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Abstract
Background: Previous research suggests that women admitted to hospital with acute myocardial
infarction (MI) are managed less intensively than men. Chronic stable angina is the commonest
clinical manifestation of coronary heart disease in the community, but little information is available
concerning its contemporary clinical management. The aim of this study is to assess the extent of
gender differences in the clinical management of angina pectoris in primary care.

Methods: A cross-sectional survey undertaken in 8 sentinel centres serving 63,724 individuals in
the city of Liverpool (15% of the city population). Aspects of clinical care assessed included: risk
factor recording (smoking, cholesterol, blood pressure, body mass index); secondary prevention
(aspirin, beta-blocker, statin); cardiac investigation (exercise ECG, perfusion scanning,
angiography); and revascularisation (percutaneous coronary intervention, coronary artery bypass
grafting). Male-to-female adjusted odds ratios (AOR) were calculated (adjusted for age, angina
duration, age at diagnosis and previous MI) using logistic regression.

Results: 1,162 patients (610 men; 552 women) with angina were identified. Women were older
than men (71 vs 67 years), with a shorter duration of angina (6 vs 7 years), and a lower prevalence
of previous MI (25% vs 43%). Men were significantly more likely than women to undergo detailed
risk factor assessment (AOR = 1.35, 95%CI 1.06 to 1.73); receive 'triple' secondary prevention with
aspirin, beta-blockers and statins (AOR = 1.47, 95%CI 1.07 to 2.02); access exercise ECG testing
(AOR = 1.31, 95%CI 1.02 to 1.68); angiography (AOR = 1.61, 95%CI 1.23 to 2.12); and undergo
coronary revascularisation (AOR = 1.93, 95%CI 1.39 to 2.68).

Conclusion: Systematic gender differences exist in the comprehensive clinical management of
patients with angina in primary care.

Background
Previous research has demonstrated that important differ-

ences exist in the clinical management of men and
women with suspected or established coronary heart dis-
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ease (CHD) [1-7]. Most of this research has focused on the
management of acute coronary syndrome (ACS) and the
performance of revascularisation [1-6]. A recent system-
atic review of the diagnosis and treatment of CHD in
women found considerable evidence that women admit-
ted to hospital with ACS are less likely to receive aspirin,
beta-blockers or thrombolysis; less likely undergo exercise
stress testing; and also less likely to undergo angiography
or revascularisation [8]. Although not all studies have
found such gender differences, particularly after adjusting
for important confounding factors such as age [9-13].

Most of the evidence for gender differences in the manage-
ment of CHD relates to specialist care in the USA [1-5,8],
although similar results have also been reported from
hospitals in the UK [14-16]. Women presenting with
angina appear to be at particular risk of receiving sub-opti-
mal care in the hospital setting [4,17]. Despite the atten-
tion that has been focused on such gender differences over
the past 20 years [1], such disparities seem to have
remained largely unchanged in both the USA and UK over
time [5,6].

Angina pectoris is the commonest clinical manifestation
of CHD [18,19], but the management of chronic stable
angina remains a neglected area of cardiovascular research
[18]. Primary care physicians commonly manage angina
in the community and may be predisposed to adopt a less
favourable approach towards the clinical management of
symptomatic women in both the USA and UK [20,21].
Few previous studies have examined gender differences in
the primary care management of angina [22,23]. It is cur-
rently unclear as to what extent gender differences
observed in hospital management are also present in the
clinical care of patients with chronic stable angina in the
community [8]. The aim of this study is to examine the
influence of gender on the comprehensive clinical man-
agement of angina pectoris from a primary care perspec-
tive in the UK.

Methods
This study reports a cross-sectional survey, undertaken by
specially trained clinical data managers, of patients in pri-
mary care with an explicit and unequivocal physician
diagnosis of angina pectoris.

Sentinel primary care centres
Since 1992 several primary care centres across the city of
Liverpool (sentinel practices) have employed a clinical
data manager (CDM) as an additional member of their
healthcare team. The CDMs have a remit for collecting
anonymised individual patient data from primary care (as
part of the Liverpool Primary Care Data Project) having
undergone advanced training in data handling in the
Department of Primary Care at Liverpool University.

Data collection was undertaken by 7 experienced CDMs
(average of 6 years experience) attached to 8 sentinel prac-
tices (one CDM covered two practices). The sentinel prac-
tices served a combined registered population of 63,724
(15% of a city population of 439,473) and cover a range
of geographical areas, from the most affluent to the most
deprived parts of the city. The sentinel practices had par-
ticipated in the primary care data collection project for
between 6–9 years. All practices were computerised and
ranged in size from 2,369 to 12,885 registered patients
(median 8,307). Their combined age-sex profile was sim-
ilar to the city as a whole, but with relatively fewer adults
aged over 50 years compared with England (46% vs 54%).
Information was extracted by the CDMs according to a
standardised protocol. The quality of the data-collection
process was overseen by an informatics co-ordinator. Data
was collected using a controlled entry Microsoft Access
Form within each practice. Data collection was piloted
with 10 patients from each practice before the start of the
study. The main study took 3-months (11 September to
18 December 2001). At the time of the study UK clinical
guidelines did not recommend the use of ACE inhibitors
[24] and statins were only available on prescription.

