mammograms
(P � 0.001) (Table 1). Overall, when the study popu-
lation was stratified according to site of residence, a
modest degree of correlation between screening use
and median income was noted (R2 � 0.65; Fig. 6).

Age
Women ages 55– 65 years tended to have higher levels
of screening use than did younger or older women
(Fig. 7). Whereas women ages 55– 65 years who had an
index mammogram in 1996 received 68% of the rec-
ommended number of mammograms between 1996
and 2000, women ages 35– 45 years, as well as women
ages 75– 85 years, received approximately 50% of the
total number of mammograms recommended by the
ACS over that same period (P � 0.001). Even lower
levels of use were noted among women age � 80 years
and women age � 40 years (45% and 40%, respec-
tively, of the total number of mammograms recom-
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mended by the ACS; P � 0.001); however, because
women in these categories accounted for only 5% and
3% of the MGH screening population, respectively,
and because the ACS screening recommendation ap-
plies only to women age � 40 years, the low levels of
screening use observed in these groups had little im-
pact on the overall screening population.

Previous negative biopsy findings
There has been concern regarding whether previous
false-positive findings could have a negative impact
on subsequent screening use, although the available
data pertaining to this issue are somewhat contradic-
tory.25–28 In the MGH population, negative biopsy
findings made in the year before screening were not
found to have a negative effect on screening use, and
in fact, women with such findings tended to have
slightly higher levels of long-term use compared with
women in the overall population. Among women who
received a screening mammogram in 1996, those who
had negative biopsy findings in 1995 received 66% of
the total number of mammograms recommended by
the ACS during the 5-year period that was analyzed,TA
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FIGURE 4. Relation between previous and long-term screening use patterns.

For women who received a mammogram in 1992 or 1996 and who had

received a previous mammogram, the percentage of recommended screening

mammograms received over the subsequent years (1992–2001 for patients

who received a mammogram in 1992 and 1996–2000 for patients who

received a mammogram in 1996) was calculated according to the time

between the pre-1992 or pre-1996 mammogram and the index mammogram.

See Table 1 for the numeric data used to construct this graph. ACS: American

Cancer Society; MGH: Massachusetts General Hospital.
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whereas the overall population received 60% of the
recommended number of mammograms during that
same period (P � 0.001) (Table 1).

Breast carcinoma survivors
Women with previous breast malignancies were found
to have especially high levels of screening use. These
women had a median time to first return to screening
of 1.02 years. In addition, they received 73% of the
total number of screening mammograms recom-
mended by the ACS between 1992 and 1996, whereas
the overall MGH screening population received 60% of
the recommended number of mammograms during
that same period (P � 0.001) (Fig. 1; Table 1). These
calculations were made possible by the fact that 1088
women who received a screening mammogram in
1996 had been diagnosed with breast carcinoma be-
fore the index year and were alive throughout the
study period. (Women with a previous diagnosis of
breast carcinoma who died between 1992 and 1996
were eliminated to avoid bias in the assessment of
screening use.)

Estimating the health consequences of various screening
use patterns
The goal of screening, of course, is not to meet some
specified schedule, but rather to reduce the incidence

of breast carcinoma–related death. It was possible to
translate the various screening use patterns described
above into expected rates of breast carcinoma–related
death using a computer simulation model18,19 based
on 1) quantitative estimates of the sizes at which in-
vasive malignancies are detected in the presence and
absence of screening,18,19 2) rates of tumor growth,5

FIGURE 5. Return curves for women who received a screening mammogram

in 1996 according to race and ethnicity (as determined by analysis of names).

Asian vs. non-Asian, non-Hispanic: P � 0.05; Hispanic vs. non-Asian, non-

Hispanic: P � 0.01; black vs. white: P � 0.01. All comparisons were made

using the t test. MGH: Massachusetts General Hospital.

