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Abstract
Background: Differences in cancer survival are shaped by differences in health system capacity in workforce and 
infrastructure. Part of the International Cancer Benchmarking Partnership (ICBP), this study explored stakeholders’ 
perceptions of the role of health system capacity necessary for cancer care in influencing cancer survival in 7 high-
income countries.
Methods: We conducted semi-structured interviews with 79 key informants from national, regional, and local tiers 
of health systems, professional bodies, patient associations, and academic experts in Australia, Canada, Denmark, 
Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, and the United Kingdom. Data collection was guided by a conceptual model linking 
characteristics of health systems and cancer survival along the cancer patient journey, from recognition of symptoms at 
pre-diagnostic stages through to survivorship or death. Data were analysed using a thematic approach. 
Results: We identified 3 themes as important in shaping cancer outcomes: primary care and access to diagnostic 
evaluation, specialist care and access to treatment, and workforce pertaining to diagnostic and treatment phases. 
Improved infrastructure for diagnosis and treatment had improved cancer outcomes in all jurisdictions. However, this 
was seen as insufficient if staffing was inadequate. Consolidation of services and greater surgical specialisation was 
important in some jurisdictions if accompanied by a reconfiguration of services, in particular the creation of specialist 
multidisciplinary teams, along with supporting capacity in the wider health system. Staff shortages were commonly cited 
as reasons why some jurisdictions lagged behind others.
Conclusion: Continued improvement in cancer outcomes will require sustained investment in plans to deliver and 
maintain the workforce engaged in cancer care and in the infrastructure on which they depend. However, strategic plans 
must recognise that systems for cancer care do not work in isolation from the rest of the health system and a whole 
systems approach is essential if we are to improve outcomes for an ageing, increasingly multimorbid population.
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Background 
Cancer survival is widely used as an indicator of the quality of 
health systems, with differences in survival between countries, 
and regions within countries, attributed to differences in the 
relative effectiveness of healthcare.1-6 Increasingly, research 
has sought to understand how specific health system features 
may be linked to cancer outcomes and explain the widespread 
variation in survival. Health system features have thus far 
mostly been considered under broad headings, such as 
spending on cancer care or healthcare in general,7,8 focused 
on sub-systems, such as the role of primary care in providing 
access to timely diagnosis,9-12 or investigated specific 
indicators of access, for example, to cancer drugs,10,13-15 or a 

combination thereof. 
Yet, all of these features are part of the wider health 

system, which depends on a range of inputs to function, 
such as health workers and physical capital (facilities and 
equipment). Although the performance of health systems 
ultimately depends on “the knowledge, skills and motivation 
of the people responsible for delivering services”16 [p. 77] the 
health workforce cannot deliver services effectively without 
the necessary infrastructure. In the cancer field, published 
evidence has tended to focus on the strength of individual 
specialties, such as medical or clinical oncology,17-21 and, 
more recently, the workload of medical oncologists,22,23 or 
the availability of equipment, for example, radiotherapy.24 

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by LSHTM Research Online

https://core.ac.uk/display/384449307?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4786-9400
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3819-8107
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0121-9683
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2289-117X
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
https://doi.org/10.34172/ijhpm.2020.254
https://doi.org/10.34172/ijhpm.2020.254


Seguin et al

International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 2020, x(x), 1–112

Implications for policy makers
• International variation in cancer survival is widely attributed to differences in the relative effectiveness of healthcare but it remains unclear what 

health system features shape cancer care in a way that can improve outcomes. 
• This study highlights the complexity of factors that contribute to observed improvements in cancer survival across countries and over 

time. Although the relative importance of different factors varies across settings, we find that investment in resources, in the form of staff, 
infrastructure, and equipment for diagnosis and treatment, and processes, in particular service consolidation and surgical specialisation, are 
linked to improved quality of care. 

• Continued improvement in cancer outcomes will require sustained strategic investment in plans to deliver and maintain the workforce engaged 
in cancer care and in the infrastructure on which they depend. 

• Strategic plans must recognise that systems for cancer care do not work in isolation from the rest of the health system and a whole systems 
approach is essential if we are to improve outcomes for an ageing, increasingly multimorbid population.

Implications for the public
Countries worldwide are investing resources to make it more likely that people with cancer will be diagnosed early, access timely treatment, and 
increase their chances of surviving. Yet they vary in their degree of commitment, as do cancer survival rates among their populations. Even countries 
that have otherwise similar health systems differ in the way they have built and sustained the ability to deliver effective cancer care. Investments are 
often short term or narrowly focused, for example on equipment for diagnosis or treatment, without the staff needed to operate them. Our research 
stresses the importance of investing in the entire range of components of an effective service for patients with cancer.

Key Messages 

These studies provide important insights into the capacity 
of cancer care systems, but, to our knowledge, only a small 
number of studies, such as those undertaken by the Örenäs 
Research Group,25,26 have examined the role of the workforce 
and physical infrastructure, and their interdependencies, in 
shaping cancer outcomes. This study contributes to filling this 
gap.

The analyses presented in this paper are part of a wider 
study situated within phase 2 of the International Cancer 
Benchmarking Partnership (ICBP-2), a network of policy-
makers, academics and clinicians researching factors 
contributing to differential cancer outcomes among 
countries.27 ICBP-2 includes 7 countries: Australia, Canada, 
Denmark, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway and the United 
Kingdom, chosen because they all have high-quality 
population-based cancer registries, provide universal access 
to healthcare funded primarily from general taxation, and 
spend comparable shares of national income on health.6

Throughout this paper, we use the umbrella term ‘capacity,’ 
broadly defined as the structures, processes and management 
systems that enable organisations and systems to function 
effectively.28 It includes human, physical, and knowledge 
resources and the processes used to transform these resources 
into services or processes. We focus on 2 core resources, 
namely workforce and infrastructure (facilities, equipment), 
examining their perceived role and their interdependencies 
along the cancer care journey, and how those involved in 
cancer care and policy believe that they influence differences 
in cancer outcomes among countries and over time.

Methods
We employed a descriptive qualitative research design,29 
adopting an implicitly positivist approach, using interview 
accounts to understand what key stakeholders understood to 
have been the key policies, strategies or actions that helped (or 
hindered) improvements in cancer survival. Specifically, we 
conducted semi-structured interviews with key informants 
in a subset of the 21 jurisdictions included in ICBP-2. These 

were 2 of 3 Australian states and 3 of 10 Canadian provinces, 
along with Denmark, Ireland, Norway, New Zealand, and the 
4 countries of the United Kingdom (n = 13 jurisdictions). The 
subset was chosen to represent a spread of size of jurisdictions 
and cancer survival estimates while keeping the number of 
interviews manageable within the limited time frame of 
the study. For Canada, we selected Ontario (most populous 
province,30 higher than average cancer survival for Canada2), 
Manitoba (mainly rural, average survival), and Nova Scotia 
(maritime; lower than average survival). For Australia, we 
selected New South Wales (high population density,31 lower 
than average survival for Australia) and Western Australia 
(low population density, higher than average survival). Our 
approach to the study was guided by a conceptual model that 
visualises the range of possible interrelationships and causal 
pathways linking health system factors and cancer survival 
along the cancer care journey, from recognition of symptoms 
at pre-diagnostic stages through to survivorship or death. 
We have described the model in detail elsewhere.32 In brief, 
it provides a first step in the identification of key factors that 
might be amenable to system-level interventions to enhance 
cancer outcomes internationally. It also served to focus our 
qualitative enquiry.

