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41 Abstract
42 Cervical cancer screening has reduced cervical cancer-related mortality by over 70% in countries 

43 that have achieved high coverage. However, there are significant geographic disparities in access 

44 to screening. In Ghana, although cervical cancer is the second most common cancer in women, 

45 there is no national-level cervical cancer screening program, and only 2 to 4% of eligible Ghanaian 

46 women have ever been screened for cervical cancer. This study used an exploratory, sequential 

47 mixed-methods approach to examine barriers and facilitators to cervical cancer screening from 

48 women and healthcare workers perspectives, guided by the Dynamic Sustainability Framework. 

49 Two convenience samples of 215 women and 17 healthcare personnel were recruited for this study. 

50 All participants were from one of three selected clinics (Ejisu Government Hospital, Kumasi South 

51 Hospital, and the Suntreso Government Hospital) in the Ashanti region of Ghana. Descriptive 

52 analyses were used to group the data by practice setting and ecological system. Statistical 

53 differences in means and proportions were used to evaluate women’s barriers to cervical cancer 

54 screening. Quantitative findings from the women’s survey informed qualitative, in-depth 

55 interviews with the healthcare workers and analyzed using an inductive thematic analysis. The 

56 median age of women and healthcare workers was 37.0 years and 38.0 years respectively. Most 

57 women (n=194, 90.2%) reported never having been screened. Women who had not been screened 

58 were more likely to have no college or university education. Ecologic factors identified were lack 

59 of knowledge about available services, distance to a clinic and requiring a spouse’s permission 

60 prior to scheduling. Practice setting barriers included long clinic wait times and culturally sensitive 

61 issue. The quantitative and qualitative data were integrated in the data collection stage, results, and 

62 subsequent discussion. These findings highlight the need for non-clinician-based culturally 

63 sensitive tool options for screening such as self-collected HPV tests to increase screening 

64 participation in Ghana. 

65

66 Keywords: Cervical cancer, Screening, Barriers, Facilitators, Women, Healthcare worker, 

67 Dynamic Sustainability Framework, Mixed-methods, Ghana.
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69 Introduction
70 Cervical cancer is a leading cause of cancer death among women in low-and-middle-income 

71 countries (LMIC) primarily due to a lack of access to screening (1). Ghana has a population of 

72 10.6 million women (or approximately 63.2% of the female population)  aged 15 years and older 

73 who are at risk of developing cervical cancer (2). Additionally, cervical cancer is the second most 

74 frequently diagnosed cancer in Ghanaian women with an age-standardized incidence rate of 27.4 

75 per 100,000 women and an age-standardized mortality rate of 17.8 per 100,000 women. In contrast, 

76 despite a similar population size, Spain has age standardized cervical cancer incidence and 

77 mortality rates of 8.2 and 1.7 per 100,000 women, respectively, due to the widespread availability 

78 of screening and treatment (3).

79

80 Ghana faces many barriers in its effort to address the high incidence of cervical cancer. Currently, 

81 there is no national human papillomavirus (HPV) vaccination campaign to protect women from 

82 contracting HPV, the main cause of cervical cancer (4). As a result, both vaccination and screening 

83 rates remain low (2). The majority of women present to clinics with advanced stage cervical cancer 

84 (5). To address this, Ghana’s National Reproductive Health Policy was revised in 2014 to integrate 

85 cervical cancer screening into existing reproductive health programs such as family planning and 

86 sexually transmitted infections management services (6,7). The policy includes recommendations 

87 for screening using Visual Inspection with Acetic Acid (VIA) and Papanicolaou tests for women 

88 ages 25–45 years and cryotherapy for the treatment of precancerous cervical lesions. Despite this 

89 policy, which has been in place for nine years, only 2.4 to 4% of eligible Ghanaian women are 

90 screened for cervical cancer annually (8–11). Interviews with women in Ghana who have been 
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91 diagnosed with late stage cervical cancer confirm that barriers to preventative care include high 

92 costs, a lack of knowledge, and lack of access to screening facilities (14).  