Patients with angina
Patients prescribed any nitrate preparation over the previ-
ous 3 years (sub-lingual nitrates, tablets or patches as
listed in the British National Formulary, BNF) were iden-
tified by searching the clinical computer systems. The
CDMs reviewed both computerised and written medical
records and extracted information only for those patients
explicitly and unequivocally labelled with a physician
diagnosis of angina pectoris. We considered such patients
to have 'clinically certain angina' as described in evidence-
based guidelines concerning the clinical management of
chronic stable angina in UK primary care [24]. We
excluded patients where there was any recorded doubt or
disagreement concerning the diagnosis.

In addition to age, sex and the date of angina diagnosis,
the CDMs also extracted information concerning the four
major aspects of CHD care: (1) coronary risk factor
recording (smoking, cholesterol, blood pressure and body
mass index, BMI) (2) secondary prevention with aspirin,
statin, beta-blocker; (3) cardiac investigation, including
exercise ECG testing, thallium scanning, coronary angiog-
raphy; (4) revascularisation with coronary artery bypass
grafting (CABG) and/or percutaneous coronary interven-
tion (PCI). Any previous history of myocardial infarction
(MI) was identified. The number of face-to-face physician
contacts in primary care over the previous 12 months was
recorded. Data was also extracted concerning the current
prescription of beta-blockers and statins (medication pre-
scribed within the previous 6 months was considered to
be current). Since aspirin can be purchased without a pre-
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scription over-the-counter, the 'advised, prescribed or pre-
vious' use of 'once daily aspirin' was noted. Contra-
indications to aspirin use were also recorded.

Statistical analysis
Odds ratios (OR) are used to summarise relative gender
differences. An OR of 1.0 indicates no gender difference
(greater than 1.0 favours men; less than 1.0 favours
women). Adjusted male/female odds ratios (AOR) and
their 95% confidence intervals were calculated using mul-
tiple logistic regression (SPSS v10). OR's were adjusted for
current age, duration of angina (both in years) and previ-
ous MI. This also adjusted for age at diagnosis (current age
minus angina duration). In a secondary analysis the
annual number of physician contacts was included in the
regression model.

The study complies with the Declaration of Helsinki. Eth-
ical approval was obtained for the Liverpool Primary Care
Data Project (the presence of clinical data managers in pri-
mary care sentinel practices with the collection and com-
pilation of anonymised individual patient data) at its
inception in 1992 from the appropriate Local Research
Ethics Committees in Liverpool. Separate ethical approval
was not required for the analysis of anonymised patient
data reported in this study. Since the original ethical
approval was only for the collection of anonymised indi-
vidual patient data, it is not possible to link individual
patient data with routinely available data concerning sub-
sequent hospital admission or death certification.

Results
The 8 sentinel practices had a combined registered popu-
lation of 63,724 (31,977 aged 30 years or more). In the
preceding 3 years 1,782 patients had received a nitrate
prescription, of which 1,177 (66%) had been explicitly
and unequivocally labelled as having angina pectoris
(clinically certain angina). Their ages ranged from 32 to
95 years (94% were aged 50 years or more). The preva-
lence of nitrate treated angina was 3.7% (95%CI 3.5% to
3.9%) in those aged 30 years or more. 1,162 patients (610
men; 552 women) are included in this analysis (15
patients were excluded due to date of birth errors).

Characteristics of patients with angina
There were important clinical differences between men
and women with angina (see Table 1). Women were on
average 3.6 (95%CI 2.3 to 4.8) years older than men; had
a higher annual physician consultation rate (Mann-Whit-
ney U test, p < 0.001); and had been 4.3 (95%CI 3.0 to
5.6) years older at diagnosis. Men had a longer duration
of angina (a median of 6-months longer duration; Mann-
Whitney U test, p = 0.01) and a higher prevalence of pre-
vious myocardial infarction (43% vs 25%; absolute differ-
ence 18.6%, 95%CI 13.2% to 23.9%).

Overall clinical management of angina
The clinical care provided to patients with angina is
shown in Table 2 and Figure 1. The overall recording of
cardiac risk factors was high. Smoking habit, blood pres-
sure and cholesterol was recorded for more than 85% of
patients, whilst BMI recording was somewhat lower
(72%). Statins were prescribed to 55% of patients and
'once daily aspirin' was advised/prescribed to 84% of
patients. Beta-blockers were currently prescribed to 35%
of angina patients with a previous MI, which was similar
to the use of beta-blocker by all patients (33%). Some
48% of patients with angina had undergone exercise ECG

Bar chart of the clinical management of angina pectoris by gender (N = 1,162)Figure 1
Bar chart of the clinical management of angina pectoris by 
gender (N = 1,162).
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Table 1: Characteristics of men and women with angina pectoris 
(N = 1,162)

Men Women
n = 610 n = 552

Mean age, 
years (SD)

66.9 10.9 70.5 11.1

Mean age at 
diagnosis, 
years (SD)

58.8 10.9 63.1 11.8

Median 
duration of 
angina, 
years (IQR)

6.9 (3.5–11.4) 6.3 (2.8–10.6)

Median 
physician 
contacts 12 
months 
(IQR)

7 (4–10) 8 (5–13)