Participant Recruitment
We sought to interview decision-makers at the different tiers 
of the system: hospital managers, regional authorities where 
relevant, and government officials (including arms’ length 
bodies), representatives of professional bodies and of patient 
associations, and other relevant agencies and bodies, both 
within the cancer field and with wider health policy expertise. 
We sought to recruit sufficient numbers of participants from 
each category of decision-maker to ensure data saturation. 
Key informants were identified through a combination of 
purposive and ‘snowball’ strategies,33,34 working with local 
ICBP-2 collaborators in the first instance as well as conducting 
systematic searches of websites of organisations representing 
the range of stakeholders listed above. Members of the ICBP 
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Programme Board were not considered for interview. Where 
appropriate, we invited further study participants following 
recommendations of initial key informants.

For each jurisdiction we sought representation from across 
the main stakeholder groups. The jurisdictions covered by 
ICBP-2 vary in population size and the way health services, 
and cancer services within them, are organised and governed. 
Hence, the range of experts to be interviewed varied by 
jurisdiction. Furthermore, states in Australia, provinces 
in Canada, and, to a lesser degree, the 4 UK countries, are 
subject to national (UK) or federal (Australia, Canada) 
policies and regulations; we therefore also included national 
level representatives from these countries. Informed by our 
previous work,35,36 we sought to recruit approximately 8 
experts in Australia, 20 experts across the 4 jurisdictions in 
Canada, between 6 and 8 experts each in Denmark, Ireland, 
New Zealand and Norway and approximately 20-22 experts 
across the 4 countries of the United Kingdom. 

Interviews
Potential participants were contacted by email and invited 
to take part in an interview using telephone or the online 
telecommunications applications Skype or Zoom; they were 
provided with a project information sheet with the invitation. 
A maximum of 3 emails were sent before replacing a potential 
participant with an alternate. After agreeing to participate, the 
interview was scheduled and participants were provided with 
the topic guide and consent form.

The topic guide was informed by the conceptual model, 
focusing on the diagnostic and treatment/management 
part of the cancer care journey. Interview topics explored 
stakeholders’ views on and understandings of cancer 
policies and services in their jurisdictions, specifically: likely 
explanations for observed improvements and variations in 
cancer survival; key achievements and (continued) challenges 
in organisation and delivery of cancer services along the 
care journey; and perceived effectiveness of policy levers 
and instruments driving cancer services and policies. To 
inform conversations, the topic guide included an illustration 
of survival trends in each of the 7 countries for the period 
1995-2014 and for 4 cancer sites: oesophagus, rectum, 
pancreas and ovary, selected to represent different levels of 
survival between the countries; the topic guide is shown in 
Supplementary file 1. The selection of cancer sites and choice 
of observation period reflects the focus of ICBP-2. We also 
provided an illustration of the diagnostic and treatment 
part of the cancer care journey to facilitate discussions of 
enablers and barriers in the organisation and delivery of 
cancer services in participants’ jurisdictions (Figure). The 
interview guide was pilot tested with 3 members of the ICBP-
2 programme board (representing 3 different jurisdictions) 
to assess understanding and applicability of the topics to 
different contexts.

Interviews were conducted in English by 3 authors (MA, 
MMo, EN) from January 2019 to March 2020. Although we did 
not specifically exclude non-English speaking participants, 

Figure. The Diagnostic and Treatment/Management Part of the Cancer Care Journey. Abbreviations: SACT, systemic anti-cancer therapy; ICU, intensive care unit;  
MDT, multidisciplinary team. Source: Adapted from Morris et al.32
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all participants were fluent in English. The first 20 interviews 
were conducted in pairs of 2 to ensure consistency across 
interviewers. Six interviews included 2 or more interview 
participants. Interviews were recorded with participants’ 
consent and transcribed verbatim. Two interviews could not 
be recorded, and notes were taken instead.

Analysis
Data analysis followed a thematic approach, using the 
stages of data familiarisation, coding (using NVivo version 
12), and theme refinement. Our approach to analysis was 
largely deductive, guided by the World Health Organization 
(WHO) health systems framework16 and the framework 
developed by Atun et al for the analysis of national cancer 
control programmes.37 Specifically, we used thematic content 
analysis, which involved coding interviews using initial codes 
generated from the interview topic guide and the frameworks 
and developing new codes where data did not fit easily into 
existing categories. Following the coding of each interview, 
codes were collated to generate broader themes. 

Results 
We interviewed a total of 79 key informants in 13 jurisdictions 
(Table). Interviews varied in duration from 35 to 77 minutes, 
with an average of 54 minutes. Data saturation was achieved 
for each theme presented below. 

We identified 3 themes as important in shaping cancer 
outcomes: primary care and access to diagnostic evaluation, 
specialist care and access to treatment, and workforce 
pertaining to diagnostic and treatment phases. We discuss 
each of these in turn. 

It is important to note that the majority of interview 
participants highlighted the complexity of factors involved 
that may have contributed to observed improvements in 
cancer survival over time in all jurisdictions. This was seen 
to be particularly relevant for the cancer sites explored in the 
interviews, for which it was not possible to isolate a single 
factor that would stand out in explaining trends, although 
there was widespread agreement that timely diagnosis was key 
to cancer survival. Some interview participants pointed to the 

interdependencies along the cancer pathway, with disruption 
of one factor impacting on the next, and, ultimately, affecting 
survival, which one participant referred to as “the incremental 
effect of one roadblock on another roadblock on another one, 
on another one, on another one […]” [R79 England]. We 
will come back to these interdependencies, and consequent 
knock-on effects, below.

Primary Care and Access to Diagnostic Evaluation
Better access to timely diagnosis was widely perceived to have 
been an important contributor to observed improvements 
in cancer survival. This was attributed to a combination 
of increased investment in diagnostic imaging in most 
jurisdictions, particularly in the 2000s, both in terms of 
infrastructure and workforce, as well as greater standardisation 
of referral pathways to help reduce wait times for diagnostic 
investigations and, thus, treatment. Expanding diagnostic 
technology was referenced by several key informants from 
Denmark, so that they now have the highest number of PET 
(positron emission tomography) scanners in Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries 
(at 7.6 per million population in 2018), along with Australia 
(at 3.8 compared with 1.9 in Ireland, 1.4 in Canada, and 1 in 
New Zealand38), an observation that several participants from 
the United Kingdom also commented on (“there is a general 
feeling that [Denmark has] moved faster than we have” [R61 
England]). Investment in other diagnostic equipment was also 
recognised as an important factor in survival improvements 
in other jurisdictions, as for example reported for Scotland:

“[T]hey pour the money into endoscopic services to try and 
improve upper and lower GI [gastro-intestinal] endoscopy 
services, and other things to try and improve the diagnostic 
process and speed up the diagnostic process, so I think these 
are the sort of things that have helped” [R76 Scotland].
However, while diagnostic infrastructure and equipment 

were seen as necessary, increasing availability of such 
services in itself was viewed as insufficient to improve cancer 
diagnosis care. Accompanying measures to enhance skills and 
otherwise develop the workforce were essential, as well as 
greater standardisation of diagnostic pathways. Participants 

Table. Organisations Represented by Interview Participants, by Country

Jurisdiction

Type of Organisation (Main Role)

National/Regional 
Government 

Regional/Local Hospital 
Management

Professional 
Association

Patient 
Organisation Academia Other

a
Total

Australiab 5 2 1 1 1 1 11

Canadac 8 7 2 1 1 - 19

Denmark 1 1 1 2 1 1 7

Ireland 2 1 1 - 1 1 6

New Zealand 3 - 1 - 1 2 7

Norway 1 2 - - 1 1 5

UKd 7 6 2 3 1 5 24

Total 27 19 8 7 7 11 79
a For example cancer societies, charities, members of task forces or committees; b Australia, Western Australia, New South Wales; c Canada, Manitoba, Ontario, 
Nova Scotia; d England, Northern Ireland, Scotland, Wales.
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from several jurisdictions referred to the introduction of 
guidelines and standards to streamline referral from primary 
care to diagnostic evaluation, such as the urgent referral 
pathways for people with suspected cancer (‘2-week-wait’) in 
England from 1999, or fast track referral within the Danish 
cancer patient pathways in 2008, which had been found to 
reduce diagnostic intervals in those jurisdictions.39,40 Despite 
reducing wait times for those with ‘alarm symptoms,’ several 
participants highlighted the challenges of managing those 
with non-specific symptoms “where it’s a small percentage 
probability for having cancer, then you often wait for too long” 
[R68 Norway].

Ease and Speed of Referral
In 2012, Denmark introduced urgent referral for nonspecific, 
serious symptoms via newly established diagnostic centres, 
and, more recently, so-called no-yes-clinics, in which 
the general practitioner (GP) has direct access to rapid 
investigations.41 Taken together, these developments were 
reported to have changed the approach taken by GPs, 
encouraging them to refer more patients: 

“So, if you have a GP that says that 50% of the patients that I 
sent in the cancer package [CCP] they do have cancer then you 
could argue he is very good in selecting patients, or you could 
argue he is really sending too few. […] And I think everybody 
agrees he’s really sending too few. So, he is missing a lot of cancer 
because he’s not sending enough” [R22 Denmark].

A recent shift in willingness of GPs to refer patients with 
vague symptoms for scans was also noted in Wales, supported 
by guidance by the 2005 National Institute for Health and 
Clinical Excellence42; this was expected to improve outcomes 
over time.

Key to these changes is the ability to refer quickly. Danish 
participants identified the regionalisation of diagnostic 
services, with rapid diagnostic centres to facilitate diagnosis as 
contributing to improved cancer outcomes. Ireland introduced 
rapid access clinics from 2008 (for breast cancer, from 2014 
for lung and prostate43), which respondents associated with 
earlier diagnosis and timeliness in initiating treatment. 
More rapid access to diagnostic testing was also seen as an 
important enabler in Australia, where GPs are empowered 
to order tests directly (rather than through a specialist), 
speeding up provisional diagnoses. Some in Australia cited 
this as contributing to Australia’s good performance in cancer 
outcomes relative to other ICBP countries (“that’s the other 
issue that’s worth mentioning, that is different, is that a person 
who presents with a lump, for example, can go to their GP; their 
GP can actually then have a diagnostic phase, and go through 
that process, confirm the diagnosis of cancer, and then refer 
someone into the tertiary system” [R58 Western Australia]). 
Their views were echoed by participants in New Zealand, who 
contrasted the Australian initiative with their experience of 
patients seeking private diagnostic testing there in order to 
circumvent delays at home. 

The ability to refer quickly (or to refer at all) is crucial 
and many jurisdictions reported how, despite improvements 
in diagnostic capacity over time, important challenges 
remained. One was rising demand for imaging, both cancer 

and non-cancer-related, with diagnostic services struggling to 
keep up. This was reported to be particularly problematic in 
those jurisdictions that historically had a lower capacity for 
diagnostic imaging, such as New Zealand (“that whole system 
[complex imaging] is grossly overloaded” [R30 New Zealand]), 
several provinces in Canada, and the 4 UK countries. 

Smaller jurisdictions found this especially challenging with, 
for example, 1 respondent from Canada reporting that while 
there is an expectation of one PET scanner for every 500 000 
people, their province had only 1 for a population of 1.3 
million, which “basically means we’re always one little blown 
fuse away from not having a PET scanner” [R15 Manitoba]. 
Respondents from Wales and Northern Ireland noted similar 
difficulties, with the latter highlighting the need to send 
patients to the Republic of Ireland or to England to access 
PET scans. Irish, Canadian and New Zealand participants 
commented that lack of scanning equipment had restricted 
scans to urgent or sicker patients. As a result, patients whose 
cancers presented with vague symptoms risked delay in 
diagnosis, something an Irish key informant linked to their 
poor survival with ovarian cancer. 

Diagnostic Infrastructure
Lack of strategic investment was cited by several respondents 
in UK countries (“[F]unny thing that the NHS [National Health 
Service] is 70 years old and has never had a diagnostic strategy, 
and diagnosis […] is rather an important part of healthcare” 
[R61 England]), with recognition that the United Kingdom 
was “right at the bottom of the OECD country access rates 
to MRI and CT scanning” [R62 England]. Access to capital 
funding was seen to be crucial in several jurisdictions, adding 
to the challenge of maintaining existing and replacing dated 
infrastructure, which was noted as a continuing challenge in 
Ireland and England especially: 

“So, really you have a backlog of infrastructural needs and 
that extends from the building to the equipment. Now Ireland 
already had quite an ageing capital stock coming into the 
[financial crisis of 2007/08] so we hadn’t really done much on 
capital investment” [R16 Ireland].

Clearly, it is important to have adequate diagnostic 
infrastructure but also the staff to operate equipment, an issue 
raised as a problem in many jurisdictions, especially among 
key informants based in Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, and 
the 4 UK nations, but also recognised as posing increasing 
difficulty in Denmark. Thus, even where equipment was 
available, shortages of key workers to operate scanners 
and interpret results limited access to diagnostic imaging. 
Shortages especially affected radiologists, endoscopists, and 
pathologists:

“So I think it’s pretty clear that diagnostic interval is a real 
concern and that’s largely down to workforce rather than 
necessarily equipment in Scotland. And that’s a problem 
that’s just been slowly getting worse over the years. […] the 
problem is, we don’t know the exact nature of those gaps and 
where they are” [R66 Scotland]. 
While these factors in themselves were widely viewed 

as compromising the diagnostic pathway, and ultimately 
affecting cancer outcomes, several key informants highlighted 
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how blocks at one point in the diagnostic pathway had knock-
on effects. Thus, respondents from both England and Wales 
reflected on the impacts that pressures on hospital capacity 
had on the ability of GPs to refer patients to these services, 
noting that they would be less likely to send their patients 
for a scan because they would not expect these to be carried 
out: “unless we get a change of mindset there, and a change 
of improving capacity and putting the budget in for that, I’m 
not sure we will ever get to where Denmark and Australia are 
heading to” [R61 England].