93

94 Until recently, the World Health Organization (WHO) has recommended cervical cytology and 

95 VIA for cervical cancer screening in LMICs. Of the two, VIA has been more readily adopted 

96 across sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) due to the availability and low cost of acetic acid for visualizing 

97 abnormal regions, the low cost to train personnel to conduct VIA-based screening, and the ability 

98 to carry out immediate treatment if abnormal regions of the cervix are identified (referred to as 

99 ‘see and treat’). However, limitations of this approach include a low sensitivity, low 

100 reproducibility, and the need for trained personnel to conduct pelvic exams (15–18). Although 

101 cytology has an improved sensitivity compared to VIA, it also involves a pelvic exam by trained 

102 clinic staff for specimen collection, is more expensive than VIA, and requires training to interpret 

103 laboratory results (16). As a result, the WHO updated their cervical cancer screening guidelines in 

104 2022 to primarily recommend HPV testing in conjunction with self-collected samples for women 

105 ages 30 - 50 years (19). 

106

107 HPV-based screening has a significantly higher sensitivity compared to VIA and cytology for the 

108 detection of high-grade cervical lesions (20,21). HPV testing can be performed with self-collected 

109 samples, which allows patients’ privacy and, importantly, reduces reliance on clinics with trained 

110 personnel. While this approach to cervical cancer screening is appealing, its implementation in 

111 countries in SSA is not straightforward. Hurdles include determining when and where to offer 

112 screening, how to best instruct women on self-collection methods, which collection device and 

113 HPV test to use, and how to triage HPV-positive women. Deciding how to address these hurdles 
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114 requires an understanding of the unique barriers faced by a population operating within a specific 

115 healthcare setting in a given country system. The Dynamic Sustainability Framework provides a 

116 structure for re-examining interventions that have already been implemented, such as cervical 

117 cancer screening in Ghana, and identifying key domains and constructs both within the practice 

118 setting itself as well as the wider ecological system that can be used to improve patient outcomes 

119 (22). To accomplish this, it’s important to understand barriers to optimizing patient outcomes from 

120 the perspective of those utilizing healthcare services as well as those providing these services. This 

121 study used the general DSF framework in combination with a mixed-methods sequential approach 

122 to identify potential barriers to cervical cancer screening from the perspectives of both women and 

123 healthcare workers. 

124 Materials and Methods
125 Study design
126
127 Approval for this study was provided by the Committee on Human Research, Publication and 

128 Ethics, Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology, Kumasi, Ghana 

129 (CHRPE/AP/043/22) and the Cancer Center Protocol Review Committee, University of Minnesota 

130 (CPRC# 2022LS045). We used aspects of the Dynamic Sustainability Framework to better 

131 understand the factors that affect the uptake of the current cervical screening practices currently 

132 implemented in Ghana. In particular, we utilized two domains, “Practice settings” and “Ecological 

133 system”, from the DSF (Fig 1) to provide a general framework for our data collection and analysis 

134 (22).   In addition, we adopted an exploratory, sequential mixed-methods study design to obtain 

135 detailed information on the constructs for each of these domains. In particular, we used an initial, 

136 quantitative phase to obtain information on “other practice setting constructs” and “population 

137 characteristics” in the Ecological System domain. For this phase, we focused on Ghanaian women, 
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138 overall and stratified by key characteristics. Analysis of the quantitative data informed the second, 

139 qualitative phase of the study. This second phase was designed to obtain in-depth information to 

140 better understand practice setting constraints such as staffing. In particular, we conducted key 

141 informant interviews with clinicians and laboratory workers who were directly involved in cervical 

142 cancer screening and testing at the same facilities as those used for recruitment of women eligible 

143 for screening for the quantitative data collection (Phase I). Our overall goal was to obtain 

144 information from each of these domains that could help us better understand why cervical cancer 

145 screening as an intervention may not be working well and how it can potentially be improved.

146

147 Study setting
148 Individuals were selected from three healthcare facilities: the Ejisu Government Hospital, Kumasi 

149 South Hospital, and the Suntreso Government Hospital. Kumasi South and Suntreso Government 

150 hospitals are urban facilities located in the city of Kumasi, Ghana’s second largest city, which has 

151 a total population of 6,630,000 individuals (23). Ejisu Government Hospital is peri-urban and is 

152 located in the municipality of Ejisu, which has a smaller population of approximately 181,000 

153 individuals. Together, the selected facilities serve individuals from three metropolitan assemblies 

154 in the Ashanti region:  Ejisu, Asokwa, and Kumasi. These areas were chosen because participation 

155 in screening is low and women served by health facilities in this region either have to wait for 

156 outreach services or travel to the few health facilities offering cervical cancer screening (24). 