FIGURE 6. Relation between income/site of residence and long-term screen-

ing use pattern. For women who received a mammogram in 1996, the

percentage of recommended screening mammograms received between 1996

and 2000 was calculated according to the median income in the patients place

of residence. See Table 1 for the numeric data used to construct this graph.

ACS: American Cancer Society; MGH: Massachusetts General Hospital.

FIGURE 7. Relation between age and long-term screening use pattern for

women who received a mammogram in 1996. ACS: American Cancer Society.
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and 3) the relation between tumor size and survival.16

These simulations indicate that among women diag-
nosed with invasive breast carcinoma, those who at-
tend screening every year have an expected breast
carcinoma–related death rate of 11.97%, whereas
women who are screened only once every 5 years have
an expected death rate that is nearly twice as large
(25.26%) (Fig. 8). The expected breast carcinoma–
related death rate associated with the screening use
pattern observed in the MGH population as a whole
lies between these two extremes (16.01%) (Fig. 9; Table
1). We were surprised to find that none of the sub-
populations defined by race, ethnicity, zip code, pre-
vious screening use, or medical history approached
either of the extreme patterns of screening use (i.e.,
prompt annual screening or screening only once every
5 years). For example, excluding breast carcinoma sur-
vivors, women screened 1.0 –1.1 years before the index
screening mammogram had the highest levels of
screening use and thus the lowest expected death rate
of any subpopulation (14.29%), but this death rate still
was markedly higher than the rate that was associated
with prompt annual screening (11.97%). Furthermore,
women who had not previously been screened had the
lowest levels of screening use and thus the highest
expected breast carcinoma–related death rate of any
subpopulation (19.16%), but this rate still was consid-
erably lower than the expected rate associated with
the use of screening only once every 5 years (25.26%).
Differences in screening use according to zip code,
income, race, and ethnicity, while significant, were
relatively small, and no subgroup approached the rec-
ommended level of screening use over an extended
period of time (Fig. 9B). Nonetheless, the disappoint-
ing finding that no subgroup used screening at the

recommended level was balanced by the finding that
no subgroup used screening at a completely unsatis-
factory level; in fact, all subgroups examined appeared
to have derived some amount of benefit from the use
of screening mammography (Fig. 9).

FIGURE 8. Computer simulation estimates of the relation between screening

interval and breast carcinoma death rate in a population of women ages 40–85

years. See Michaelson et al., 20001; Michaelson et al., 199918; and Michael-

son, 200119 for further information.

FIGURE 9. Expected breast carcinoma death rates (calculated using values

generated by the computer simulation model) associated with long-term

screening use patterns in patients sorted by (A) time between preindex

mammogram and index mammogram and (B) median income for the patient’s

site of residence. See Table 1 for the numeric data used to construct this graph.

Black horizontal line: expected death rate associated with use of screening

once every 5 years; gray horizontal line: expected death rate associated with

yearly screening use. MGH: Massachusetts General Hospital.
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DISCUSSION
The MGH Avon Comprehensive Breast Center screen-
ing population is one of the largest and most com-
pletely described screening populations in exis-
tence.4,5,16,19,20 As a result, the current report provides
one of the most detailed descriptions of screening use
to date. Because it is a large, urban tertiary care facil-
ity, MGH probably is not representative of most
screening centers in the U.S. Nonetheless, we found
that the overall pattern of use in the MGH population
was remarkably similar to the patterns of use observed
in other cohorts reported on in the literature.6,15 For
this reason, we believe that many of the lessons
learned from the MGH population may be applicable
to a wide variety of settings.

MGH, which vigorously advocates prompt annual
screening for women age � 40 years, has an aggressive
reminder program. Three to 6 hours are spent each
day calling women to remind them of their upcoming
examinations. As a result, approximately 90% of all
women who make appointments at MGH actually
keep them (unpublished data); this rate is quite high
compared with published attendance rates in other
screening populations.29,30 Nonetheless, the current
report reveals that overall screening use in the MGH
population is far from ideal and that the observed
levels of screening use may have unfavorable health-
related consequences. In the MGH population as a
whole, screening use falls far short of what is recom-
mended by the ACS, with women receiving only ap-
proximately 50 – 60% of the total number of mammo-
grams recommended by the ACS over an extended
period of time.

