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Abstract:  

Background: The COVID-19 pandemic has posed unique challenges for cancer patients, who 

not only require ongoing medical care but also face an elevated risk of infection. Investigating 

the health-seeking behavior and barriers among adult cancer patients during this global crisis is 

crucial for ensuring their access to essential care amidst the pandemic's complexities. 

Objective: This cross-sectional study aimed to assess the health-seeking behavior, perceived 

barriers, and anxiety among adult cancer patients during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Materials and Methods: The study, conducted from August 2020 to December 2020, involved 

210 participants purposively selected from the National Institute of Cancer Research and 

Hospital and Ahsania Mission Cancer and General Hospital in Dhaka. Data was collected 

through face-to-face interviews using a pre-tested semi-structured questionnaire and analyzed 

using SPSS (Version 26). 

Results: Among the 210 participants, 56.2% were male, 28.6% aged 46-55, and 36.7% had no 

formal education. Approximately 52.3% preferred public healthcare facilities, while 6.2% sought 

homeopathy or pharmacy advice for symptoms. Significant differences emerged in post-

pandemic healthcare provider contact (p-0.0). Notably, 88.1% missed appointments, with 78.3% 

taking no action. Barriers included transport issues (77.1%), reduced income (59%), and lacking 

financial (53.4%) and mental support (56.6%). Conversely, respondents downplayed public 

awareness (80%), infection risk from others (84.7%), healthcare provider infection risk (82.4%), 

and hospital overcrowding (64.8%). Fear of hospitals correlated with public awareness (p-0.0). 

On the GAD-7 scale, most had minimal anxiety (53.8%), with a weak provider contact-anxiety 

correlation (p-0.03). Healthcare providers excelled in precautions (99.5%) and health status 

communication (85.3%). 

Conclusion: 

Despite the barriers and risks posed by the pandemic, cancer patients prioritized their care. Given 

the need for continued cancer care and the elevated risk of COVID-19 among cancer patients, 

adapting measures to align with the population's real needs could prove highly beneficial. 

Keywords: Health-seeking behavior, barriers, COVID-19 pandemic, cancer, anxiety. 
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Introduction 

In January 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared a global public health 

emergency in response to the rapid emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic [1]. Within six 

months, this novel virus had left an indelible mark, with approximately 20 million confirmed 

cases and a staggering 700,000 deaths reported worldwide [1]. This unfolding health crisis 

brought forth a myriad of concerns and responses, profoundly altering health-seeking behaviors 

among individuals globally. 

 

In the wake of COVID-19, concerns about the risk of viral exposure, limited access to traditional 

healthcare services, and the deluge of often contradictory information led to a notable shift in 

health-seeking behavior. As individuals found themselves confined to their homes and starved of 

reliable, in-person medical advice, the Internet emerged as their primary source of information. 

However, amid this turbulent landscape, a particularly vulnerable group emerged - individuals 

already grappling with the formidable challenge of cancer. The COVID-19 pandemic posed a 

heightened threat to these patients, not only due to their immunocompromised state resulting 

from malignancy and anti-cancer therapies such as chemotherapy and surgery [2], but also due to 

the startling statistic that approximately 5.6% of cancer patients succumbed to the virus, 

compared to a 2.6% fatality rate among non-cancer patients [3]. Cancer patients, by nature, 

straddle the realm of both non-communicable and communicable diseases. During this 

unprecedented period, the urgency of continuous treatment and specialized care for cancer 

patients was magnified manifold due to their heightened vulnerability. 

 

Within the context of Bangladesh, a country grappling with the complex interplay of a 

burgeoning population, economic constraints, and healthcare challenges, the collision of the 

COVID-19 pandemic with the pre-existing cancer burden has had profound implications. With a 

population of 142 million, Bangladesh ranks as the ninth most populous nation globally, 

classified as a low-middle-income country [4]. Here, an estimated 13 to 15 lakh cancer patients 

navigate their healthcare journey, with an additional 2 lakh new cancer diagnoses annually [5]. 