Previous 
Myocardial 
Infarction, 
MI

265 43% 137 25%

SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range.
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testing; 21% coronary angiography; and 19% revasculari-
sation (9% PCI; 12% CABG)

Gender differences in angina management
Men received higher levels of care for their angina for
almost all aspects of clinical management. Men were
more likely to have their individual cardiac risk factors
recorded (except for blood pressure measurement which
was the same for both sexes) and were more likely to have
all four risk factors recorded (Table 2). Men also received
a higher level of secondary prevention therapy with aspi-
rin, statins and beta-blockers. They were also more likely
to have undergone further cardiac investigation and revas-
cularisation. (Figure 1) The largest 'absolute' gender dif-
ferences were in the performance of exercise ECG testing
(12.6%, 95%CI 6.8% to 18.2%); coronary angiography
(9.5%, 95%CI 4.9% to 14.1%), coronary revascularisa-
tion (13.0%, 95%CI 8.5% to 17.3%), and beta-blocker
use by angina patients with a previous MI (absolute differ-
ence 15.1%, 95%CI 5.5% to 24.0%). The corresponding
relative gender differences (odds ratios) are shown in
Table 2.

Adjusted comparison of gender differences
Duration of angina was unavailable for only one patient
and consequently 1,161 patients were included in multi-

ple logistic regression analysis (adjusted for age, angina
duration and previous MI). All the adjusted odds ratios
(AOR) were closer to unity than unadjusted OR's (Table
2). The AOR's are shown in Figure 2.

Forest plot of the clinical management of angina pectoris: male-to-female odds ratios adjusted for age, duration of angina and previous myocardial infarction (N = 1,162)Figure 2
Forest plot of the clinical management of angina pectoris: 
male-to-female odds ratios adjusted for age, duration of 
angina and previous myocardial infarction (N = 1,162).

Table 2: Gender differences in the clinical management of angina pectoris in primary care, N = 1,162 (a male:female odds ratio greater 
than one favours the clinical management of male angina)

Men Women Unadjusted Adjusted*
(n = 610) % (n = 552) % Odds Ratio Odds 

Ratio
95%CI

Risk Factor Recording
Smoking habit 562 92 493 89 1.40 1.12 0.74 to 1.71
Cholesterol 545 89 453 82 1.83 1.46 1.02 to 2.07
BP previous 12 months 537 88 484 88 1.03 0.99 0.69 to 1.43
Body Mass Index 456 75 381 69 1.33 1.18 0.90 to 1.54
All 4 risk factors recorded 393 64 302 50 1.50 1.35 1.06 to 1.73
Secondary Prevention
Aspirin 527 86 447 81 1.49 1.35 0.97 to 1.86
Statin 344 56 290 53 1.17 0.92 0.72 to 1.18
Beta Blocker 231 38 155 28 1.56 1.43 1.10 to 1.86
Aspirin+Statin+Beta Blocker 138 23 80 14 1.73 1.47 1.07 to 2.02
Beta Blocker (prior MI, n = 402) ** 106 40 34 25 2.02 1.83 1.12 to 3.00
Investigation
Exercise Electrocardiograph 332 54 231 42 1.66 1.31 1.02 to 1.68
Coronary Angiography 228 37 123 22 2.08 1.61 1.23 to 2.12
Thallium Scan 15 2.5 10 1.8 1.37 1.12 0.48 to 2.63
Revascularisation
PCI or CABG or Both 152 25 66 12 2.44 1.93 1.39 to 2.68
CABG 96 16 38 7 2.53 2.02 1.33 to 3.06
PCI 70 11 34 6 1.97 1.59 1.02 to 2.49

Adjusted odds ratios based on 1,161 complete cases (one patient lacked date of diagnosis for angina); 95%CI, 95% confidence interval; BP, blood 
pressure; PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention; CABG, coronary artery bypass grafting.
* Odds Ratios adjusted (AOR) for age, duration of angina and previous MI using multiple logistic regression.
** Previous Myocardial Infarction (MI), n = 402 (265 men; 137 women): odds ratio adjusted for age and duration of angina.
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Risk factor recording and secondary prevention
Men were significantly more likely to have all four risk fac-
tors recorded (AOR 1.35, 95%CI 1.06 to 1.73). The higher
use of aspirin by men (AOR 1.35, 95%CI 0.97 to 1.86)
was not accounted for by gender differences in the preva-
lence of contra-indications to aspirin (e.g. previous his-
tory of peptic ulceration/dyspepsia was similar for men
and women; 11.7% v 12.9%). Men were also significantly
more likely to be prescribed a beta-blocker, a gender gap
that was wider for those with a previous MI (AOR 1.83,
95%CI 1.12 to 3.00). Men were also significantly more
likely than women to be prescribed 'triple secondary pre-
vention' with 'aspirin, statin and beta-blocker' (AOR 1.47,
95%CI 1.07 to 2.02). Statin use was the only aspect of
clinical management that (non-significantly) favoured
women (AOR 0.92, 0.72 to 1.18).