We previously examined the negative conse-
quences of failing to return promptly for screening by
investigating the appearance of lesions detected by
nonmammographic methods. Such lesions are larger
and thus more likely to be lethal16 compared with
mammographically detected lesions, and they begin
to appear at a regular rate approximately 1 year after
negative findings are made on mammography.5,22 In
the current study, we determined the expected health
consequences associated with various screening inter-
vals using a simulation model that was based on 1)
quantitative estimates of the sizes at which invasive
tumors are detected in the presence and absence of
screening,18,19 2) rates of tumor growth,5 and 3) the
relation between tumor size and survival.16 The results
of these computer simulation studies suggest that
women can reduce breast carcinoma–related death
rates to as low as 11.97% by adhering to the ACS
guidelines regarding prompt annual screening; how-
ever, only approximately 1 of every 7 patients in the

MGH population complied with the ACS recommen-
dation. For the MGH screening population considered
as a whole, simulation analysis yields an expected
breast carcinoma–related death rate of 16.01%, which
is approximately one-third greater than the expected
rate for women who are screened regularly. Approxi-
mately 1 of every 5 patients who attended screening
did so only once every 5 (or more) years, and the
simulation model indicated that these women had a
far higher expected rate of breast carcinoma–related
death (25.26% or greater).

As expected, the observed levels of screening use
varied among the subsets of women within the MGH
population. It was not surprising that lower levels of
screening use were noted among historically under-
served (i.e., Hispanic, Asian, and black) women and
among women who lived in lower-income communi-
ties. Although the ultimate goal would be to increase
levels of use across the entire screening population,
these findings indicate that additional attention and
resources should be focused on equalizing disparities
within the population.

We were surprised to find that no subset of
women in the MGH population approached the rec-
ommended level of screening use. The highest level of
long-term use was noted among breast carcinoma
survivors, and even this subpopulation of women with
an obvious motivation to undergo screening received
only 73% of the total number of mammographic ex-
aminations recommended by the ACS over the 5-year
study period. The next highest level of long-term use
was observed among women who had been screened
1.0 –1.1 years before the index examination, and these
women, for whom there was evidence of previous
prompt screening use, received only 72% of the ACS-
recommended number of examinations over the
5-year period following the index mammogram. This
pattern of use was associated with an expected breast
carcinoma–related death rate of 14.29%, which is ap-
proximately one-fifth greater than the expected rate of
11.97% for women who are screened promptly each
year. Women from Arlington (median family income,
$63,621), the most affluent community served by
MGH, received only 67% of the total number of rec-
ommended mammograms over the 5-year period that
was analyzed; this use pattern was associated with an
expected breast carcinoma–related death rate of
15.59%, which is approximately one-third higher than
the expected death rate for women who are screened
promptly each year.

The data reported here reveal that the widespread
failure of many women to attend screening regularly
occurs to a degree that is likely to reduce the life-sparing
potential of screening. Many psychologic, sociologic,
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and economic factors contribute to a woman’s tendency
to receive prompt screening;6,9,10,12,13,15,31 nonetheless,
we are impressed by the simple importance of appoint-
ment making and keeping29,30 and by the finding (made
in more than 100 studies) that postal and telephone
reminders enhance the likelihood of screening atten-
dance.32–34 Reminders are a somewhat unglamorous
and neglected aspect of breast screening, but we believe
that their use can have an enormous impact on breast
carcinoma death rates.

