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Abstract (285/300)

PURPOSE

Cervical cancer is a leading cause of cancer among women in low- and middle-income
countries. Women in Rwanda have high rates of cervical cancer due to limited access to
effective screening methods. Research in other low-resource settings similar to Rwanda has
shown that HPV-based self-collection is an effective cervical cancer screening method. This
study aims to compare the preferences of Rwandan women in urban and rural settings toward

self-collection and to report on factors related to self-collection amenability.

METHODS

A cross-sectional survey was conducted from June 1-9, 2022. Women were recruited from one
urban and one rural clinic in Rwanda. Women were eligible for the study if they were = 18 years
and spoke Kinyarwanda or English. The survey consisted of 51 questions investigating
demographics and attitudes towards self-collection for cervical cancer screening. We reported

descriptive statistics stratified by urban and rural sites.

RESULTS

In total, 169 urban and 205 rural women completed the survey. The majority of respondents at
both sites had a primary school or lower education and were in a relationship. Both urban and
rural respondents were open to self-collection; however, rates were higher in the rural site
(79.9% urban and 95.6% rural; p-value<0.001). Similarly, women in rural areas were more likely
to report feeling unembarrassed about self-collection (65.3% of urban, 76.8% of rural; p-
value<0.001). Notably, almost all urban and rural respondents (97.6% urban and 98.5% rural)
stated they would go for a cervical cancer pelvic examination to a nearby health center if their

self-collected results indicated any concern (p-value=0.731).

CONCLUSION
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Rwandan women in both urban and rural areas largely support self-collection for cervical cancer
screening. Further research is needed to better understand how to implement self-collection

screening services in Rwanda.

Keywords: cervical cancer screening, self-collection, low- and middle-income countries,

Rwanda
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INTRODUCTION

Cervical cancer is a leading cause of morbidity and mortality in low- and middle-income
countries (LMIC), despite being a largely preventable disease. Compared to high-income
countries (HIC), LMIC bear a highly disproportionate burden of cervical cancer with 85% of
global deaths(1,2). This disproportionate impact in LMICs can, in part, be attributed to limitations
in access to appropriate and timely primary prevention, screening, diagnostic, and treatment
services(2,3). Due to these limitations, women in LMICs are often diagnosed with an advanced
stage of the disease(4).

In 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) called for the elimination of cervical
cancer(5). One of the key goals of this initiative is to have 70% of women screened with a high-
performance test by 35 years of age and again by 45 years of age(5). Currently, visual
inspection with acetic acid (VIA) is the most common method used to screen women in
LMICs(6). However, due to its low sensitivity and need for a healthcare professional to
administer the test it poses challenges in resource limited settings (6—8). Human papillomavirus
(HPV)-based self-collection has emerged as a reliable alternative in LMIC contexts(9—13). Self-
collected vaginal samples for cervical screening allow women to self-screen under the
supervision of a healthcare professional or independently(14). HPV-based screening methods
are highly effective in the early detection of cervical cancer (15,16). Furthermore, self-collection-
based cervical cancer screening methods have shown to be highly acceptable among women in
LMICs (13,17-19).

HPV-based self-collection offers the opportunity to improve equitable access to cervical
screening by reducing multiple barriers, offering flexibility in programming and being cost-
effective in resource poor settings. The WHO in 2022 recommended self-collection for cervical
cancer screening to combat cervical cancer in their guidance on self-care interventions for

improving health and well-being(20).
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87 Within the context of Eastern Africa, Rawat et al. in 2021 examined the acceptability of
88 and women’s preferences for self-collection in cervical cancer screening in Uganda. They found
89 that self-collection was acceptable if offered with the convenience of users in mind, such as at
90 beneficial times and locations (11). Furthermore, in 2019, Munoru et al. found in Kenya that
91 such integration of self-collection for cervical cancer screening into primary care services
92 empowers the women seeking these services to be champions of their own health by improving
93 their knowledge of cervical cancer, increasing their amenability to being screened, and boosting
94  overall health outcomes(21).
95 Rwanda has high incidence rates of pre-cancer and invasive cervical cancer (59 per
96 100,000 and 17 per 100,000, respectively)(22). This can be attributed in part to a lack of wide-
97  spread available screening(22). Niyonsenga et al. reported in their 2021 cross-sectional study of
98 urban Rwandan women an estimated screening access rate of 28.3% in the capital city of
99  Kigali(23). HPV-based self-collection for cervical cancer screening has the potential to help
100  expand access to cervical cancer screening in Rwanda. In order to implement this type of
101 screening program, it is important to understand the preferences of urban and rural women in
102  Rwanda in order to ensure that such a program would benefit all its users. This study sought to
103  compare and describe the preferences of Rwandan women in urban and rural settings towards
104  self-collection-based cervical cancer screening and to report on factors related to self-collection

105 amenability.