Investigation and Revascularisation
Further cardiac investigation, with exercise-ECG testing
and coronary angiography, was significantly higher for
men (AOR 1.31 and 1.61 respectively). Thallium scanning
was an uncommon investigation, but its limited clinical
use also favoured men (AOR 1.12, not statistically signifi-
cant). Men were significantly more likely than women to
undergo revascularisation with both CABG and PCI (AOR
2.02 and 1.59 respectively). Overall the use of any of these
cardiac investigations was significantly higher for men
than for women (AOR 1.56, 95%CI 1.21 to 2.01).

Physician contact
Including the annual number of primary care physician
contacts in the regression model made no important dif-

ference to most of the AOR's reported in Table 2. For
example, the AOR for aspirin use and revascularisation
were 1.36 and 1.98 respectively (compared with 1.35 and
1.93 respectively). But adjusting for annual physician con-
tact consistently widened the gender gap in relation to the
more favourable recording of cardiac risk factors for men
(Table 3). The largest changes occurred in relation to the
recording of BP and smoking habit (AOR 1.29 and 1.43
respectively).

Discussion
In this study, women with 'clinically certain angina'
received significantly less favourable cardiac care than
comparable men across a range of clinically important
measures. Women were less likely to have their cardiac
risk factor recorded, receive secondary prevention therapy,
be referred for further cardiac investigation, or undergo
revascularisation. These gender differences remained after
adjusting for the older age of women with angina, their
lower prevalence of a prior MI, longer duration of angina,
and older age at diagnosis.

Chronic stable angina
Only two previous studies have examined gender differ-
ences in the management of chronic stable angina in pri-
mary care and adjusted for important confounding factors
such as age and previous MI [22,23]. We have reported a
similar gender pattern in the management of angina in
primary care 6 years previously, although a smaller sam-
ple size meant that only sex differences in the use of aspi-
rin, exercise testing and revascularisation were statistically
significant (AOR 2.07, 1.56 and 1.71 respectively) [22]. In
our previous study women were also significantly less
likely to be assessed by a cardiac specialist and were more
likely to be managed entirely within primary care [22]. A
larger Scottish study using routinely collected data has
demonstrated a greater use of aspirin, statins and beta-
blockers for men with angina, (AOR 1.21, 1.20 and 1.16
respectively), but did not assess risk factor recording, car-
diac investigation or revascularisation [23]. Whilst a hos-
pital-based study in England of the clinical investigation
of angina found a greater use of exercise testing, angiogra-
phy and revascularisation for men (AOR 2.65, 2.42, 2.80
respectively) [7].

Coronary heart disease in primary care
Five UK studies have looked at specific aspects of CHD
management in primary care and adjusted (at least) for
age as a confounding factor [25-29]. Such studies have
commonly used large prescribing databases without vali-
dating the diagnosis of CHD [25-28,30], or distinguishing
between patients with angina, prior MI, or both [25-29].
Distinguishing between patients with 'angina alone',
'angina and prior MI' and 'prior MI-alone' is important,
because hospital admission with an acute MI is likely to

Table 3: Influence of physician contact on gender differences for 
cardiac risk factor recording in 1,161 patients with angina 
pectoris (odds ratio greater than one favours the recording of 
cardiac risk factors for men)

Adjusted Odds 
Ratios (95%CI)

Adjusted Odds 
Ratios (95%CI) 

also adjusted for 
annual physician 

contact
N = 1,161 N = 1,155

Body Mass Index 1.18 (0.90 to 1.54) 1.27 (0.96 to 1.67)
BP previous 12 
months

0.99 (0.69 to 1.43) 1.29 (0.88 to 1.90)

Smoking habit 1.12 (0.74 to 1.71) 1.43 (0.92 to 2.22)
Cholesterol 1.46 (1.02 to 2.07) 1.68 (1.17 to 2.42)
All 4 risk factors 
recorded

1.35 (1.06 to 1.73) 1.50 (1.17 to 1.93)

BP, blood Pressure; 95%CI, 95% confidence interval.
All Odds Ratios are adjusted for: age, duration of angina and previous 
MI.
Odds ratios in the final column also adjusted for number of physician 
contacts over 12 months.
N, number of 'complete cases' included in regression analysis.
(number of physician contacts missing for 6 patients)
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narrow any gender differences. Furthermore, gender dif-
ferences in the clinical manifestation of CHD (as chronic
stable angina or acute coronary syndrome) may also
reflect underlying gender differences in the pathophysiol-
ogy of atherosclerosis and plaque morphology [31-33].

In relation to CHD therapy, the use of statins is most com-
monly reported aspect of the gender differences observed
in primary care [25-29,34]. Four studies have shown
lower levels of statin therapy in women with CHD [25-28]
and lower levels of cholesterol testing [25]. One study has
also demonstrated the persistence of gender differences,
for each and every year over a 6 year period (1997–2002),
in the use of statins, aspirin, beta-blockers and ACE inhib-
itors [28]. By contrast the 1998 Health Survey for England
found only minimal gender differences in the self-
reported use of statins [34]. Another study (which verified
the diagnoses of CHD against the medical records) also
found no important gender differences in cardiac risk fac-
tor recording or the use of secondary prevention therapy
such as statins [29]. This latter study also reported a higher
level of revascularisation for men [29]. Whilst not based
in primary care, the recent EuroHeart study (coordinated
across 24 European countries) found a higher perform-
ance of exercise ECG and coronary angiography in men
presenting to European cardiologists with stable angina
[35].