We propose that there are two types of determi-
nants, which we shall call systematic and individual
determinants, that affect return to screening. System-
atic determinants are those factors governing appoint-
ment-making and appointment-keeping behaviors
that are independent of each woman’s specific char-
acteristics. In contrast, individual determinants are
factors that distinguish one patient’s return behavior
from another patient’s return behavior. Although the
development of a statistical model will be necessary
for quantitative isolation of the relative contribution
made by each type of determinant and for assessment
of the nature of these determinants (the data assem-
bled should form the basis for such a model), a general
idea of the relative importance of these two types of
factors can be obtained from the raw data. For exam-
ple, the finding that a very large fraction of women
who received consecutive screening mammograms
separated by only 1.0 –1.1 years (89% of such women
who received a screening mammogram in 1992) did
not continue to return promptly for annual examina-
tions over longer periods of time suggests that prompt
return in the past does not invariably predict subse-
quent prompt return. Likewise, the finding that a sig-
nificant proportion (�5%) of women who previously
allowed 2.9 –3.0 years to pass between consecutive
screening examinations returned promptly for annual
examinations over the 5-year period that was investi-
gated indicates that past failure to be screened
promptly is not invariably repeated in the future. We
believe that such observations point to the central role
of systematic factors in determining levels of screen-
ing use. In this sense we suggest that the challenge
ahead is an operations-research challenge,35 not un-
like the challenge posed by the efficient management
of any large enterprise, but a challenge whose solution
has the potential to save enormous numbers of lives.

REFERENCES
1. Michaelson JS, Kopans DB, Cady B. The breast cancer

screening interval is important. Cancer. 2000;88:1282–1284.
2. Tabar L, Duffy SW, Vitak B, Chen HH, Prevost TC. The

natural history of breast carcinoma: what have we learned
from screening? Cancer. 1999;86:449 – 462.

3. Hunt KA, Rosen EL, Sickles EA. Outcome analysis for women
undergoing annual versus biennial screening mammogra-
phy: a review of 24,211 examinations. AJR Am J Roentgenol.
1999;173:285–289.

4. Michaelson JS, Satija S, Moore R, et al. The pattern of breast
cancer screening utilization and its consequences. Cancer.
2002;94:37– 43.

5. Michaelson JS, Satija S, Moore R, Weber G, Garland G,
Kopans DB. Estimates of the breast cancer growth rate and
sojourn time from screening database information. J Wom-
en’s Imaging. 2003;5:3–10.

6. Ulcickas Yood M, McCarthy BD, Lee NC, Jacobsen G, John-
son CC. Patterns and characteristics of repeat mammogra-
phy among women 50 years and older. Cancer Epidemiol
Biomarkers Prev. 1999;8:595–599.

7. Jepson C, Barudin JL, Weiner JR. Variability in the timing of
repeat screening mammography. Prev Med. 1997;26:483–
485.

8. Johnson MM, Hislop TG, Kan L, Coldman AJ, Lai A. Com-
pliance with the screening mammography program of Brit-
ish Columbia: will she return? Can J Public Health. 1996;87:
176 –180.

9. Elwood M, McNoe B, Smith T, Bandaranayake M, Doyle TC.
Once is enough—why some women do not continue to
participate in a breast cancer screening programme. N Z
Med J. 1998;111:180 –183.

10. Song L, Fletcher R. Breast cancer rescreening in low-income
women. Am J Prev Med. 1998;15:128 –133.

11. Howe HL. Repeat mammography among women over 50
years of age. Am J Prev Med. 1992;8:182–185.

12. Phillips KA, Kelikowse K, Baker LC, Chang SW, Brown
ML. Factors associated with women’s adherence to mam-
mography screening guidelines. Health Serv Res. 1998;33:
29 –53.

13. Stoddard AM, Rimer BK, Lane D, et al. Underusers of mam-
mogram screening: stage of adoption in five U.S. subpopu-
lations. The NCI Breast Cancer Screening Consortium. Prev
Med. 1998;27:478 – 487.

14. Anderson LM, May DS. Has the use of cervical, breast, and
colorectal cancer screening increased in the United States?
Am J Public Health. 1995;85:840 – 842.