106 METHODS

107  Design, setting, and study population

108 This was a cross-sectional study using convenience sampling at Muhima and Nyamata District
109 Hospitals in Rwanda, which represent the urban and rural sites, respectively. Women were

110  recruited from June 1-9, 2022 and were eligible if they were 18 years of age and over, spoke
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111 English or Kinyarwanda, and were able to provide informed consent. Participants were recruited
112  from the waiting room at each site by four study team members. Surveys were administered in a
113  separate location to maximize privacy of participants and their responses. All participants

114  provided informed consent. Survey administrators were not involved in the direct care of

115  participants and had no prior relationships with participants. Participant responses were

116  captured by study team members on electronic tablets and entered directly into a REDCap(24),

117  a secure web application for research data management. Respondents were compensated

118 1050 Rwanda Franc ($1 USD) for their involvement in the study.

119  Survey

120  The survey contained 51 questions which included demographics, behaviours, attitudes and
121  knowledge of cervical cancer, cervical cancer screening and follow-up history, knowledge of
122  HPV vaccination, preferences on integrated service delivery for HPV screening, and attitudes
123  toward self-collection at home. Survey questions were informed by and constructed using two
124  survey instruments. The first was the Improving Data for Decision Making in Global Cervical
125  Cancer Programs Toolkit-Part 2 (IDCCP), which is a resource that consolidates operational

126  resources for improving access to high-quality data for decision-making when it comes to

127  constructing cervical cancer programs in LMIC(25). Secondly, a questionnaire administered in
128  Kisenyi, Uganda by Mitchell et al. in 2017 further informed various sections of this study’s

129  survey, such as the behaviours, screening and follow-up, and attitudes towards self-collection at
130  home sections(12). Mitchell et al.’s survey included questions on women’s intentions to provide
131  self-collected samples for cervical cancer screening and were reviewed by local and

132 international experts in women’s health(12), allowing us to seamlessly adapt its items to this
133  survey.

134 The primary outcome for this analysis is the respondents’ willingness to self-collect for

135  cervical cancer screening. During data collection, research assistants read a script to
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136  respondents describing the self-collection procedure. This was done in order to provide context
137  to respondents who were not aware of what self-collection entailed. Responses were recorded
138 on a five-point Likert scale and included: very unlikely, somewhat unlikely, neither likely nor
139  unlikely, somewhat likely, and very likely; or disagree, not sure, and agree. Additional questions
140  on attitudes towards self-collection included willingness to have an outreach worker bring self-
141 collection kits to respondents’ residences and willingness to go to the nearest health center
142  themselves to deposit the swab after self-collection.

143 Furthermore, women were asked if they would: be embarrassed to perform self-

144  collection at home, be worried they would not be able to perform self-collection correctly, be
145  afraid of receiving a cervical cancer diagnosis after testing themselves, be afraid that other

146  people would think they had HPV or cervical cancer if respondents told them they had tested
147  themselves, be afraid that performing self-collection with a swab would be painful, need their
148  partner’s approval to perform self-collection, and if their religion/spiritual beliefs would affect
149  their decision to be screened for cervical cancer. These were similarly measured using a three-
150 point Likert scale (disagree, not sure, agree, declined to answer). Participants were also asked
151  whether they would go to a clinic for a pelvic examination for cervical cancer if their self-

152  collected sample indicated any concern (response options: | would go, not sure, and | would not
153  go).