157 Recruitment took place from 1st August 2022 and ended on 30th  November 2022.

158
159
160 Fig 1. Dynamic sustainability framework for cervical cancer 
161 screening in Ghana 
162
163 Ecological System
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164 Quantitative Data Collection (Survey) 
165 The quantitative portion of the study examined other practice setting and population characteristics 

166 that affect women’s abilities to obtain cervical cancer screening. A survey was adapted based on 

167 a published study that evaluated the knowledge about and attitudes towards cervical cancer and 

168 cervical cancer screening in a population of 900 women living in Uganda (25). The questionnaire 

169 was drafted in English, translated into Twi and back-translated into English to check for potential 

170 errors. The survey was divided into seven sections. The first section asked for demographic 

171 information including the participant’s age, education level, marital status, occupation, average 

172 income, number of dependents, and length of living in the current district. The second and third 

173 sections asked about the participant’s knowledge of cervical cancer, cervical cancer screening and 

174 vaccination. This section included questions regarding symptoms of cervical cancer, sources of 

175 information for patient knowledge about cervical cancer and when and how often individuals 

176 should be vaccinated and/or screened for cervical cancer. The fourth section was a knowledge 

177 scale on the risk factors of cervical cancer in which participants were asked to respond ‘Yes,’ ‘No’ 

178 or ‘Don’t know’ (25). The fifth section was a belief scale that participants were asked to rank on a 

179 five-point Likert scale with ‘1’ indicating strong disagreement and ‘5’ indicating strong agreement 

180 with the statement (25). The sixth section asked about other practice setting characteristics, such 

181 as wait times and distance to clinic, that affect participation in cervical cancer screening and the 

182 final section asked about the woman’s sexual history and history of pregnancies. The questionnaire 

183 was programmed in REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture) to allow real time data collection 

184 and uploading, and to also help with quality control and allow for efficient data processing (26,27).

185 The cross-sectional survey was conducted at the three selected healthcare facilities as noted above. 

186 Eligible individuals were women 30 years of age and older who could undergo cervical cancer 

187 screening, lived in the catchment area of one of the three hospitals, could provide informed consent 
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188 and could comprehend the survey questions either verbally or in written form. A convenience 

189 sampling approach was used to enroll women; women presenting at one of the three facilities were 

190 approached by a research assistant regarding possible interest in the study. If a woman was 

191 interested, she was invited to a private room where the research assistant provided further 

192 information and assessed participant’s eligibility. If the woman was eligible and willing to 

193 participate after disclosure of the study details, the assistant asked for consent and administered 

194 the questionnaire. All women received a compensation of GHC 30.00 for their participation in the 

195 study.

196
197 Analysis of quantitative data
198 All analyses were performed using R Statistical Software (v4.1.3; R Core Team 2021) (28). Data 

199 cleaning included evaluating missingness and non-response rates for various questions. All 

200 variables used for analysis had less than 1% of missing responses. Descriptive statistics were used 

201 to characterize population characteristics and evaluate other practice setting constraints that affect 

202 participation in cervical cancer screening. Continuous variables were assessed for median and IQR 

203 while frequencies were assessed for all categorical variables. Additionally, other practice setting 

204 constraints were stratified by education level (some college or university versus no college or 

205 university), marital status (married or living together versus single, divorced or widowed) and rural 

206 versus urban. Categorical variables were created based on prior studies examining socio-

207 demographic variables that predict Pap-smear uptake in Ghanaian women (29). For marital status, 

208 women who were married or living with a partner were compared to women who were single, 

209 divorced, widowed, or separated. For educational status, women who had some college or 

210 university education were compared to women with secondary school education or less. Women 

211 living in rural areas were also compared to those living in urban areas, which has previously been 
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212 shown to influence uptake of cervical cancer screening (30). After stratifying by demographic 

213 variables, prevalence ratios were used to assess differences in response frequency by demographic 

214 category, and two-sided t-tests were used to analyze a difference in means and differences in 

215 proportions for continuous variables. All statistical tests were deemed significant at the α=0.05 

216 level.

217
218 From quantitative to qualitative methods
219 For the second phase, a semi-structured interview guide was developed that incorporated findings 

220 that emerged as important and were related to the Practice Setting during the first phase. Based on 

221 women’s reporting of limited accessibility to clinics, needing permission to schedule a doctor 

222 appointment, and clinic wait times of one hour or greater, interview questions explored the views 

223 of healthcare workers on health system hurdles faced by women accessing preventive care. 