15. Sabogal F, Merrill SS, Packel L. Mammography rescreening
among older California women. Health Care Financ Rev.
2001;22:63–75.

16. Michaelson JS, Silverstein M, Wyatt J, et al. The prediction of
breast cancer survival from tumor size. Cancer. 2002;95:713–
723.

17. Mandelson MT, Oestreicher N, Porter PL, et al. Breast den-
sity as a predictor of mammographic detection: comparison
of interval- and screen-detected cancers. J Natl Cancer Inst.
2000;92:1081–1087.

18. Michaelson J, Halpern E, Kopans D. A computer simulation
method for estimating the optimal intervals for breast can-
cer screening. Radiology. 1999;212:551–560.

19. Michaelson JS. Using information on breast cancer growth,
spread, and detectability to find the best ways to use screen-
ing to reduce breast cancer death. J Women’s Imaging. 2001;
3:54 –57.

20. Michaelson JS, Satija S, Moore R, et al. Estimates of the sizes
at which breast cancers become detectable on mammo-
graphic and on clinical grounds. J Women’s Imaging. 2003;
5;10 –19.

506 CANCER August 1, 2004 / Volume 101 / Number 3



21. Blackman DK, Bennett EM, Miller DS. Trends in self re-
ported use of mammograms (1989-1997) and Papanicolaou
tests (1991-1997)—Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Sys-
tem. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 1999;48:1–25.

22. Michaelson JS, Satija S, Moore R, Weber G, Garland G,
Kopans DB. Observations on invasive breast cancers diag-
nosed in a service screening and diagnostic breast imaging
program. J Womens Imaging. 2001;3:99 –104.

23. Hultstrom D, editor. Standards for cancer registries. Volume
II. Data standards and data dictionary. Record Layout Ver-
sion 9.1 (6th edition). Springfield, IL: North American Asso-
ciation of Central Cancer Registries, 2001.

24. Dolecek TA, Lawhun G, Vann S, Snodgrass JL, Stewart SL.
Hispanic identification in the Illinois State Cancer Registry.
J Registry Manage. 2000;27:43–50.

25. McCann J, Stockton D, Godward S. Impact of false positive
mammography on subsequent screening attendance and
risk of cancer. Breast Cancer Res. 2002;4:1–9.

26. Pisano ED, Earp J, Schell M, Vokaty K, Denham A. Screening
behavior of women after a false-positive mammogram. Ra-
diology. 1998;208:245–249.

27. Fletcher SW. False-positive screening mammograms: good
news, but more to do? Ann Intern Med. 1999;131:60 – 62.

28. Burman ML, Taplin SH, Herta DF, Elmore JG. Effect of
false-positive mammograms on interval breast cancer
screening in a health maintenance organization. Ann Intern
Med. 1999;131:1– 6.

29. McCoy CB, Nielsen BB, Chitwood DD, Zavertnik JJ, Khoury
EL. Increasing the cancer screening of the medically under-
served in South Florida. Cancer. 1991;67(6 Suppl):1808 –
1813.

30. Margolis KL, Lurie N, McGovern PG, Slater JS. Predictors of
failure to attend scheduled mammography appointments at
a public teaching hospital. J Gen Intern Med. 1993;8:602–
605.

31. Rimer BK. Cancer control research 2001. Cancer Causes
Control. 2000;11:257–270.

32. Rimer BK. Use of multiple media and breast cancer screen-
ing: an introduction. J Health Commun. 2000;5:113–116.

33. Wagner TH. The effectiveness of mailed patient reminders
on mammography screening: a meta-analysis. Am J Prev
Med. 1998;14:64 –70.

34. Steele A. Computer telephony solution reduces no-shows.
Health Manag Technol. 1999;20:8 –10.

35. Hillier FS, Lieberman GJ. Introduction to operations re-
search (7th edition). New York: McGraw-Hill, 2002.

Patterns of Mammographic Screening Use/Blanchard et al. 507