154 Demographic variables captured included clinic location (urban or rural), age, marital
155  status (in a relationship and not in a relationship), education level (less than primary school

156  education and primary school education or above), religious identity (Protestant, Catholic, and
157  other), number of partners, age at first intercourse (less than 18 years and 18 years or above),
158  number of pregnancies, age at first pregnancy, history of chronic diseases (malaria, respiratory
159 disease, HIV/AIDS, high blood pressure, hepatitis, heart disease, tuberculosis, and cancer), and
160  history of health services accessed (child’s health, acute care, antenatal care (ANC),

161  sexual/reproductive health, malaria, HIV/ARV, chronic conditions, and tuberculosis).
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162  Data analysis

163  Bivariate descriptive statistics for all survey questions were generated for all respondents by
164  stratifying the respondents by urban and rural sites. Missing data for all questions analyzed in
165 this study were included during analysis and reported in this study’s findings. Fisher’'s exact
166  tests were used to compare differences in response between urban and rural respondents. An
167  alpha-value (a) of 0.05 was used to determine the significance of inter-site comparisons, with p
168 < aindicating a statistically significant difference(26). All statistical analysis was completed

169  using R (version 4.0.3) (27).

170 Ethics statement

171  This study received ethics approvals from the University of British Columbia Research Ethics
172  Board (H22-01335) and the Rwanda National Ethics Committee (125/RNEC/2022). Formal
173  written consent was obtained from all participants. Authors did not have access to information

174  that could identify participants either during or after data collection.

175 RESULTS

176  Intotal, 374 respondents completed the survey, with 169 respondents from the urban site

177  (Muhima; 45.2%) and 205 respondents from the rural site (Nyamata; 54.8%) (Table 1). The

178  majority of respondents at both sites were between 25-45 years of age (urban n=124, 73.1%;
179  rural n=135, 65.8%; p=0.016), had a primary school or less education (urban n=81, 48.2%; rural
180 n=132, 64.4%, p=0.007), and were in a relationship (urban n=123, 72.8%; rural n=164, 80.4%;
181 p=0.107). Rural respondents were significantly more likely than urban respondents to report
182  having had their first intercourse at or above the age of 18 years (urban n=129, 76.3%; rural
183 n=162, 79.0%; p=0.046). Further details for the demographic characteristics are provided in

184  Table 1.
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Urban Rural Overall
N=169 N=205 N=374
Variable Level n (%) n (%) n (%) p-value
Age 18-25 years 30 (17.8) 52 (25.4) 82 (21.9) 0.016
26-35 years 68 (40.2) 70 (34.1) 138 (36.9)
36-45 years 56 (33.1) 65 (31.7) 121 (32.4)
46+ years 9 (5.3) 18 (8.8) 27 (7.2)
Missing 6 0 6
Marital Status Not in a relationship 46 (27.2) 40 (19.6) 86 (23.0) 0.107
In a relationship 123 (72.8) 164 (80.4) 287 (76.7)
Missing 0 1 1
Religious Identity Protestant 61 (36.3) 77 (37.6) 138 (36.9) 0.635
Catholic 49 (29.2) 51 (24.9) 100 (26.7)
Other2 58 (34.5) 77 (37.6) 135 (36.1)
Missing 1 0 1
Education Level < primary school 81 (48.2) 132 (64.4) 213 (57.0) 0.007
> primary school 79 (47.0) 67 (32.7) 146 (39.0)
Missing 9 6 15
Number of Partners 1 partner 35 (21.2) 45 (22.2) 80 (21.4) 0.004
2-5 partners 108 (65.5) 150 (73.9) 258 (69.0)
6+ partners 22 (13.3) 8(3.9) 30 (8.0)
Missing 4 2 6
Age at First <18 years 35 (20.7) 43 (21.0) 78 (20.9) 0.046
Intercourse > 18 years 129 (76.3) 162 (79.0) 291 (77.8)
Declined to answer 5(3.0) 0 (0.0) 5(1.3)
Number of 0 15(8.9) 3(1.5) 18 (4.0) 0.001
Pregnancies 1-2 76 (45.0) 105 (51.2) 181 (48.4)
3-4 51 (30.2) 45 (22.0) 96 (25.7)
5+ 27 (16.0) 52 (25.4) 79 (21.1)
Mean age at 15t 22.13 (4.62) 21.57 (4.26) 374 (100.0) 0.252

pregnancy (SD)

Do you have a
history of any of the
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following chronic
disease/s??