Study strengths and limitations
Our study has several important strengths. Firstly, experi-
enced CDMs extracted the data according to an agreed
protocol for a comprehensive range of measures that are
relevant to the primary care management of angina [24].
In the UK, primary care medical records are a valuable
source of information since they continuously collate
data, over a prolonged period of time within the National
Health Service (NHS), from both primary and secondary
care. Unlike previous studies, we accessed and reviewed
the complete primary care medical records to confirm that
the patients in this study had a 'clinically certain' physi-
cian diagnosis of angina [24,30]. Our dataset does not
allow us to assess the influence of physician gender on the
management of angina. In the UK patients are often regis-
tered under one primary care physician (for administra-
tive purposes), but actually consult a different physician
within the practice/partnership.

Secondly, we identified a large number of patients from a
diverse urban population receiving treatment for chronic
stable angina pectoris. UK clinical guidelines advocate
prescribing nitrates to all patients with 'clinically certain
angina' and nitrate prescribing is a useful marker for
chronic stable angina [24,30,36,37]. The prevalence of
angina in our study is comparable with other studies, sug-
gesting that we identified the majority of individuals

being treated for clinically certain angina [37-39]. Thirdly,
other than adjusting for previous MI we did not assess the
severity of CHD, or the presence of important co-morbid-
ities that might account for the differences that we found.
Although previous research suggests that women's angina
is often more disabling than men's [3,31,40,41], and that
the sexes have similar levels of co-morbidity (including
diabetes, hypertension and heart failure) [42]. An impor-
tant omission in our study is that no data was collected
concerning previous blood sugar measurements or the
presence of diabetes. At the time of the study, UK guide-
lines advocated the measurement of body mass index
(BMI) in the assessment of obesity. The measurement of
renal dysfunction (estimated glomerular filtration rate)
and waist/hip ratios in the routine assessment of patients
with CHD has only recently been advocated in the UK.

Our study has some important limitations. Firstly, our
sentinel practices were well-organised volunteers. Com-
pared with the city of Liverpool as a whole they generally
had smaller list sizes with more attached staff and younger
physicians. Consequently they may provide a higher than
usual standard of care. Previous studies have attempted to
avoid such volunteer bias by utilising data from all GP
practices in an urban area, but then compromised gener-
alisability by excluding those practices unable to provide
adequate data [29].

Secondly, our retrospective review of medical records
relies inherently upon data recorded as part of routine
clinical care. A prospective cohort study of incident cases
of angina would be a much stronger study design, but
would require considerably more resources. For example,
the identification of 1,000 incident cases of angina would
require the accurate surveillance of around 625,000 adults
for 12 months [23].

Thirdly, other than adjusting for previous MI we did not
assess the severity of CHD, nor the presence of important
co-morbidities which might account for the differences
that we found. Although previous research suggests that
women's angina is often more disabling than men's
[3,31,40,41], and that the sexes have similar levels of co-
morbidity (including diabetes, hypertension and heart
failure) [42]. An important omission in our study is that
no data was collected concerning previous blood sugar
measurements or the presence of diabetes. At the time of
the study, UK guidelines advocated the measurement of
body mass index (BMI) in the assessment of obesity. The
measurement of renal dysfunction (estimated glomerular
filtration rate) and waist/hip ratios in the routine assess-
ment of patients with CHD has only recently been advo-
cated in the UK.
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Finally, our diagnosis of angina pectoris is based on sub-
jective clinical judgement. Confirming the presence of
CHD in primary care in the UK can be problematic, both
in accessing cardiac investigations (such as exercise ECG
or angiography) and interpreting the results [31]. Even in
the absence of tests confirming cardiac ischaemia, 'nitrate
treated angina' is strongly associated with a relative
increase in the risk of death from CHD. A risk that is sim-
ilar for both men and women [42]. When we restricted
our analysis to the sub-group of patients with angina and
a previous MI and (a group of patients who have clearly
established the severity of their CHD) we observed the
same clinical pattern of gender differences. Men were still
significantly more likely to have their cardiac risk factors
recorded, receive secondary prevention, and undergo fur-
ther cardiac investigation and revascularisation. Although
our confidence intervals were inevitably wider due to the
smaller number of patients involved.

Gender differences in healthcare
Our study has demonstrated that important systematic
gender differences exist in the comprehensive clinical
management of patients with angina in primary care. Our
findings add support to the observation (in both the UK
and USA) that when presented with simulated clinical
vignettes, primary care physicians seem predisposed to
adopt a less favourable approach towards the clinical
management of women with cardiac symptoms com-
pared to men [20,21]. There are several possible explana-
tions as to why women may receive less favourable
cardiovascular healthcare than men [17,19,31,35] and
both biological and social factors are likely to be involved.
Gender differences exist in clinical presentation of cardio-
vascular symptoms, with 'atypical' presentations being
much commoner in women. The medical concept of 'clas-
sical angina' may disadvantage women since it is based
upon the 'typical' male presentation of exertional chest
pain. Diagnostic uncertainty is further exacerbated by a
higher false-positive rate of exercise tolerance testing
(ETT) in women. There are also widespread perceptions
(both lay and professional) that women have a lower risk
of developing CHD and a more favourable prognosis
when they do. The willingness to offer and accept cardio-
vascular therapy and intervention may be influenced by
the patients gender, whilst the technical challenge of oper-
ating on women's smaller coronary arteries may also
augur against surgical intervention [17,19,31,35]. Wider
social and cultural influences are also likely to play an
important role, since gender differences in the provision
of healthcare is not a phenomena that is solely restricted
to CHD. Women also receive less favourable clinical care
in relation to diabetes [43] and the performance of effec-
tive invasive procedures such a hip replacement and renal
transplantation [44]. The first step in addressing the gen-
der differences observed in the provision of CHD care is

the wider appreciation, by both professionals and the
public, of the existence of such differences along with a
more accurate perception of the risk posed to women by
CHD.

