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BACKGROUND

 |dentifying variation in cancer prevalence across population subgroups is critical for public health.

* Previous research has shown that cancer prevalence is lower among non-White ethnic groups compared to White ethnic groups in England.
 However, these studies relied on broad ethnic categories and overlooked the intersection of ethnicity and socioeconomic position.

AlM

This study examines cancer prevalence across more specific ethnicity-education-deprivation subgroups from an intersectional perspective, in the United Kingdom.
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 MAIHDA models revealed that between-group differences
were additive rather than multiplicative.

CONCLUSIONS
* This study highlights disparities in cancer prevalence across intersectional subgroups, revealing patterns that are often masked by ethnicity-only analyses using broad
categories.

» |dentifying subgroups at higher risk of cancer can inform targeted interventions to address inequities in cancer prevention and care.
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