None 83 (49.1) 121 (59.0) 204 (54.5) 0.07
Malaria 45 (26.6) 58 (28.3) 103 (27.5) 0.808
Respiratory disease 18 (10.7) 22 (10.7) 40 (10.7) 1
HIV/AIDS 15 (8.9) 8(3.9) 23 (6.1) 0.076
High blood pressure 8 (4.7) 7(3.4) 15 (4.0) 0.702
Hepatitis 2(1.2) 3(1.5) 5(1.3) 1
Heart disease 1(0.6) 1(0.5) 2 (0.5) 1
Tuberculosis 1(0.6) 0 (0.0) 1(0.3) 0.923
Cancer 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) -
Other 20 (11.8) 40 (19.5) 60 (16.0) 0.061

What health

services have you

accessed in the

past?2
Child’s health 5(32.5) 103 (50.2) 158 (42.2) 0.001
Acute care 5 (32.5) 97 (47.3) 152 (40.6) 0.005
ANC 43 (25.4) 87 (42.4) 130 (34.8) 0.001
Sexual/reproductive 1(24.3) 82 (40.0) 123 (32.9) 0.002
health
Malaria 34 (20.1) 46 (22.4) 80 (21.4) 0.676
HIV/ARV 18 (10.7) 8 (3.9) 26 (7.0) 0.019
Chronic condition/s 12 (7.1) 8 (3.9) 20 (5.3) 0.255
Tuberculosis 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) -
Other 11 (6.5) 30 (14.6) 41 (11.0) 0.019
Declined to answer 0(0.0) 1(0.5) 1(0.3) 1

188 aMultiple response option

10
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189  When asked if they would be willing to independently self-collect samples for cervical cancer
190  screening at home if they were provided with the appropriate instruction, 135 (79.9%) urban and
191 196 (95.6%) rural respondents expressed either very or somewhat willing (p<0.001) (Table 2).
192  Similarly, 139 (82.2%) urban respondents and 193 (94.6%) rural respondents were in favor of
193  having a community outreach worker supply them with a self-collection swab at their home

194  (p<0.001). When asked about their willingness to drop off their self-collected sample at the

195  health centre closest to them, 134 (79.3%) urban respondents and 192 (93.7%) rural

196 respondents expressed a willingness to do so (p<0.001). Additionally,156 (76.8%) rural

197  respondents disagreed with the notion that they would be embarrassed to perform self-

198  collection procedures at home (p<0.001). Furthermore, 139 (68.1%) rural respondents

199 disagreed when presented the statement that they would be afraid that self-collection would
200 show they had cervical cancer (p=0.039). Interestingly, 96 (56.8%) rural respondents and 142
201  (69.6%) urban respondents disagreed that they were worried about incorrectly performing the
202  self-collection procedure (p<0.001). In the most overwhelmingly positive response regarding
203  self-collection for cervical cancer screening in this survey, 162 (97.6%) urban respondents and
204 200 (98.5%) rural respondents expressed willingness to go for a pelvic examination to check for
205 cervical cancer following self-collection if, upon further analysis, their self-collected sample

206 indicated any concern (p=0.731).

207 Table 2. Responses to questions investigating willingness to self-collect cervical samples
208  stratified by urban and rural sites

Urban Rural Overall
N=169 N=205 N=374
Level n (%) n (%) n (%) p-value
Would you be willing to Very unwilling 30 (17.8) 7(3.4) 37 (9.9) <0.001
collect a sample by yourself ~ Somewhat unwilling 3(1.8) 2 (1.0) 5(1.3)
in your h?me{, if you Vfre t Not sure 1(0.6) 0 (0.0) 1(0.3)
given instructions on how to .
collect the sample? Somewhat willing 70 (41.4) 103 (50.2) 173 (46.3)
Very willing 65 (38.5) 93 (45.4) 158 (42.2)
Would you go to the clinic for Would go 162 (97.6) 200 (98.5) 362(96.8) 0.731