However, the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic prompted a paradigm shift in healthcare 

dynamics within the nation. 
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COVID-19 has exposed the challenges healthcare systems face in low—and middle-income 

countries (LMICs) in delivering efficient services. The pandemic has exacerbated the pre-

existing strain on primary healthcare systems, siphoning resources toward the urgent pandemic 

response at the expense of routine healthcare services. This diversion has inevitably impeded 

access to healthcare, a phenomenon that has not gone unnoticed among the populace. 

 

Healthcare-seeking behaviour, often characterised by the actions taken by individuals in response 

to perceived illness or disease states, is a critical determinant of health outcomes. It encompasses 

a broad spectrum of behaviours, including the time elapsed between symptom onset and seeking 

medical care, the choice of healthcare providers, adherence to prescribed treatments, and the 

myriad of reasons influencing these decisions [6]. Of concern is the impact of health-seeking 

behavior on cancer outcomes, where early diagnosis can be the difference between successful 

treatment and disease progression. Typically, the diagnosis of cancer occurs when individuals 

manifest symptoms and subsequently seek medical evaluation. However, the early stages of the 

COVID-19 pandemic saw a deviation from this norm, as health-seeking behaviors among the 

population were heavily influenced by government directives. For cancer patients already 

navigating a complex and often daunting healthcare journey, the confluence of factors such as 

lockdowns, transportation constraints, and the fear of nosocomial COVID-19 transmission posed 

significant hurdles. Regrettably, these hurdles resulted in delayed or missed appointments, and in 

some instances, patients opted to forgo essential medical care. As cancer patients, they stood not 

only to lose access to vital treatments but also to face the unintended consequence of disease 

progression. Furthermore, the pandemic introduced an additional layer of complexity to the 

psychological well-being of cancer patients. The alteration of cancer care routines, treatment 

delays, and the cancellation of non-urgent procedures fueled anxiety and fear among this cohort, 

a phenomenon exacerbated by heightened health anxiety. These individuals often misinterpreted 

benign bodily sensations as signs of grave illness, leading to increased stress, compromised 

decision-making, and an array of adverse behavioral responses.  

 

Recognising the critical need for cancer patients to maintain uninterrupted care, including 

prevention measures and routine alterations necessitated by the pandemic, the COVID-19 crisis 

presents a unique opportunity. It affords an unprecedented lens through which to study the 
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health-seeking behaviors faced by adult cancer patients during this unparalleled moment in 

medical history. Therefore, we aim to investigate the health-seeking behavior, perceived barriers, 

and anxiety among adult cancer patients during the COVID-19 pandemic, offering insights into 

this unique healthcare challenge. 

 

 

 

Methods:  

Study design: A cross-sectional study was utilized to explore the health-seeking behavior of 

adult cancer patients during the COVID-19 pandemic. The research was conducted at two 

healthcare institutions: the National Institute of Cancer Research and Hospital (NICRH) and 

Ahsania Mission Cancer and General Hospital, both situated in Dhaka, Bangladesh. The data 

collection for this study was carried out from August 2020 to December 2020. The study 

participants encompassed adult cancer patients. The selection of respondents was representative 

of a broad spectrum of socio-demographic characteristics. 

 

Selection Criteria: 

Inclusion Criteria: 

• Individuals aged 18 years and above, regardless of gender. 

• Patients who had been diagnosed with cancer before the onset of the pandemic. 

Exclusion Criteria: 

• Patients who were severely ill 

• Respondents who declined to participate in the study. 

 

Sample Size Estimation:  

The sample size was estimated using the following formula: n = z²pq/d² 

 

Where,  

n = desired sample size 

z = confidence interval (1.96 for 95% confidence interval) 

p = proportion of target population 
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q = (1 - p)  

d = Absolute precision, 5% = (0.05) 

Based on the calculation, the desired sample size was n = (1.96) ² x 0.5 x 0.5 / (0.05) ² = 384. To 

account for non-respondents, the sample size was increased by 10% to 422. Eventually, 210 

eligible respondents were interviewed during the defined data collection period. 