Clinically appropriate gender differences
It has been suggested that gender differences in the man-
agement of CHD may be clinically appropriate given
women's more atypical presentation, greater false positive
rate on exercise EGC testing and smaller coronary arteries
[31]. But in women in with clinically certain angina pec-
toris (explicitly and unequivocally labelled as having
angina pectoris by a physician) it is difficult to accept the
lower recording of cardiac risk factors and the lower use of
effective secondary prevention therapy as being clinically
appropriate. Major modifiable cardiac risk factors are
equally likely to be found in men and women with angina
[45] and there is no empirical evidence to suggest that sec-
ondary prevention therapy (with aspirin, statins, or beta-
blockers) is less effective in women than in men [8].

Changes in gender differences
This study was undertaken 18 months after the introduc-
tion of the National Service Framework for CHD in Eng-
land [46], yet the pattern of CHD gender differences
observed is largely unchanged from the one we observed
6 years earlier [22]. In relation to coronary revascularisa-
tion there has also been no appreciable narrowing of the
gender gap in either the USA or the UK [5,6] and a recent
Scottish study has reported a widening of the gender gap
in the use of secondary prevention therapy [28].

Conclusion
We have demonstrated that important gender differences
exist in the primary care management of chronic stable
angina in the UK. Women labelled with a clinical diagno-
sis of angina pectoris receive a lower level of risk factor
assessment, secondary prevention therapy, cardiac investi-
gation and coronary revascularisation. Such differences
are not due to the lower prevalence of a prior MI among
women, their older age or longer duration of angina. The
relatively high level of risk factor assessment in women,
although still below that for men, appears to be related to
their higher primary care consultation rate.

Competing interests
The author(s) declare that they have no competing inter-
ests.

Authors' contributions
MC conceived the study. MC, LL & FJ designed the study.
LL &FJ oversaw data collection. MC & XH undertook the
analysis. MC, PB & XH critically interpreted the data. MC
drafted the final manuscript. All authors critically read
and approved initial drafts and the final manuscript.
Page 7 of 9
(page number not for citation purposes)



BMC Health Services Research 2007, 7:142 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/7/142
Acknowledgements
Liverpool Health Authorities paid the salaries of the clinical data managers.

References
1. Tobin JN, Wassertheil-Smoller S, Wexler JP, Steingart RM, Budner N,

Lense L, Wachspress J: Sex bias in considering coronary bypass
surgery.  Ann Intern Med 1987, 107:19-25.

2. Ayanian JZ, Epstein AM: Differences in the use of procedures
between women and men hospitalized for coronary heart
disease.  N Engl J Med 1991, 325:221-225.

3. Steingart RM, Packer M, Hamm P, Coglianese ME, Gersh B, Geltman
EM, Sollano J, Katz S, Moye L, Basta LL, et al.: Sex differences in the
management of coronary artery disease. Survival and Ven-
tricular Enlargement Investigators.  N Engl J Med 1991,
325:226-230.

4. Maynard C, Beshansky JR, Griffith JL, Selker HP: Influence of sex on
the use of cardiac procedures in patients presenting to the
emergency department. A prospective multicenter study.
Circulation 1996, 94:II93-98.

5. Vaccarino V, Rathore SS, Wenger NK, Frederick PD, Abramson JL,
Barron HV, Manhapra A, Mallik S, Krumholz HM: Sex and racial dif-
ferences in the management of acute myocardial infarction,
1994 through 2002.  N Engl J Med 2005, 353:671-682.

6. Shaw M, Maxwell R, Rees K, Ho D, Oliver S, Ben-Shlomo Y, Ebrahim
S: Gender and age inequity in the provision of coronary
revascularisation in England in the 1990s: is it getting better?
Soc Sci Med 2004, 59:2499-2507.

7. Spencer I, Unwin N, Pledger G: Hospital investigation of men
and women treated for angina.  BMJ 1995, 310:1576.

8. Grady D, Chaput L, Kristof M, Evidence Report/Technology Assess-
ment Number 80: Results of Systematic Review of Research on
Diagnosis and Treatment of Coronary Heart Disease in
Women.  Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality 2003: Publication
03–0035  [http://www.ahrq.gov].

9. Williams RI, Fraser AG, West RR: Gender differences in manage-
ment after acute myocardial infarction: not 'sexism' but a
reflection of age at presentation.  J Public Health (Oxf) 2004,
26:259-263.