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.15.23291471
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.15.23291471; this version posted June 20, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

a cervical cancer Not sure 2(1.2) 2 (1.0) 4(1.1)
eXﬁlm'f_latIan r/]\FTEhB Sﬁ'f- . Would not go 1(0.6) 1(0.5) 2 (0.5)
collection if the self-collected ;0 1(0.6) 0 (0.0) 1(0.3)
results indicated any o
concern? Missing 3 2 5(1.3)
| would be willing to have an  Disagree 27 (16.0) 10 (4.9) 37 (9.9) 0.001
Outfﬁch W?ffker”drct)P Offta Not sure 3(1.8) 0 (0.0) 3(0.8)
ﬁ‘g’jse or sefi-cofiection atmy  agree 139 (82.2) 193 (94.6) 332 (88.8)
Declined 0 (0.0) 1(0.5) 1(0.3)
Missing 0 1 1(0.3)
| would be willing to go to the Disagree 31 (18.3) 10 (4.9) 41 (11.0)  <0.001
nearest health center to drop  Not sure 3(1.8) 2 (1.0) 5 (1.3)
off aswab | had used for 134 (79.3) 192 (93.7) 326 (87.2)
self-collection.
Declined 1(0.6) 1(0.5) 2(0.5)
| would be embarrassed to Disagree 109 (65.3) 156 (76.8) 265 (70.9) <0.001
ﬂo HPV self-collection at Not sure 11(6.6) 22(10.8)  33(8.8)
ome. Agree 47 (28.1)  25(12.3)  72(19.3)
Missing 2 2 4(1.1)
I’'m worried that | would not Disagree 96 (56.8) 142 (69.6) 238 (63.6) <0.001
be"ab't{% to Peﬁorrﬁ/a Se'f-” Not sure 7 (4.1) 21(10.3)  28(7.5)
coflection properly/correctly:  agree 66 (39.1)  41(20.1) 107 (28.6)
Missing 0 1 1(0.3)
I’'m afraid that testing myself  Disagree 105 (62.5) 139 (68.1) 244 (65.2) 0.039
for "!F’\I/ would show | had Not sure 6 (3.6) 16 (7.8) 22 (5.9)
cefvical cancer. Agree 57 (33.9) 49 (24.0) 106 (28.3)
Missing 1 1 2(0.5)
I’'m afraid that other people Disagree 148 (87.6) 185(90.2) 333(89.0) 0.62
would tlhmk | ha}ﬁ rz\/t r?r Not sure 6 (3.6) 7 (3.4) 13 (3.5)
cervical cancer | (0] em
| was testing myself for HPV. Agree 14(8.3) 13(6.3) 21(1.2)
Declined 1(0.6) 0 (0.0) 1(0.3)
I’'m worried doing a self- Disagree 89 (53.0) 144 (71.3) 233 (62.3) <0.001
collection Wlléhba SW?l} '? my  Not sure 13(7.7)  30(14.9) 43 (11.5)
vagina would be painiul. Agree 66 (39.3) 28(13.9) 94 (25.1)
Missing 1 3 4(1.1)
| would NEED my partner’s Disagree 73 (43.2) 83 (40.7) 156 (41.7) 0.814
aPIFI)"O\{a| to do self- Not sure 3(1.8) 3 (1.5) 6 (1.6)
collection. Agree 91(53.8) 117 (57.4) 208 (55.6)

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.15.23291471
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.06.15.23291471; this version posted June 20, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Declined 2(1.2) 1(0.5) 3(0.8)

Missing 0 1 1(0.3)
My religion/spiritual beliefs Disagree 167 (98.8) 201 (98.0) 368 (98.4) 0.841
would affect my decisjon to Not sure 1(0.6) 2 (1.0) 3(0.8)
get screened for cervical Agree 1(0.6) 2 (1.0) 3(0.8)

cancer.

209

210 DISCUSSION

211 In this study, we evaluated willingness to self-collect for cervical screening from women in

212 Muhima and Nyamata District Hospitals. We found that women in both urban and rural settings
213  were willing to self-collect for cervical cancer screening. Furthermore, women reported that they
214 would be able to perform the test given proper instruction with women in rural areas being

215  statistically more willing than urban.