224
225 Practice Setting
226 Qualitative section (Interviews)
227 Understanding barriers to cervical cancer screening from a health system perspective 
228
229 To better understand how healthcare settings, affect cervical cancer screening, we interviewed 

230 healthcare workers from each of the three hospitals (the Ejisu Government Hospital, Kumasi South 

231 Hospital, and the Suntreso Government Hospital). Healthcare workers were defined as 

232 nurses/midwives, doctors or laboratory personnel who were involved in cervical cancer screening 

233 (nurses/midwives and doctors) or testing (laboratory personnel). Individuals were eligible for the 

234 study if they were 21 years of age or older, involved in cervical cancer screening, could 

235 comprehend the questionnaire verbally, and could provide informed consent. Possible participants 

236 were identified by administrators at each selected facility. Research assistants contacted each of 

237 the possible participants to review the study details and eligibility criteria. Eligible participants 
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238 decided on the date, time and venue for the interview. All of the interviews were conducted in a 

239 private office within the health facility to guarantee participant comfort and privacy. Eligible 

240 individuals interested in participating were asked for consent prior to administering the interview. 

241 Total sample size was 17 and this was based on the principle of theoretical saturation, which was 

242 determined from the interviews (31). We determined we had reached data saturation when 

243 additional interviews were redundant to previously collected data (31). By the 15th interview, there 

244 was no new information. We carried out two more interviews to confirm that we had reached data 

245 saturation. In total, 17 interviews were conducted. The healthcare workers’ questionnaire was split 

246 into two sections with the first section asking for demographic information such as age, gender, 

247 education level and length of employment at the current location. The second section asked about 

248 current cervical cancer screening procedures at their respective clinic and potential constraints and 

249 facilitators to accessing screening by women. This section used semi-structured interview 

250 questions and data was collected through face-to-face in-depth interviews that were audio 

251 recorded. On average, the interviews lasted 40 minutes.

252

253 Qualitative data analysis
254 Qualitative data analysis followed an inductive thematic analysis framework. The process of 

255 analysis began with verbatim transcription of both the English (n=4) and local language (Twi, 

256 n=13) audio-recorded data. For the interviews conducted in Twi, two expert translators were used 

257 in a back-back translation process. A random selection of audio data was evaluated by a bilingual 

258 research assistant to ensure accuracy in interviewing, transcribing and translation. Transcripts were 

259 imported into QSR NVivo-12 Plus for data management and coding. The ‘nodes’ function in QSR 

260 NVivo-12 was used for preliminary inductive coding (32). Intercoder agreement was 95% for 

261 codes on questions regarding barriers to cervical cancer screening and 90% agreement was 
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262 observed on questions about factors that would facilitate a woman to seek cervical cancer 

263 screening. To enhance trustworthiness of the data, strategies such as prolonged engagement, peer 

264 debriefing, member checking (n=2), audit trail, reflexivity, detailed and appropriate descriptions 

265 of the methodological processes and context were employed (33) The inductive coding results 

266 were categorized according to emerging patterns and major themes around barriers to cervical 

267 cancer screening and testing. Key quotes were extracted to reflect the various themes to support 

268 the barriers. 

269
270 Integration of the mixed-methods data
271 Following the structure of an exploratory, sequential mixed-methods design, the quantitative and 

272 qualitative data were integrated in the data collection stage, results and subsequent discussion. 

273 Themes and key quotes from the in-depth interviews were used to provide additional insight into 

274 health system barriers women might face in accessing cervical cancer screening.

275 Ethics Approval and Consent to Participate
276 Approval for this study was provided by Committee on Human Research, Publication and Ethics, 

277 Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology (CHRPE/AP/043/22) and the Cancer 

278 Center Protocol Review Committee, University of Minnesota (CPRC# 2022LS045). The 

279 participants received written information about the study. Formal consent was obtained by writing 

280 and participation was voluntary and anonymous.

281 Results
282 Population characteristics for the women’s sample are presented in Table 1a and characteristics 

283 for the healthcare worker’s sample are presented in Table 1b. The median age of women was 37.0 

284 (IQR: 32.0 - 45.5). Overall, women had varying levels of educational attainment. The majority of 
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285 women were married (69.3%, n=149) and self-employed (62.8%, n=135). The median number of 

286 dependents was four. The median age of healthcare workers was 38.0 (IQR: 36.5 - 43.5). The 

287 majority of healthcare workers identified as female (78.9%, n=15) and had received a university 

288 degree (63.2%, n=12). The median length of time that healthcare workers had worked within their 

289 profession was 12.0 years (IQR: 10.0 - 15.5). 