Specialist Care and Access to Treatment 
There was general agreement among key informants across 
all jurisdictions that the treatment part of the cancer care 
journey had made important contributions to observed 
improvements, in some cases perhaps more so than 
improvements in diagnostics (“once you actually get diagnosed, 
we are much more organised. We’ve got clear pathways, we’ve 
got the multidisciplinary working, all those things, follow-up 
pathways, guidelines, you name it, coming out of our ears” [R77 
Scotland]).

Service consolidation and increased surgical specialisation 
were identified as crucial, especially for the cancer sites 
explored in interviews. Respondents from most jurisdictions 
commented on the important role that concentration of 
surgery for ovarian cancer in a smaller number of specialised 
centres had played in improving survival over the past 2 
decades. Several key informants cited evidence of substantial 
reductions in numbers of facilities, with one respondent from 
Denmark noting how 50 hospital departments performing 
surgery in the late 1990s had fallen to 4 at the time of the 
interview. In Scotland, the ‘CRAG Report’ (Clinical Resource 
and Audit Group) on the management of ovarian cancer 
(1998)44 had led to the creation of managed cancer networks 
and the consolidation of surgery for ovarian cancer (“within 5 
years, instead of having something like 45 or 50 gynaecologists 
operating on ovarian cancer in Scotland, we essentially brought 
it down to a core of about 10 or 12” [R76 Scotland]). 

Centralisation of surgery was linked to subspecialisation 
of surgeons, which some participants viewed as having 
contributed to improved outcomes. For instance, a respondent 
from Ireland who had worked in Ontario commented on how 
centralisation of care in the former had allowed surgeons to 
concentrate their scope of work (with thoracic/upper bowel 
surgeons operating exclusively on oesophageal cancer, and 
lower bowel surgeons on rectal cancer). They contrasted this 
experience to working in Ireland, where this process had 
moved much more slowly. This was echoed by another Irish 
respondent, who noted that surgical oncology, as a surgical 
subspecialty, was yet to emerge as a specific training stream. 
A respondent from Australia suggested that resistance among 
gynaecologists to embrace gynae-oncologists had delayed 
centralising ovarian cancer surgery, which, they argued, 
might explain why ovarian cancer outcomes “are not where 
they should be compared to other cancers” [R51 Australia].

Wider Service Reconfigurations
While centralisation of surgery was clearly seen as important, 

there was recognition that on its own it was insufficient to 
explain improvements in survival. One key informant from 
Nova Scotia, Canada, noted that even though surgery for 
gynaecological and oesophageal cancer was centralised, 
survival was less than optimal. Participants from several 
jurisdictions highlighted the importance of ensuring 
that centralisation was accompanied by wider service 
reconfigurations, in particular the introduction of specialist 
and multidisciplinary teams (“cancer treatment is a team 
sport” [R10 Ireland]) and the co-location of resources, for 
example in designated cancer centres (eg, Ireland, Northern 
Ireland, Ontario). 

“So, the Cancer and Palliative Care Network did identify 
in the early 2000s a concern about outcomes for people 
with upper GI cancers, where surgery was happening at 
low volume centres, and effectively, worked very hard to 
determine what was a reasonable standard of accreditation 
for a centre to be able to undertake upper GI cancer surgery. 
And in doing so, I think substantially improve the survival 
of that group of patients, because of making sure that they’re 
tertiary hospitals that are well set up in terms of access to 
intensive care, specialised anaesthetics, etc, but also surgeons 
doing those procedures frequently, and with a high level of 
skill” [R58 Western Australia].
In England, respondents acknowledged the key role that 

the 2000 NHS Cancer Plan45 had played, for a range of 
malignancies, especially the supporting Improving Outcomes 
Guidance:46 

“[T]he decision was made […] that centres involving 
surgery should have a population of between 1 and 2 million 
people minimum to deal with oesophageal and gastric 
cancer, and between 2 and 4 million to offer surgery for 
pancreatic cancer. And that’s what happened, and it was not 
rigidly enforced across the United Kingdom, but it broadly 
did occur, and it’s occurred in most places” [R79 England].
These developments were accompanied by significant 

investments in radiotherapy in many jurisdictions, which 
participants identified as contributing to improving cancer 
outcomes. Similar to what we heard about diagnostic 
equipment and infrastructure, Denmark substantially 
increased its capacity: “[A]bout 20 years ago […] we estimated 
the number of accelerators needed to deliver high standard 
cancer treatment. And now Denmark is one of the countries 
in the world with the highest concentration of accelerators” 
[R01 Denmark][1]. Sizable increases in radiotherapy capacity 
were also reported by respondents from Australia, Norway, 
Ontario and Scotland. Key informants from Ireland 
highlighted that protected funding had enabled investment in 
new radiotherapy facilities (“despite through all the financial 
crisis of 2008-2009, there was still a wall around the cancer 
money” [R10 Ireland]), although the financial crisis had 
meant delays in implementing the programme in parts of the 
country43 (“a backlog just to catch up on some of the original 
plans” [R16 Ireland]). As with the challenges reported with 
diagnostic equipment, lack of capital funding was reported to 
have undermined radiotherapy capacity in England and New 
Zealand, (“There’s not enough machines” [R26 New Zealand]). 

Yet, even where the physical infrastructure was in place, 
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challenges to providing optimal treatment were noted (“the 
trouble is, like all these things, you solve one problem and another 
bottleneck pops up as an issue.” [R73 Scotland]). Respondents 
from several jurisdictions highlighted the interconnectedness 
of the cancer and wider health systems (“all this other stuff 
going on”), alongside adequate staffing, which can undermine 
an otherwise ‘reasonably well-balanced’ infrastructure: 

“So, in some tumour sites there are not enough theatre 
lists to meet […] demand but we would have surgeons to 
staff them but in other areas we just don’t have the surgical 
workforce either to deliver the volume. […] So, we have a 
challenging pathway in urology services where we simply 
don’t have enough surgeons to meet the cancer workload but 
equally if we had more surgeons, we wouldn’t have enough 
theatre lists” [R35 Northern Ireland].
Access to intensive care unit (ICU) beds and surgical capacity 

within hospitals were frequently mentioned by respondents. 
They noted that advancements in surgical techniques had 
made it possible to operate on some cancer patients who 
would previously not have been considered for surgery, for 
example due to co-existing conditions, but this had also 
increased the demand for ICU beds. One key informant from 
Denmark pointed to intense competition for these beds, with 
their perceived availability (or lack thereof) being considered 
when deciding on treatment of certain patients. Respondents 
from Ireland and Scotland further pointed to the pressures 
created by an ageing population, with increasing numbers of 
frail older patients occupying ICU beds (and acute care beds 
more widely, as noted by respondents from Ontario), thereby 
‘squeezing’ out patients who need ICU admission following 
planned cancer surgery (“those knock-on effects, they try not 
to cancel cancer patients, but inevitably [they have to]” [R73 
Scotland]). In England, most respondents expressed concerns 
about the pressures on NHS hospitals that had built up 
over recent years, and the lack of spare capacity, which will 
inevitably affect patient outcomes:

“Last year, in the winter bed crisis, [location] ended up 
cancelling […] major cancer surgery, mostly due to lack of 
critical care bed space. But then, that was in the midst of a 
complex flu outbreak and there would always be those sort of 
bottlenecks. […] usually we manage to get it through, but that 
will happen, but having spare capacity – we try and run our 
hospitals and somewhere between 85% and 92% occupancy. 
And we’re never there, we’re always at much higher – 95%, 
96%, some of them 101%” [R65 England].
Pressures such as those described above were not reported 

everywhere, with respondents from Australia and Norway 
viewing surgical capacity, in the form of operating theatres 
and bed numbers, as sufficient.

Workforce Along the Cancer Care Pathway
Staff shortages were commonly cited as preventing countries 
from making as much progress in cancer outcomes as 
elsewhere, with consequences all along the care pathway. 
Respondents attributed these shortages to a range of factors, 
from training insufficient numbers and an ageing workforce, 
with retirement of existing staff, to workforce migration and 
difficulties recruiting and retaining specialists in rural or 

remote settings, although the relative importance of these 
varied within and across jurisdictions. 

A common challenge reported across the board was that 
of meeting the increasing and increasingly complex demand 
for medical oncology services (“the input you need to keep the 
patient on treatment and there aren’t enough bodies to do that. 
There’s not enough bodies to do the demand” [R63 England]). 
This was, as expected, greatest where there were shortages 
of these specialists, as in Wales, but even those jurisdictions 
that had invested heavily in the medical oncology workforce, 
including Australia, Ireland, Manitoba and Norway, reported 
difficulties in keeping up with increasing demand vis-à-vis 
therapeutic advances: 

“The cracks are starting to appear in it because of the 
expense and complexity that’s coming on everywhere now, 
and the expectations and the immunotherapy, and patients 
are no longer dying, they’re living so our clinics are getting 
bigger and bigger and bigger… We’re currently suffering a bit 
of angst with low manpower numbers, and we’re having to 
put patients on waiting lists. We have never done that before” 
[R55 Western Australia].

The Wider Workforce
However, even where the medical oncology workforce was 
considered adequate, specialists depend on other medical 
and nursing staff to provide the multidisciplinary care that, as 
many respondents noted, are needed to deliver high-quality 
care to cancer patients and that, ultimately, will improve 
survival. 

“And that’s the real thing. Now the rate-limiting steps vary 
from one part of the United Kingdom to another. So, in some 
places it’s actually a shortage of nurses to look after patients 
on the ward, in other places it’s the number of nurses that 
you have available in operating theatres. In others its lack of 
intensive care staff, so if you look at, say, nursing shortages, 
you know, in one institution it could be one of those groups, 
in another institution it could be another” [R79 England].
Staff shortages were reported as particularly challenging by 

respondents from smaller jurisdictions and those with large 
rural or remote areas. Here, the main issue was recruitment 
and retention in the context of an increasingly global market. 
For instance, participants from Ireland noted a history of 
health professionals trained there migrating elsewhere, in 
particular following the 2007/2008 financial crisis, with one 
respondent pointing to the impact this had on delivering 
radiation therapy and, thus, cancer outcomes: 

“[W]e’ve had no difficult[y] in attracting high-quality 
trainees, and we train them and most of them leave the 
country and don’t come back. So, we are operating a very 
effective radiology training system for Canada, the United 
States and the UK, and a bit of Australia now as well” [R25 
Ireland].
Within-country competition for nurses and specialists 

was cited as an added challenge for Canada and the United 
Kingdom. For example, respondents from Ontario highlighted 
a shortage of radiotherapy staff, as locally trained physicians 
migrated to other Canadian provinces. Participants in other, 
poorer provinces reported how physicians were moving to 
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wealthier ones. Respondents from Northern Ireland, Scotland 
and Wales pointed to the challenges the wider ‘UK-market’ 
for health professionals posed for them: 

“I mean let’s take a figure, if you take, I don’t know, 5 
physicists in each cancer centre, maybe we’ve got 25 or 30 
physicists across Scotland, if 4 of them leave [for England] 
that’s 20% of our workforce gone. If you’ve got 500 in 
England and 40 leave, it won’t even scratch the surface. So, 
we are more vulnerable to movement of whole people” [R77 
Scotland].
Many countries have long faced major challenges in staffing 

rural and remote communities, with contemporary examples 
reported by participants from Canada, Denmark, Ireland, 
Northern Ireland, Scotland, and Wales. For instance, a Nova 
Scotian participant recounted that a small community in the 
province had managed to obtain a radiotherapy machine, but 
not the staff to operate it (“They just don’t want to go there” 
[R14 Nova Scotia]). Participants from several jurisdictions 
described how regionalisation of services and the use of 
telehealth could overcome some of these challenges, providing 
cancer services closer to people’s homes, but this could not 
overcome all the challenges of attracting and retaining staff.

Discussion 
Main Finding
Study participants from 7 high-income countries shared their 
perspectives of how the capacity of health systems, in the form 
of health workers and physical infrastructure, here facilities 
and equipment, had impacted on the ability to provide timely 
and effective care. Their observations are, in themselves,  
not surprising, and illustrated by, for example, empirical 
evidence of variation in access to cancer diagnosis and 
treatment, although the clinical impact in terms of survival 
outcomes is often not clear.47,48 However, the added insights 
offered by stakeholders interviewed for this study are the 
interdependencies between different parts within the cancer 
system, and the cancer and wider health system within which 
it sits. Many public and political discourses about cancer 
outcomes are dominated by much narrower issues, such as 
access to a new drug that might benefit a handful of patients 
and, even then, for only a short time.49 It is easy to overlook 
the bigger picture, whereby the ability to improve outcomes, 
through faster diagnosis and better treatment, depends on the 
people who provide the care and the tools they have to do so. 
Crucially, this includes resources in the broader health system 
and not just those elements we think of as most intimately 
involved in cancer care.

The 7 countries studied have achieved very different 
survival rates and have progressed at different speeds (see 
Supplementary file 1).2 Yet they all have health systems that 
are, in many respects, comparable. For this reason, they offer 
a rich natural laboratory from which to learn. Patients with 
cancer embark on a journey through different diagnostic and 
treatment processes, navigating a complex health system in 
which there are both barriers to slow them and facilitators to 
speed them on their way.32 Importantly, a barrier at one point 
can have consequences that affect subsequent stages in the 
journey, as clearly highlighted by participants in this study. 