216 We found that the maijority of women in both urban and rural Rwanda were willing to
217  self-collect at home for cervical cancer screening. This finding aligns with current research on
218  self-collection in low-resource settings(12):(28):(29). For example, a 2011 cross-sectional study
219 in Kisenyi, Uganda by Mitchell et al. reported that 80.6% of Ugandan women were willing to self-
220  collect for cervical cancer screening(12). Our findings in rural Rwanda also aligned with similar
221 research conducted in other rural, low-resource settings, such a studies conducted by Swanson
222  etal. in rural Kenya(30), Gottschlich et al. in rural Guatemala(31), and Mremi et al. in rural

223  Tanzania(32). That women at both urban and rural areas exhibited such positivity towards self-
224  collection is highly encouraging for the prospects of implementing formal self-collection-based
225  cervical cancer screening program which in turn could improve access to consistent cervical
226  cancer screening for women in Rwanda. Our finding that rural respondents are significantly

227  more willing to participate in self-collection warrants further research to understand why there
228  might exist a difference between urban and rural settings in Rwanda. This finding also tells us

229 that a uniformly-delivered self-collection-based cervical cancer screening program in Rwanda
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230  would have different levels of uptake in urban and rural areas, prompting the need to for the
231  program to be built such that it is contextually adapted to barriers in different regions.

232 Women in both of urban and rural areas were willing to have a community outreach
233  worker drop off a self-collection kit at their homes and were similarly willing to go to a nearby
234  health centre to deposit their self-collected samples. From this, it is evident that the logistics of
235 self-collection do not negatively impact Rwandan women’s amenability to self-collect, nor do
236  they impact their willingness to continue along the care pathway. This latter finding is similar to
237  the case in rural Uganda, where Rawat et al. found that 83% of women were willing to have a
238  community health worker (CHW) drop off self-collection kits at their homes(11). Arrossi et al.
239 also found CHW-led drop-off of self-collection resources to be both acceptable in their

240 evaluation of a self-collection-based cervical cancer screening program in rural Argentina(33).
241 Interestingly, our findings in urban Rwanda differ from research conducted by Ogilvie et al. in
242  urban Uganda, where 68.7% of respondents reported an unwillingness to go to a nearby health
243  centre to deposit their self-collected samples(34). Little research exists on the acceptability of
244  CHW:-led drop-off of self-collection resources in urban LMIC settings, making this finding an
245  area for further research. Even so, given the positivity of our research in this regard in both

246 urban and rural Rwanda, our results are highly encouraging in showcasing the potential success
247  of an integrated self-collection-based cervical cancer screening program for women in Rwanda
248  wherein CHWs are the leaders of resource delivery to enable self-collection to occur.

249 Our findings demonstrate that social stigma and religious beliefs would not deter women
250 from self-collecting. However, we did find that the majority of participants at both sites believed
251 that they would need their partner’s approval to self-collect for cervical cancer screening. This
252  presents a notable barrier when considering the implementation of self-collection to cervical
253 cancer screening in Rwanda. In rural Malawi, Lee et al. found that male partners were indeed
254  reported to be a barrier to consistently accessing a self-collection-based cervical cancer

255  screening program by women in their study(35). Recent studies by Moucheraud et al. in Malawi
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256  in 2020(36), Binka et al. in Ghana in 2019(37), and Buchanan Lunsford et al.(38) and Adewumi
257 etal.(39) in Kenya in 2017 and 2019, respectively, also corroborate this notion that male partner
258 approval is an important factor that must be considered and navigated with intention when

259  designing a successful self-collection-based cervical cancer screening program. A successful
260 screening program in Rwanda may not be possible without support from partners. As such,

261  continued exploration must seek to understand the views of partners regarding self-collection in
262 Rwanda, and what steps are necessary to ensure greater access to a self-collection-based

263  cervical cancer screening program in Rwanda.

264 This study is strengthened by the expertise of the team conducting the project. The

265  study team is highly knowledgeable in cervical cancer self-collection and is familiar working in
266 low-resource settings. Furthermore, local research assistants collected the data in respondents’
267 native languages and were familiar with the region and data collection procedures. The use of
268 convenience sampling remains a limitation as it can contribute to sampling bias(40).

269  Furthermore, as the data was self-reported, it is possible that there was some misreporting

270  either due to social desirability or recall bias from the respondents(41). Lastly, given that our
271  respondents were recruited from only two sites overall and only one site each from urban and
272  rural settings, our study population may not be representative of the true population of Rwanda,
273  thereby limiting the broader applicability of our results across Rwanda.

274 In conclusion, the results from our study show that women in Rwanda show a clear

275  support for self-collection as a means of sampling for cervical cancer screening. As such, further
276 research is needed on how to most effectively implement a such a program in Rwanda. An

277  accessible cervical cancer screening program that is amenable for all Rwandan women is

278 crucial to not only eliminate cervical cancer in Rwanda, but worldwide.
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