10. Mark DB, Shaw LK, DeLong ER, Califf RM, Pryor DB: Absence of
sex bias in the referral of patients for cardiac catheteriza-
tion.  N Engl J Med 1994, 330:1101-1106.

11. Krumholz HM, Douglas PS, Lauer MS, Pasternak RC: Selection of
patients for coronary angiography and coronary revasculari-
zation early after myocardial infarction: is there evidence for
a gender bias?  Ann Intern Med 1992, 116:785-790.

12. Bickell NA, Pieper KS, Lee KL, Mark DB, Glower DD, Pryor DB, Califf
RM: Referral patterns for coronary artery disease treatment:
gender bias or good clinical judgment?  Ann Intern Med 1992,
116:791-797.

13. Raine RA, Black NA, Bowker TJ, Wood DA: Gender differences in
the management and outcome of patients with acute coro-
nary artery disease.  J Epidemiol Community Health 2002,
56:791-797.

14. Dong W, Ben-Shlomo Y, Colhoun H, Chaturvedi N: Gender differ-
ences in accessing cardiac surgery across England: a cross-
sectional analysis of the health survey for England.  Soc Sci Med
1998, 47:1773-1780.

15. Clarke KW, Gray D, Keating NA, Hampton JR: Do women with
acute myocardial infarction receive the same treatment as
men?  BMJ 1994, 309:563-566.

16. Raine RA, Crayford TJ, Chan KL, Chambers JB: Gender differences
in the treatment of patients with acute myocardial ischemia
and infarction in England.  Int J Technol Assess Health Care 1999,
15:136-146.

17. Mark DB: Sex bias in cardiovascular care: should women be
treated more like men?  JAMA 2000, 283:659-661.

18. Coats AJ: Chronic stable angina and its treatment; why Cin-
derella never gets to the ball?  Int J Cardiol 2000, 76:97-99.

19. Vaccarino V: Angina and cardiac care: are there gender differ-
ences, and if so, why?  Circulation 2006, 113:467-469.

20. Arber S, McKinlay J, Adams A, Marceau L, Link C, O'Donnell A:
Patient characteristics and inequalities in doctors' diagnostic
and management strategies relating to CHD: a video-simu-
lation experiment.  Soc Sci Med 2006, 62:103-115.

21. Schulman KA, Berlin JA, Harless W, Kerner JF, Sistrunk S, Gersh BJ,
Dube R, Taleghani CK, Burke JE, Williams S, et al.: The effect of
race and sex on physicians' recommendations for cardiac
catheterization.  N Engl J Med 1999, 340:618-626.

22. Crilly MA, Bundred PE: Gender inequalities in the management
of angina pectoris: cross-sectional survey in primary care.
Scott Med J 2005, 50:154-158.

23. Murphy NF, Simpson CR, Macintyre K, McAlister FA, Chalmers J,
McMurray JJ: Prevalence, incidence, primary care burden and
medical treatment of angina in Scotland: age, sex and socio-
economic disparities – a population based study.  Heart 2006,
92:1047-1054.

24. Eccles M, Rousseau N, Adams P, Thomas L: Evidence-based guide-
line for the primary care management of stable angina.  Fam
Pract 2001, 18:217-222.

25. Hippisley-Cox J, Pringle M, Crown N, Meal A, Wynn A: Sex inequal-
ities in ischaemic heart disease in general practice: cross sec-
tional survey.  BMJ 2001, 322:832.

26. Ryan R, Majeed A: Prevalence of ischaemic heart disease and
its management with statins and aspirin in general practice
in England and Wales, 1994 and 1998.  Health Statistics Quartely
2001, 12:34-39.

27. DeWilde S, Carey IM, Bremner SA, Richards N, Hilton SR, Cook DG:
Evolution of statin prescribing 1994–2001: a case of agism
but not of sexism?  Heart 2003, 89:417-421.

28. Simpson CR, Hannaford PC, Williams D: Evidence for inequalities
in the management of coronary heart disease in Scotland.
Heart 2005, 91:630-634.

29. Carroll K, Majeed A, Firth C, Gray J: Prevalence and manage-
ment of coronary heart disease in primary care: population-
based cross-sectional study using a disease register.  J Public
Health Med 2003, 25:29-35.

30. Connolly P, Cupples ME, Cuene-Grandidier H, Johnston D, Passmore
P: The importance of validating the diagnosis of coronary
heart disease when measuring secondary prevention: a
cross-sectional study in general practice.  Pharmacoepidemiol
Drug Saf 2002, 11:311-317.

31. Bairey Merz CN, Shaw LJ, Reis SE, Bittner V, Kelsey SF, Olson M,
Johnson BD, Pepine CJ, Mankad S, Sharaf BL, et al.: Insights from the
NHLBI-Sponsored Women's Ischemia Syndrome Evaluation
(WISE) Study: Part II: gender differences in presentation,
diagnosis, and outcome with regard to gender-based patho-
physiology of atherosclerosis and macrovascular and micro-
vascular coronary disease.  J Am Coll Cardiol 2006, 47:S21-29.

32. Johnsen SH, Joakimsen O, Fosse E, Arnesen E: Sex differences in
plaque morphology may explain the higher male prevalence
of myocardial infarction compared to angina pectoris. The
Tromso Study.  Scand Cardiovasc J 2005, 39:36-41.