 

Sampling Technique: A purposive sampling technique was utilized for participant selection. 

 

Data Collection: Data collection was carried out using a pretested semi-structured questionnaire. 

The questionnaire included questions on socio-demographic characteristics and questions about 

health-seeking behaviour. We categorized health-seeking behaviour as contact with a health care 

provider (HCP) since the pandemic, cancelled appointments since the pandemic and Actions 

taken after cancelling appointments. The questionnaire included questions on socio-demographic 

characteristics among the respondents, with a cut-off value of 10 [7]. 

  

Data Collection Technique: Data were collected through face-to-face interviews with 

participants. Before data collection, respondents were provided with comprehensive explanations 

of the study's purpose, and written informed consent was obtained. Data collected were 

thoroughly reviewed and verified daily, rectifying any inaccuracies promptly. 

 

Pre-Testing: Before the primary data collection, the questionnaire was initially translated into 

Bangla before use. A pilot test was conducted at Delta Medical College and Hospital in Dhaka. 

Feedback from the pilot-testing phase led to necessary adjustments and refinements to the 

questionnaire. 

 

Data Processing: After data collection, a comprehensive process was followed, including 

checking, cleaning, editing, compiling, coding, and categorising to ensure data accuracy, 

consistency, and quality.  

 

Data Management and Analysis: IBM Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 26 

was employed for data analysis. Furthermore, the findings were divided into categories. 
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Descriptive and inferential statistical methods include Chi-square, Fisher's exact, independent 

sample t-test, one-way ANOVA, and binary logistic regression. The Chi-square test assessed the 

association between the dependent and independent variables, and Fisher's exact test was utilized 

for small sample sizes. The independent sample t-test and one-way ANOVA were used to 

compare the mean scores. Furthermore, binary logistic regression was carried out to identify the 

predictors. A significance level of p < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. 

 

Ethical compliance: Before commencing the study, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the 

National Institute of Preventive and Social Medicine (NIPSOM) approved the research protocol. 

 

Privacy and informed consent: We upheld the rights of our participants, ensuring that study 

details were explained in the local language for informed written consent. Private interviews 

were conducted with utmost confidentiality, and participant concerns were addressed as needed. 

This approach, which respected the autonomy and privacy of our participants, should make our 

audience feel that the study was conducted with sensitivity and care. 

 

Results:  

Table 1 shows 210 participants in the study, with 56.2% being men and 43.8% being women. 

Regarding educational attainment, the most significant percentage (36.7%) had never attended 

school, followed by those who had completed higher secondary education (31.4%). 51.0% of 

participants were employed, compared to 46.2% of housewives. Among the total participants, 

170 of them admitted to postponing appointments. 55.9% followed up with actions after 

cancelling appointments, whereas 44.1% did not. Regarding the frequency of cancelled 

appointments, there were no discernible variations according to age groups (p=0.416) or gender 

(p=0.862). Likewise, actions taken after the cancellation did not significantly differ in gender or 

age (p=0.199 and p=0.199, respectively). Appointment cancellations were more common among 

participants who used their vehicle (p=0.105).  

Table 1. Participant Characteristics and Appointment Cancellation Behavior 
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Variabl

es 

 Contact 

since the 

pandemic 

(always) 

(n=210) 

  Cancelled 

appointme

nts 

(yes) 

(n=170) 

  Actions 

taken after 

cancelling 

the 

appointme

nt. 

(yes) 

(n=170) 

  

  Sometime

s 

always P 

value 

Yes No P 

value 

No Yes P 

valu

e 

           

Sex           

Male 118(56.2) 100 (47.7) 18 

(8.5) 

0.416 95(45.2) 23(11.0

) 

0.862 58(34.1) 37(21

.8) 

0.19

9 

Female 92(43.8) 82 (39.0) 10 (4.8)  75(35.7) 17(8.1)  53(31.2) 22(12

.9) 

 

Religion 

Islam 1969(93.3

) 