290
291 Table 1a: Demographics for women participants 

Participant Characteristic (n=215)

Age* 37.0 (32.0–45.5)

Education, n (%)

No primary school 12 (5.6)

Primary school 22 (10.2)

Junior high school 78 (36.3)

Senior high school 53 (24.7)

Some college or university 50 (23.2)

Marital Status, n (%)

Single 23 (10.7)

Married 149 (69.3)

Widowed 18 (8.4)

Divorced/Separated 12 (5.6)

Living with a partner 13 (6.0)

Occupation, n (%)

Agriculture/Farming 12 (5.6)

Self-employed 135 (62.8)

Housewife 12 (5.6)

Civil/Government/Private Sector Employee 40 (18.6)

Other 16 (7.4)

Dependent

Number of Dependents* 4.0 (3.0–5.5)

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted February 27, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.22.24303192doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.22.24303192


13

Length Living in District, n (%)

All of my life 19 (8.8)

Less than 1 year 22 (10.2)

Between 1 and 5 years 74 (34.4)

More than 5 years 100 (46.5)

292 *Age and number of dependents are reported as median (IQR)
293
294 Table 1b: Demographics of healthcare workers

Participant Characteristic All healthcare workers (n=19)

Age* 38.0 (36.5–43.5)

Gender, n (%)

Female 15 (78.9)

Male 4 (21.1)

Education, n (%)

Some college 7 (36.8)

A college/university degree 12 (63.2)

Employment

Length of employment in years* 12.0 (10.0–15.5)

295 *Age and length of employment are presented in median (IQR)
296
297 Quantitative data describing other practice setting issues that women face when accessing cervical 

298 cancer screening are presented in Table 2. The median distance that women reported traveling to 

299 get to the closest healthcare facility was 5.5 kilometers (IQR: 3.1 - 10.1) and the median travel 

300 time to the clinic was 25.0 minutes (IQR: 15.0 - 30.0). One hundred and twenty-four women 

301 (57.7%) reported that they had to wait longer than one hour before being seen at the clinic. The 

302 majority of women took public transportation to get to the healthcare facility (58.1% or n=125). 

303 Aside from public transportation, women usually took either their own vehicle or a ridesharing 

304 vehicle (31.6% of n=68). Seventy-three women (34.0%) responded that they needed permission 

305 prior to scheduling a doctor’s appointment. One hundred and thirty-five women (62.3%) reported 
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306 that they knew of healthcare facilities that provided cervical cancer screening; however, most 

307 women (90.2% or n=194) reported that they had never been screened for cervical cancer. 

308
309 Table 2: Other practice setting constraints for accessing cervical cancer screening for all 
310 women (n=215)

Factor All Women

How far is it, in kilometers, to the local healthcare facility/ clinic from your home?* 5.5 (3.1 - 10.1)

How much time, in minutes, does it take you to get to the clinic?* 25.0 (15.0 - 30.0)

Wait longer than 60 minutes to be seen at the clinic n (%) 124 (57.7)

Primary mode of transportation, n (%)

Car (either own or rideshare) 68 (31.6)

Bicycle 1 (.004)

Walking 18 (8.4)

Public Transportation 125 (58.1)

Needs permission to schedule a healthcare visit n (%) 73 (34.0)

Knows of clinics/hospitals that offer cervical cancer screening n (%) 80 (37.2)

Has never been screened for cervical cancer n (%) 194 (90.2)

Has access to a mobile phone n (%) 203 (94.4)

311 **Distance to the local healthcare facility and time to clinic are reported as median (IQR)
312
313 Potential constraints stratified by highest level of educational attainment, marital status and rural 

314 versus urban are presented in Table 3. When stratified by education level, women with no college 

315 or university were significantly more likely to have to wait >1 hour to be seen at a local clinic 

316 versus women with some college or university-level education (p = 0.001), and were significantly 

317 less likely to be aware of local clinics offering screening services (p = 0.05). When stratified by 

318 marital status, single, widowed, and divorced women were significantly more likely to walk to the 

319 clinic versus women who were married or living with their partners (p = 0.03). Married women 

320 were more likely to require permission to schedule a doctor appointment versus single women (p 
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321 < 0.001). When comparing women living in an urban versus rural area, women living in an urban 

322 area spent, on average, a longer duration of time traveling to their local clinic. 