33. Sheifer SE, Arora UK, Gersh BJ, Weissman NJ: Sex differences in
morphology of coronary artery plaque assessed by intravas-
cular ultrasound.  Coron Artery Dis 2001, 12:17-20.

34. Reid FD, Cook DG, Whincup PH: Use of statins in the secondary
prevention of coronary heart disease: is treatment equita-
ble?  Heart 2002, 88:15-19.

35. Daly C, Clemens F, Lopez Sendon JL, Tavazzi L, Boersma E, Danchin
N, Delahaye F, Gitt A, Julian D, Mulcahy D, et al.: Gender differ-
ences in the management and clinical outcome of stable
angina.  Circulation 2006, 113:490-498.

36. Maitland-van der Zee AH, Klungel OH, Stricker BH, van der Kuip DA,
Witteman JC, Hofman A, Leufkens HG, de Boer A: Repeated
nitrate prescriptions as a potential marker for angina pec-
toris. A comparison with medical information from the Rot-
terdam Study.  Pharm World Sci 2003, 25:70-72.

37. Cannon PJ, Connell PA, Stockley IH, Garner ST, Hampton JR: Prev-
alence of angina as assessed by a survey of prescriptions for
nitrates.  Lancet 1988, 1:979-981.

38. Petersen s, Peto V, Scarborough P, Rayner M: Prevalence of angina
in adults: UK studies compared.  British Heart Foundation Heart
Disease Statistics 2005:52-53 [http://www.heartstats.org].

39. Payne N, Saul C: Variations in use of cardiology services in a
health authority: comparison of coronary artery revascular-
isation rates with prevalence of angina and coronary mortal-
ity.  BMJ 1997, 314:257-261.

40. Kimble LP, McGuire DB, Dunbar SB, Fazio S, De A, Weintraub WS,
Strickland OS: Gender differences in pain characteristics of
Page 8 of 9
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3496029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3496029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2057022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2057022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2057022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2057023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2057023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2057023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8901726
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8901726
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16107620
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16107620
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16107620
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15474204
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15474204
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7787649
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7787649
http://www.ahrq.gov
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15454593
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15454593
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15454593
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8133852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8133852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8133852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1567092
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1567092
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1567092
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1567093
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1567093
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12239207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12239207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12239207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9877347
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9877347
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9877347
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7916228
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7916228
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7916228
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10407601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10407601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10407601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10665708
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10665708
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11104860
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11104860
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16449724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16449724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16002197
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16002197
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16002197
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10029647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10029647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10029647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16374978
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16374978
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16399851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16399851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16399851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11264276
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11264276
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11290638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11290638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11290638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12639870
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12639870
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12639870
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15831649
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15831649
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12669915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12669915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12669915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12138599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12138599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12138599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16458167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16458167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16458167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16097412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16097412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16097412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11211161
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11211161
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11211161
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12067933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12067933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12067933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16449728
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16449728
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16449728
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12774567
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12774567
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12774567
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2896837
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2896837
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2896837
http://www.heartstats.org
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9022488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9022488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9022488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12507699


BMC Health Services Research 2007, 7:142 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/7/142
Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:

available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

chronic stable angina and perceived physical limitation in
patients with coronary artery disease.  Pain 2003, 101:45-53.

41. Richardson J: Gender differences associated with physical
functioning in older persons with angina.  Disabil Rehabil 2003,
25:973-983.

42. Hemingway H, McCallum A, Shipley M, Manderbacka K, Martikainen
P, Keskimaki I: Incidence and prognostic implications of stable
angina pectoris among women and men.  JAMA 2006,
295:1404-1411.

43. Wexler DJ, Grant RW, Meigs JB, Nathan DM, Cagliero E: Sex dis-
parities in treatment of cardiac risk factors in patients with
type 2 diabetes.  Diabetes Care 2005, 28:514-520.

44. Raine R: Does gender bias exist in the use of specialist health
care?  J Health Serv Res Policy 2000, 5:237-249.

45. Khot UN, Khot MB, Bajzer CT, Sapp SK, Ohman EM, Brener SJ, Ellis
SG, Lincoff AM, Topol EJ: Prevalence of conventional risk fac-
tors in patients with coronary heart disease.  JAMA 2003,
290:898-904.

46. Department of Health U: National service framework for coro-
nary heart disease: Chapter 4 Stable angina.  2000 [http://
www.dh.gov.uk].

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed
here:

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/7/142/pre
pub
Page 9 of 9
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12507699
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12507699
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12851086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12851086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16551712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16551712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15735180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15735180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15735180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11184961
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11184961
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12928466
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12928466
http://www.dh.gov.uk
http://www.dh.gov.uk
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/7/142/prepub
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Sentinel primary care centres
	Patients with angina
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Characteristics of patients with angina
	Overall clinical management of angina
	Gender differences in angina management
	Adjusted comparison of gender differences
	Risk factor recording and secondary prevention
	Investigation and Revascularisation
	Physician contact

	Discussion
	Chronic stable angina
	Coronary heart disease in primary care
	Study strengths and limitations
	Gender differences in healthcare
	Clinically appropriate gender differences
	Changes in gender differences

	Conclusion
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Pre-publication history