11(5.2) 3(1.4) 0.407 11(5.2) 3(1.4) 0.733 6(3.5) 5(2.9) 0.51

7 

Hindu 14(6.7) 171(81.4) 25(11.9)  159(75.7) 37(17.6

) 

 105(61.8) 54(31

.8) 

 

Educati

on 

          

No 

formal 

educati

on 

77(36.7) 70(33.3) 7(3.3) 0.469 65(31.0) 12(5.7) 0.188 46(27.1) 19(11

.2) 

0.64

8 

Primary 

educati

on 

48(22.9) 39(18.6) 9(4.3)  42(20.0) 6(2.9)  25(14.7) 17(10

.0) 

 

Second

ary 

educati

on 

19(9.0) 16(7.6) 3(1.4)  15(7.1) 4(1.9)  9(5.3) 6(3.5)  

Higher 

seconda

66(31.4) 57(27.1) 9(4.3)  48(22.9) 18(8.6)  31(18.2) 17(10

.0) 
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ry 

educati

on 

Occupa

tion 

          

Unempl

oyed/H

ousewif

e 

97(46.2) 86(41.0) 11(5.2) 0.815 77(36.7) 20(9.5) 0.888 53(31.2) 24(14

.1) 

0.55

9 

Employ

ed 

107(51.0) 91(43.3) 16(7.6)  88(41.9) 19(9.0)  54(31.8) 34(20

.0) 

 

Student 6(2.9) 5(2.4) 1(0.5)  5(2.4) 1(0.5)  4(2.4) 1(0.6)  

Marital 

status  

          

Unmarr

ied 

13(6.2) 10(4.8) 3(1.4) 0.389 11(5.2) 2(1.0) 1.00 6(3.5) 5(2.9) 0.51

7 

Married 197(93.8) 172(81.9) 25(11.9)  159(75.7) 38(18.1

) 

 105(61.8) 54(31

.8) 

 

Family 

type  

          

Single 82(39.0) 73(34.8) 9(4.3) 0.534 61(29.0) 21(10.0

) 

0.071 43(25.3) 18(10

.6) 

0.31

7  

Joint 

family 

128(61.0) 109(51.9) 19(9.0)  109(51.9) 19(9.0)  68(40.0) 41(24

.1) 

 

Has 

person

al 

transpo

rt  

          

Yes 36(17.1) 28(13.3) 8(3.8) 0.105 32(15.2) 4(1.9) 0.245 15(8.8) 17(10

.0) 

0.02

2 

No 174(82.9) 154(73.3) 20(9.5)  138(65.7) 36(17.1

) 

 96(56.5) 42(24

.7) 
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GAD score has been demonstrated where the majority (41.4%) of participants suffered from 

minimal anxiety (reference score 0-4) and 17.6% of participants suffered from moderate anxiety 

(reference score 10-14).  

Participants with personal transportation had a mean GAD score higher than those without, and 

this difference was statistically significant. However, the table offers no details on the 

relationship between SD and GAD scores. The participants showed a range of anxiety levels, 

with a mean age of 42±15 years. Disparities in education showed a significant correlation 

(p=0.022). Anxiety levels were found to be correlated with higher education levels, indicating a 

wider range of variability among those with higher secondary education. Anxiety levels and 

employment status did not significantly correlate in the workplace (>0.05). The mean GAD score 

was higher in students than unemployed/housewives and employed participants. However, the 

difference was not statistically significant. Participants with personal transport had a higher mean 

score of GAD (8.69±6.6) than those who did not have personal transport (7.81±7.3).  

 

Table 2: Distribution and Relation between SD and GAD 

   Minim

al (0-

4) 

Mild 

(5-9) 

Modera

te (10-

14) 

Severe  

(15-

21) 

P 

value 

Independe

nt sample 

T-test 

One 

way 

ANOV

A 

 N (%) Mean±S

D 

       

Age 210 42±15 T-test       

Sex           

Male 118 

(56.2) 

7.66±6.

9 

47 

(54.0) 

30 

(69.8) 

20 

(54.1) 

21(48.