Yet, there are challenges in drawing lessons that can be 
generalised. Health systems are, like all human systems, 
complex and adaptive. A change in one aspect can have 
consequences in others, with both positive and negative 
feedback loops. As interview participants noted, changes in 
service delivery and advances in diagnosis and treatment 
were interlinked. Thus, while centralisation of surgical 
provision was seen widely as good, to achieve all the benefits 
it was necessary to implement wider service reconfigurations, 
including the introduction of multi-disciplinary teams. 
Moreover, specific compensatory mechanisms may be needed 
where facilities serve remote rural areas. 

Comparison With Existing Literature
The importance of context is apparent from the empirical 
literature. At one level, there is evidence to link a broadly-
based programme of reform to improved outcomes, as has, for 
example, been shown for the English national cancer plan.50 
There is also systematic review evidence of improvements 
in survival for certain cancers treated in specialised centres 
compared to those receiving treatment elsewhere, such as 
ovarian and colorectal cancer.51-53 However it is much more 
difficult to directly link service change to cancer outcomes at 
the system level. For example, Varagunam et al studied the 
centralisation of oesophago-gastric cancer services in England 
from the early 2000s.54 This found that the number of NHS 
trusts performing surgical resections more than halved over 
a 10-year period while surgical volume within trusts doubled. 
Postoperative mortality also fell, but only a small part of this 
decline was explained by NHS trust volume. Similarly, a study 
of pancreatic cancer in Denmark reported that surgery had 
been centralised from 12 performing units in 2001 to 4 by 
the mid-2010s. While volume had increased in all 4 units 
over time, 2 of the centres performed about 80%; importantly 
there was no clear relationship between volume and one-year 
mortality post-surgery, although numbers were small.55 

A related concern is the uneven implementation of 
centralisation of cancer surgery across jurisdictions as 
has been noted for ovarian cancer in England.56 Evidence 
from other service areas, such as stroke services,57 
highlights that the implementation of national guidance on 
service reconfiguration including centralisation is rarely 
implemented uniformly across local systems, reflecting local 
capacity, resources and commitment. It was this latter point 
that our interview participants kept returning to, emphasising 
the capacity of the health system to respond, but to do so 
in an integrated fashion. As was noted, there is no point in 
acquiring an expensive scanner if there are no staff to operate 
it. The majority of jurisdictions included in this study have 
invested in physical infrastructure for diagnosis and testing as 
well as in particular groups of health workers, such as medical 
oncologists and radiologists. Yet, the pace of investment has 
frequently not (or only just) caught up with pace of patient 
demand and advances in treatment, an issue that has come 
to the fore in the more recent period in most jurisdictions. 
The only exceptions were Denmark and Norway, and, more 
recently, Australia, but even here rising demand, combined 
with the availability of innovative new treatments, is 
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beginning to outstrip capacity, both in terms of infrastructure 
and workforce. 

Finally, although we focused on discrete jurisdictions, 
several participants emphasised the global nature of 
healthcare, with migration of skilled health workers within 
and between countries posing significant challenges. It seems 
counterintuitive to train people with marketable skills if the 
system fails to provide the incentives necessary to retain them. 
Worldwide, there is a shortage of medical/clinical oncologists, 
many of whom report high clinical volumes, insufficient time 
for continuing professional development, a lack of support 
from other staff, and limited access to newer treatments.22,23,58 
This requires a global solution. 

Strengths and Limitations
While we were able to draw on a wide range of key informants 
in the cancer care and wider health systems fields in the 7 
high-income countries, some jurisdictions and organisations 
were better represented than others (Table), and we might 
lack perspectives where the number of interview participants 
was small. Likewise, interviews were carried out in English 
language only, including in Denmark and Norway. It is possible 
that we missed key informants in these countries who did not 
feel confident speaking English. Nevertheless, we interviewed 
people in senior roles, and we observed that respondents 
from a given jurisdiction were typically in agreement about 
key observations with very few conflicting positions. Thus, 
we feel confident that we have captured key perspectives. 
Importantly, our unit of investigation was the jurisdiction 
but we are aware of within-jurisdiction variation in access to 
cancer diagnosis and treatment or of treatment patterns,47,59,60 
an issue that was commented on by many study participants, 
too. Indeed, variation within jurisdictions may be greater than 
variation between jurisdictions. This highlights the need for 
studies that explore sets of local ‘cancer systems’ in the context 
of the wider health system in order to better understand the 
impacts of differences in diagnostic and treatment patterns 
and their impacts on cancer patient outcomes.

Conclusion
This study highlights the complexity of factors that contribute 
to observed improvements in cancer survival across countries 
and over time. Although the relative importance of different 
factors will vary across settings, it was possible to plausibly 
link investment resources, that is, staff, infrastructure and 
equipment for diagnosis and treatment, and processes, in 
particular service consolidation and surgical specialisation, 
with improved quality of care. It confirms observations from 
elsewhere that have emphasised the importance of primary 
care and timely diagnosis for cancer survival although the 
treatment part of the cancer care journey was equally key to 
observed improvements. Continued improvement in cancer 
outcomes will require sustained strategic investment in plans 
to deliver and maintain the workforce engaged in cancer care 
and in the infrastructure on which they depend. However, 
strategic plans must recognise that systems for cancer care 
do not work in isolation from the rest of the health system 
and a whole systems approach is essential if we are to improve 

outcomes for an ageing, increasingly multimorbid population.
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[1] According to data from the International Atomic Energy Agency, in 2018/2019 
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8/1m in Ireland, 7.9/1m in Norway, 7.5/1m in Canada, 5.7/1m in New Zealand 
and 5.2/1m in the United Kingdom. However, data are difficult to compare as 
some countries include machines in the private sector (eg, Ireland), while others 
do not (eg, New Zealand).

Supplementary files
Supplementary file 1. Interview Topic Guide.

References
1. Allemani C, Matsuda T, Di Carlo V, et al. Global surveillance of trends 

in cancer survival 2000-14 (CONCORD-3): analysis of individual 
records for 37 513 025 patients diagnosed with one of 18 cancers 
from 322 population-based registries in 71 countries. Lancet. 
2018;391(10125):1023-1075. doi:10.1016/s0140-6736(17)33326-3 

2. Arnold M, Rutherford MJ, Bardot A, et al. Progress in cancer survival, 
mortality, and incidence in seven high-income countries 1995-2014 
(ICBP SURVMARK-2): a population-based study. Lancet Oncol. 
2019;20(11):1493-1505. doi:10.1016/s1470-2045(19)30456-5

3. Carinci F, Van Gool K, Mainz J, et al. Towards actionable international 
comparisons of health system performance: expert revision of the 
OECD framework and quality indicators. Int J Qual Health Care. 
2015;27(2):137-146. doi:10.1093/intqhc/mzv004

4. De Angelis R, Sant M, Coleman MP, et al. Cancer survival in 
Europe 1999-2007 by country and age: results of EUROCARE-

https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(17)33326-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1470-2045(19)30456-5
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzv004


Seguin et al

International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 2020, x(x), 1–1110

-5-a population-based study. Lancet Oncol. 2014;15(1):23-34. 
doi:10.1016/s1470-2045(13)70546-1 

5. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 
Cancer Care: Assuring Quality to Improve Survival. Paris: OECD; 
2013.

6. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 
Health at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD; 2019.

7. Ades F, Senterre C, de Azambuja E, et al. Discrepancies in cancer 
incidence and mortality and its relationship to health expenditure in the 
27 European Union member states. Ann Oncol. 2013;24(11):2897-
2902. doi:10.1093/annonc/mdt352 

8. Stevens W, Philipson TJ, Khan ZM, MacEwan JP, Linthicum MT, 
Goldman DP. Cancer mortality reductions were greatest among 
countries where cancer care spending rose the most, 1995-
2007. Health Aff (Millwood). 2015;34(4):562-570. doi:10.1377/
hlthaff.2014.0634 

9. Neal RD, Tharmanathan P, France B, et al. Is increased time to 
diagnosis and treatment in symptomatic cancer associated with 
poorer outcomes? systematic review. Br J Cancer. 2015;112 Suppl 
1:S92-107. doi:10.1038/bjc.2015.48 

10. Nicholson BD, Mant D, Neal RD, et al. International variation in 
adherence to referral guidelines for suspected cancer: a secondary 
analysis of survey data. Br J Gen Pract. 2016;66(643):e106-113. 
doi:10.3399/bjgp16X683449

11. Rose PW, Rubin G, Perera-Salazar R, et al. Explaining variation in 
cancer survival between 11 jurisdictions in the International Cancer 
Benchmarking Partnership: a primary care vignette survey. BMJ 
Open. 2015;5(5):e007212. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2014-007212

12. Vedsted P, Olesen F. Are the serious problems in cancer survival 
partly rooted in gatekeeper principles? an ecologic study. Br J Gen 
Pract. 2011;61(589):e508-512. doi:10.3399/bjgp11X588484 

13. Sharpe E, Hoey R, Yap C, Workman P. From patent to patient: 
analysing access to innovative cancer drugs. Drug Discov Today. 
2020;25(9):1561-1568. doi:10.1016/j.drudis.2020.01.004

14. Nolte E, Corbett J. International Variation in Drug Usage: An 
Exploratory Analysis of the “Causes” of Variation. Santa Monica: 
RAND Corporation; 2014.

15. Martinalbo J, Bowen D, Camarero J, et al. Early market access of 
cancer drugs in the EU. Ann Oncol. 2016;27(1):96-105. doi:10.1093/
annonc/mdv506

16. World Health Organization (WHO). The World Health Report 2000: 
Health Systems: Improving Performance. Geneva: WHO; 2000.

17. de Azambuja E, Ameye L, Paesmans M, Zielinski CC, Piccart-Gebhart 
M, Preusser M. The landscape of medical oncology in Europe by 
2020. Ann Oncol. 2014;25(2):525-528. doi:10.1093/annonc/mdt559

18. Leung J, Forstner D, Chee R, James M, Que E, Begum S. Faculty of 
Radiation Oncology 2018 workforce census. J Med Imaging Radiat 
Oncol. 2019;63(6):852-861. doi:10.1111/1754-9485.12939

19. Lwin Z, Broom A, Sibbritt D, et al. The Australian medical 
oncologist workforce survey: the profile and challenges of medical 
oncology. Semin Oncol. 2018;45(5-6):284-290. doi:10.1053/j.
seminoncol.2018.06.004

20. Loewen SK, Doll CM, Halperin R, et al. Taking stock: the Canadian 
Association of Radiation Oncology 2017 radiation oncologist 
workforce study. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2019;105(1):42-51. 
doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2019.04.035

21. The Royal College of Radiologists (RCR). Clinical Oncology: UK 
Workforce Census Report 2018. London: RCR; 2019.

22. Fundytus A, Hopman W, Hammad N, et al. Medical oncology workload 
in Canada: infrastructure, supports, and delivery of clinical care. Curr 
Oncol. 2018;25:206-12.

23. Seruga B, Sullivan R, Fundytus A, et al. Medical oncology workload 
in Europe: one continent, several worlds. Clin Oncol (R Coll Radiol). 
2020;32(1):e19-e26. doi:10.1016/j.clon.2019.06.017

24. Grau C, Defourny N, Malicki J, et al. Radiotherapy equipment and 
departments in the European countries: final results from the ESTRO-
HERO survey. Radiother Oncol. 2014;112(2):155-164. doi:10.1016/j.
radonc.2014.08.029

25. Harris M, Vedsted P, Esteva M, et al. Identifying important health 
system factors that influence primary care practitioners’ referrals for 
cancer suspicion: a European cross-sectional survey. BMJ Open. 
2018;8(9):e022904. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022904

26. Harris M, Thulesius H, Neves AL, et al. How European primary care 
practitioners think the timeliness of cancer diagnosis can be improved: 
a thematic analysis. BMJ Open. 2019;9(9):e030169. doi:10.1136/
bmjopen-2019-030169

27. Cancer Research UK. ICBP partnership. https://www.
cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/data-and-statistics/
international-cancer-benchmarking-partnership-icbp. Accessed April 
13, 2020. 

28. Goodman RM, Speers MA, McLeroy K, et al. Identifying and 
defining the dimensions of community capacity to provide a basis 
for measurement. Health Educ Behav. 1998;25(3):258-278. 
doi:10.1177/109019819802500303

29. Sandelowski M. What’s in a name? qualitative description revisited. 
Res Nurs Health. 2010;33(1):77-84. doi:10.1002/nur.20362

30. Statistics Canada. Population and Dwelling Count Highlight Tables, 2016 
Census. https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-
pd/hlt-fst/pd-pl/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=101&S=50&O=A. Accessed 
April 13, 2020. 

31. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Population Density. https://www.
abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/3218.0Main% 
20Features702016-17?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno
=3218.0&issue=2016-17&num=&view. Accessed April 13, 2020. 

32. Morris M, Landon S, Reguilon I, Butler J, McKee M, Nolte E. 
Understanding the link between health systems and cancer 
survival: a novel methodological approach using a system-level 
conceptual model. J Cancer Policy. 2020;25:100233. doi:10.1016/j.
jcpo.2020.100233

33. Patton M. Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods. London, UK: 
SAGE Publications; 2002.

34. Palys T. Purposive sampling. In: Given LM, ed. The SAGE 
Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research Methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
SAGE Publications; 2008:697-698.

35. Knai C, Nolte E, Conklin A, Pedersen J, Brereton L. The underlying 
challenges of coordination of chronic care across Europe. Int J Care 
Coord. 2014;17(3-4):83-92. doi:10.1177/2053434514556686

36. Pitchforth E, Nolte E, Corbett J, et al. Community hospitals and 
their services in the NHS: identifying the transferable learning from 
international developments. Health Serv Deliv Res. 2017;5(19). 
doi:10.3310/hsdr05190

37. Atun R, Ogawa T, Martin-Moreno JM. Analysis of National Cancer 
Control Programmes in Europe. London: Imperial College London; 
2009.