323
324
325 Table 3: Individual-level constraints stratified by education level, marital status, and rural 
326 versus urban for all women (n = 215)

Prevalence Ratio
Test 
Statistic p-value

Facility-level barrier

No 
College/University 
(n = 165), %(n)

Some College/
University 
(n = 50), %(n)

Distance (km) to local healthcare 
facility, mean (SD) 8.7 (11.4) 6.5 (6.5) 

1.7
0.09

Time (minutes) to local healthcare 
facility, mean (SD) 30.8 (23.2) 27.0 (23.3)  

1
0.32

>1 hour wait time at clinic %(n) 64.8 (107) 34.0 (17) 13.7 <0.001

Primary mode of transportation 
%(n)

     Car (own or rideshare) 24.8 (41) 54.0 (27) Referent

     Bicycle 0.6 (1) 0 NA

     Walking 9.7 (16) 4.0 (2) 0.54 0.41

     Public transportation 63.6 (105) 40.0 (20) 0.78 0.49

Needs permission to schedule visit %(n) 32.7 (54) 38.0 (19) 0.27 0.6

Knows of clinics with screening %(n) 33.3(55) 50.0 (25) 3.88 0.05

Never been screened for cervical cancer 
%(n) 90.3 (149) 90.0 (45)

<0.001
1

Prevalence Ratio
Test 
Statistic p-value

Facility-level barrier

Married/Living 
Together (n=162), 
n(%)

Single/Divorced/
Widowed (n=53), 
n(%)

Distance (km) to local healthcare 
facility, mean (SD) 8.4 (11.1) 7.6 (8.2)

0.56
0.58

Time (minutes) to local healthcare 
facility, mean (SD) 30.0 (23.3) 30.0 (23.4)

0.002
1
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>1 hour wait time at clinic %(n) 60.5 (98) 49.1 (26) 1.7 0.19

Primary mode of transportation 
%(n)

     Car (own or rideshare) 32.7 (53) 28.3 (15) Referent

     Bicycle 0 1.9 (1) NA

     Walking 5.6 (9) 17.0 (9) 2.3 (1.2 - 4.3) 0.03

     Public transportation 59.9 (97) 52.8 (28) 1.0 (0.58 - 1.8 0.96

Needs permission to schedule visit %(n) 42.6 (69) 7.5 (4) 20.3 <0.001

Knows of clinics with screening %(n) 40.1 (65) 28.3 (15) 1.9 0.17

Never been screened for cervical cancer 
%(n) 88.3 (143) 96.2 (51)

2.0
0.15

Prevalence Ratio
Test 
Statistic p-value

Facility-level barrier Rural (n=70) Urban (n=145)

Distance (km) to local healthcare 
facility, mean (SD) 9.2 (6.9) 7.8 (11.8)

-1.1
0.26

Time (minutes) to local healthcare 
facility, mean (SD) 24.2 (18.2) 32.7 (24.9)

2.8
0.005

>1 hour wait time at clinic %(n) 61.4 (43) 55.9 (81) 0.39 0.53

Primary mode of transportation 
%(n)

     Car (own or rideshare) 32.9 (23) 31.0 (45) Referent

     Bicycle 0 0.7 (1) NA

     Walking 5.7 (4) 9.7 (14) 1.18 (0.87 - 1.59) 0.37

     Public transportation 57.1 (40) 58.6 (85) 1.03 (0.83 - 1.27) 0.8

Needs permission to schedule visit %(n) 31.4 (22) 35.2 (51) 0.15 0.7

Knows of clinics with screening %(n) 27.1 (19) 42.1 (61) 3.9 0.05

Never been screened for cervical cancer 
%(n) 87.1 (61) 91.7 (133)

0.66
0.42

327
328 Qualitative Results
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329 Based on the results of the quantitative analysis, two main themes related to the practice setting 

330 were further explored in these interviews: client-level constraints and health system challenges. 

331 The sub-themes that emerged through thematic analysis are presented in Table 4. 

332
333 Table 4: Emerging practice setting relevant themes from healthcare worker interviews 

Themes Sub-themes

Financial constraints and cost of treatment

Clients' non-compliance due to shyness and feelings of discomfort

Client level barriers

Fatalistic views about the outcome of cervical cancer screening 

Infrastructural inadequacies

Logistical constraints

Health system challenges

Low staff strength

334
335 Healthcare workers reported that women perceived financial constraints to cervical cancer 

336 screening either through the direct cost of screening services, or the indirect cost associated with 

337 transportation to the clinic. Healthcare workers also noted that women often do not think the 

338 financial burden of screening services is worth the benefit it provides in detecting cervical cancer: 

339 “Most of them complain about finances. They think that why should I use my money to go and do screening 
340 while I can use it for other pressing matters. So, it is not seen as a priority.” (P00 2, laboratory personnel)

341 Healthcare workers also discussed non-compliance with screening due to feelings of discomfort 

342 around the VIA procedure. Women experienced shyness for several reasons, including fear of 

343 judgment on personal hygiene or discomfort from healthcare workers seeing them naked:

344 “Some women are shy of themselves for their fellow women to see their nakedness…this makes them non-
345 compliant and difficult to handle. At the end of the day, you will not be able to do the screening because they 
346 will be reluctant to follow the screening procedures.” (P006, midwife)

347 Fears about the results from the screening process was another theme that emerged from healthcare 

348 worker interviews. According to the key informants, their clients feared that the screening would 

349 reveal that they had the disease (cervical cancer). This fear about a positive screening result was 

350 attributed to fatalistic views held by the clients. That is, healthcare workers thought that clients 

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted February 27, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.22.24303192doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.22.24303192


18

351 feared that once they had been diagnosed as having cervical cancer, it would mean that they were 

352 going to die. Consequently, this fear made the clients non-compliant and unwilling to get screened.

353 “Fear of the unknown. You know after educating the women and giving them counseling, they will still not 
354 feel comfortable for you to screen them because of fear of the unknown. She doesn’t know what the outcome 
355 will be. The fear being diagnosed of cervical cancer and dying from the disease.” (P00 14, midwife)

356 The overarching theme of practice setting constraints was further broken into three sub-themes: 

357 infrastructural inadequacies, logical constraints, and lack of staff. Healthcare workers noted that 

358 the infrastructural capacity of healthcare facilities was not adequate for providing women's health 

359 services. For example, clinics lacked beds necessary for cervical cancer screening, or the clinic 

360 set-up did not allow for patient privacy. In clinics with a proper examination room, patients often 

361 experienced long wait times due to the availability of only one or a few rooms:

362 “We don’t have a specific room with a special bed. The room that we use is not ideal...it does not support 
363 the privacy of the client in any way. Because of that, the clients don’t feel comfortable getting screened.” 
364 (P001, midwife)

365 Lastly, healthcare workers noted that inadequate staffing of clinics resulted in longer wait times. 

366 This prevents patients from returning for future visits, and patients may also advise against others 

367 wanting to use the clinic’s services:

368 “Inadequate staffing is the big issue. We are few, hence, the women wait for a long time to be attended to. 
369 They go and do not come back. Sharing such experience with other women also discourage screening 
370 uptake.” (P0016, midwife)

371 Discussion
372 This study illustrates the constraints that different subgroups of women in Ghana face when 

373 accessing cervical cancer screening services and highlights areas in both the ecological system and 

374 practice setting that need to be addressed to increase uptake of screening. In terms of ecological 

375 factors affecting uptake, a key constraint is lack of knowledge about facilities offering cervical 

376 cancer screening. This finding is consistent with studies conducted in Uganda (34) and Tanzania 
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377 (35). The 2016 study in Uganda found that less than half of surveyed participants were aware of 

378 cervical cancer screening services (34), and the 2012 study in Tanzania found that women with a 

379 higher level of cervical cancer prevention knowledge were significantly more likely to partake in 

380 screening services (35). The implication of this finding is that individuals who intend to get 

381 screened may miss opportunities for screening due to their lack of awareness about facilities that 

382 offer screening. We also found that women with lower educational attainment were less likely to 

383 be aware of facilities that provide cervical cancer screening services. This is not surprising as 

384 higher educational attainment tends to empower women to access information including health 

385 information such as where to access cervical cancer screening services (36,37). 