38. OECD.Stat. Welcome to OECD.Stat. https://stats.oecd.org/. Accessed 
April 13, 2020. 

39. Jensen H, Tørring ML, Olesen F, Overgaard J, Fenger-Grøn M, 
Vedsted P. Diagnostic intervals before and after implementation of 
cancer patient pathways-a GP survey and registry based comparison 
of three cohorts of cancer patients. BMC Cancer. 2015;15:308. 
doi:10.1186/s12885-015-1317-7

40. Neal RD, Din NU, Hamilton W, et al. Comparison of cancer diagnostic 
intervals before and after implementation of NICE guidelines: analysis 
of data from the UK General Practice Research Database. Br J 
Cancer. 2014;110(3):584-592. doi:10.1038/bjc.2013.791

41. Vedsted P, Olesen F. A differentiated approach to referrals from 
general practice to support early cancer diagnosis - the Danish three-
legged strategy. Br J Cancer. 2015;112(Suppl 1):S65-9.

42. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE). Suspected 
Cancer: Recognition and Referral. https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/
ng12. Accessed April 15, 2020. 

43. National Cancer Control Programme. Report on the Implementation 
of ‘A Strategy for Cancer Control in Ireland 2006.’ Dublin: National 
Cancer Control Programme; 2014.

44. Accounts Commission for Scotland. Fighting the Silent Killer: 
Optimising Ovarian Cancer Management in Scotland. Edinburgh: 
Accounts Commission for Scotland; 1998.

45. Department of Health. The NHS Cancer Plan. London: Department 
of Health; 2000.

46. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE). Guidance 
and Advice List. NICE; 2020. https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/
published?type=csg. Accessed April 16, 2020. 

47. Chamberlain C, Owen-Smith A, Donovan J, Hollingworth W. A 
systematic review of geographical variation in access to chemotherapy. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/s1470-2045(13)70546-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdt352
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2014.0634
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2014.0634
https://doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2015.48
https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp16X683449
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-007212
https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp11X588484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drudis.2020.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdv506
https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdv506
https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdt559
https://doi.org/10.1111/1754-9485.12939
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.seminoncol.2018.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.seminoncol.2018.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2019.04.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clon.2019.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.radonc.2014.08.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.radonc.2014.08.029
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022904
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-030169
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-030169
https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/data-and-statistics/international-cancer-benchmarking-partnership-icbp
https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/data-and-statistics/international-cancer-benchmarking-partnership-icbp
https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/data-and-statistics/international-cancer-benchmarking-partnership-icbp
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019819802500303
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.20362
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/pd-pl/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=101&S=50&O=A
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/pd-pl/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=101&S=50&O=A
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/3218.0Main% 20Features702016-17?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=3218.0&issue=2016-17&num=&view
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/3218.0Main% 20Features702016-17?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=3218.0&issue=2016-17&num=&view
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/3218.0Main% 20Features702016-17?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=3218.0&issue=2016-17&num=&view
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/3218.0Main% 20Features702016-17?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=3218.0&issue=2016-17&num=&view
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcpo.2020.100233
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcpo.2020.100233
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053434514556686
https://doi.org/10.3310/hsdr05190 
https://stats.oecd.org/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-015-1317-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2013.791
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng12
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng12
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/published?type=csg
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/published?type=csg


Seguin et al

International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 2020, x(x), 1–11 11

BMC Cancer. 2015;16:1. doi:10.1186/s12885-015-2026-y
48. Chan J, Polo A, Zubizarreta E, et al. Access to radiotherapy and 

its association with cancer outcomes in a high-income country: 
Addressing the inequity in Canada. Radiother Oncol. 2019;141:48-
55. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2019.09.009

49. Lewison G, Aggarwal A, Roe P, Møller H, Chamberlain C, Sullivan R. 
UK newspaper reporting of the NHS cancer drugs fund, 2010 to 2015: 
a retrospective media analysis. J R Soc Med. 2018;111(10):366-373. 
doi:10.1177/0141076818796802

50. Rachet B, Maringe C, Nur U, et al. Population-based cancer survival 
trends in England and Wales up to 2007: an assessment of the 
NHS cancer plan for England. Lancet Oncol. 2009;10(4):351-369. 
doi:10.1016/s1470-2045(09)70028-2

51. Woo YL, Kyrgiou M, Bryant A, Everett T, Dickinson HO. Centralisation 
of services for gynaecological cancer. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 
2012;2012(3):CD007945. doi:10.1002/14651858.CD007945.pub2 

52. Fung-Kee-Fung M, Kennedy EB, Biagi J, et al. The optimal 
organization of gynecologic oncology services: a systematic review. 
Curr Oncol. 2015;22(4):e282-293. doi:10.3747/co.22.2482

53. Archampong D, Borowski D, Wille-Jørgensen P, Iversen LH. 
Workload and surgeon’s specialty for outcome after colorectal 
cancer surgery. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2012(3):CD005391. 
doi:10.1002/14651858.CD005391.pub3

54. Varagunam M, Hardwick R, Riley S, Chadwick G, Cromwell DA, 

Groene O. Changes in volume, clinical practice and outcome after 
reorganisation of oesophago-gastric cancer care in England: a 
longitudinal observational study. Eur J Surg Oncol. 2018;44(4):524-
531. doi:10.1016/j.ejso.2018.01.001

55. Wennervaldt K, Kejs AM, Lipczak H, et al. Regional variation in 
surgery for pancreatic cancer in Denmark 2011-2015. Dan Med J. 
2018;65(9):A5503.

56. Butler J, Gildea C, Poole J, Meechan D, Nordin A. Specialist surgery 
for ovarian cancer in England. Gynecol Oncol. 2015;138(3):700-706. 
doi:10.1016/j.ygyno.2015.03.003

57. Morris S, Ramsay AIG, Boaden RJ, et al. Impact and sustainability 
of centralising acute stroke services in English metropolitan areas: 
retrospective analysis of hospital episode statistics and stroke 
national audit data. BMJ. 2019;364:l1. doi:10.1136/bmj.l1

58. Fundytus A, Sullivan R, Vanderpuye V, et al. Delivery of global cancer 
care: an international study of medical oncology workload. J Glob 
Oncol. 2018;4(4):1-11. doi:10.1200/jgo.17.00126

59. Ireland MJ, March S, Crawford-Williams F, et al. A systematic review of 
geographical differences in management and outcomes for colorectal 
cancer in Australia. BMC Cancer. 2017;17(1):95. doi:10.1186/s12885-
017-3067-1

60. Mahar AL, Coburn NG, Kagedan DJ, Viola R, Johnson AP. Regional 
variation in the management of metastatic gastric cancer in Ontario. 
Curr Oncol. 2016;23(4):250-257. doi:10.3747/co.23.3123 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-015-2026-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.radonc.2019.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0141076818796802
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1470-2045(09)70028-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD007945.pub2
https://doi.org/10.3747/co.22.2482
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD005391.pub3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2018.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l1
https://doi.org/10.1200/jgo.17.00126
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-017-3067-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-017-3067-1
https://doi.org/10.3747/co.23.3123