386

387 Contrary to previous studies that have found long travel time for cervical cancer screening among 

388 women in rural areas (38,39), we found that long travel times were more likely to be experienced 

389 by those living in urban areas. This is possibly due to higher population density, traffic congestion, 

390 or longer distances between residences and healthcare facilities in urban areas compared to rural 

391 areas. Further research is required to fully comprehend why urban dwelling women in Ghana spend 

392 long travel time in accessing cervical cancer screening services. Another key consideration is long 

393 wait times, which are a major barrier to accessing cervical cancer screening with more than half 

394 of participants (57.7%) waiting over 60 minutes to be seen at the clinic. This result is consistent 

395 with a study in which 86% of a sample of 200 Kenyan women reported long wait times as a barrier 

396 to cervical cancer screening participation (40). Similar findings were also reported in a qualitative 

397 study of 48 women conducted in Accra, Ghana (41). 

398
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399 In terms of population characteristics, our study also highlights the fact that women with lower 

400 educational attainment were more likely to experience longer wait times at local clinics. A 

401 plausible explanation for this finding could be that women with higher education are more likely 

402 to access cervical cancer screening services in private healthcare facilities where there is less 

403 congestion and faster service delivery. This study did find that women with higher educational 

404 attainment received, on average, higher monthly incomes, which increases access to more 

405 expensive, private clinics. Women with lower educational attainment may be more likely to access 

406 cervical cancer screening services at public healthcare facilities where there is a high volume of 

407 patients, long queues, and fewer staff available for screening (42). These factors slow service 

408 delivery consistent with our qualitative results from interviews with healthcare workers who 

409 asserted that the low staffing in their facilities resulted in longer waiting times that discouraged 

410 women from accessing cervical cancer screening services. Another perspective is that lower 

411 educational attainment may be a proxy for socioeconomic status and lower information attainment. 

412 This is in the sense that women with lower levels of education often face limited access to 

413 economic opportunities, resulting in lower income levels and financial resources. This economic 

414 disadvantage can directly impact their ability to access healthcare services, including cervical 

415 cancer screening, due to financial constraints such as transportation costs or inability to afford 

416 screening fees.

417  

418 Consistent with another study conducted in Pakistan (36), we found that needing permission to 

419 schedule appointments was a barrier to women’s access to cervical cancer screening. The study 

420 revealed that married women were more likely to face the challenge of needing permission before 

421 they could schedule a visit. This finding may be explained by existing patriarchal and gender norms 
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422 that place the male as the decision-maker in the household (43,44). Consequently, the autonomy 

423 of women to make decisions regarding their healthcare is significantly reduced, especially among 

424 married women. Ghanaian traditional culture also encourages women to ensure that their 

425 nakedness is only seen by their husbands or partners. Given that the cervix is examined during 

426 cervical cancer screening, married women may feel uncomfortable undergoing this process (12). 

427 Those willing to undergo screening would then require their partners to consent and grant 

428 permission before they can allow another person to see their ‘nakedness.’ This assertion was 

429 corroborated by the accounts of the healthcare workers regarding shyness and discomfort women 

430 feel in relation to cervical cancer screening. These results suggest that other forms of screening 

431 such as HPV test-based screening through self-collected samples could increase screening uptake 

432 by mitigating patient shyness and the need for permission. Self-collection does not require the 

433 assistance of healthcare providers, which increases the privacy of the screening procedure. 

434 Previous studies have shown that women feel comfortable and confident with this type of 

435 screening (45). Further, this type of screening may also increase screening by circumventing the 

436 need for clinic-based screening.

437

438 In conclusion, this study finds that a large proportion of Ghanaian women have never been 

439 screened for cervical cancer. Both the quantitative and qualitative data highlight major barriers 

440 that women face in access to cervical cancer screening. The women’s survey found that long clinic 

441 wait times may impact screening uptake. This was especially true for women with lower 

442 educational attainment (i.e. those with no college or university education). Additionally, there was 

443 an overall lack of knowledge regarding where to obtain screening services, consistent with other 

444 studies previous findings. In-depth interviews with healthcare workers confirmed that healthcare 
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445 facilities are not adequately staffed, resulting in longer patient wait times. Healthcare workers also 

446 noted culturally sensitive issue as a barrier to screening uptake. This expanded upon the 

447 quantitative data, which found that over one-third of surveyed women (and over two-thirds of 

448 surveyed married women) needed permission prior to scheduling a doctor appointment. Moving 

449 forward, the use of self-collected samples for HPV testing could mitigate barriers such as time 

450 spent traveling to and waiting at a healthcare clinic. It might also provide a more culturally 

451 sensitive tool to address issues of cultural norms because HPV sample self-collection does not 

452 require the assistance of healthcare providers. Future studies should assess the feasibility of 

453 implementing self-collected HPV samples as a possible method for cervical cancer screening. 
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