8) 

0.223
€ 

0.491  

Female 92(43.8

) 

8.35±7.

5 

40(46.

0) 

13(30.2

) 

17(45.9

) 

22(51.

2) 

   

Religion       0.275
¥ 

0.894  

Islam 196(93.

3) 

8.0±7.2 82(94.

3) 

40(93.0

) 

32(86.5

) 

42(97.

7) 

   

Hindu 14(6.7) 7.71±5. 5(5.7) 3(7.0) 5(13.5) (2.3)    
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9 

Education       0.022
€ 

 0.319 

No formal education 77(36.7

) 

8.04±7.

6 

37(42.

5) 

7(16.3) 15(40.5

) 

18(41.

9) 

   

Primary education 48(22.9

) 

6.63±7.

1 

25(28.

7) 

8(18.6) 7(18.9) 8(18.6

) 

   

Secondary 

education 

19(9.0) 7.16±6.

1 

7(8.0) 6(14.0) 4(10.8) 2(4.7)    

Higher secondary 

education 

66(31.4

) 

9.08±6.

9 

18(20.

7) 

22(51.2

) 

11(29.7

) 

15(34.

9) 

   

Occupation       0.303

¥ 

 0.765 

Unemployed/House

wife 

97(46.2

) 

8.22±7.

6 

43(49.

4) 

14(32.6

) 

17(45.9

) 

23(53.

5) 

   

Employed 107(51.

0) 

7.65±6.

8 

42(48.

3) 

27(62.8

) 

20(54.1

) 

18(41.

9) 

   

Student 6(2.9) 9.3±8.0 2(2.3) 2(4.7) 0(0.0) 2(4.7)    

Marital status        0.302
¥ 

0.734  

Unmarried 13(6.2) 7.31±7.

8 

6(6.9) 4(9.3) 0(0.0) 3(7.0)    

Married 197(93.

8) 

8.0±7.1 81(93.

1) 

39(90.7

) 

37(100.

0) 

40(93.

0) 

   

Family type       0.137
€ 

0.982  

Single 82(39.0

) 

7.98±7.

0 

31(35.

6) 

23(53.5

) 

11(29.7

) 

17(39.

5) 

   

Joint family 128(61.

0) 

7.95±7.

3 

56(64.

4) 

20(46.5

) 

26(70.3

) 

26(60.

5) 

   

Has personal 

transport 

      0.000
€ 

0.501  

Yes 36(17.1

) 

8.69±6.

6 

13(14.

9) 

0(0.0) 18(48.6

) 

5(11.6

) 

   

No 174(82.

9) 

7.81±7.

3 

74(85.

1) 

43(100.

0) 

19(51.4

) 

38(88.

4) 
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Before the outbreak, participants' interactions with HCP varied in intensity. Remarkably, 64.8% 

reported regular contact, compared to 35.2% who reported irregular contact. On the other hand, 

since the outbreak, a smaller subset (13.3%) continued regular contact with HCP after the 

outbreak, whereas a significant majority (86.7%) reported only sporadic contact. Before the 

outbreak, participants' interactions with HCP varied in intensity. Remarkably, 64.8% reported 

regular contact, compared to 35.2% who reported irregular contact. Since the Outbreak, a smaller 

subset (13.3%) continued regular contact with HCP after the outbreak, whereas a significant 

majority (86.7%) reported only sporadic contact. 

Table 3: Distribution and Relation between HCP and GAD 

 N (%) Minimal (0-4) Mild (5-9) Moderate (10-

14) 

Severe  

(15-21) 

P value 

Chi 

Contact with HCP before the outbreak (n=210) 

Never 0 0 0 0 0 0.044 

 0 0 0 0 0  

Sometimes 74(35.2) 39(44.8) 9(20.90 13(35.1) 13(30.2)  

Always 136(64.8) 48(55.2) 34(79.1) 24(64.9) 30(69.8)  

Contact with HCP since the outbreak (n=210) 

Never 0 0 0 0 0  

 0 0 0 0 0  

Sometimes 182(86.7) 75(86.2) 41(95.3) 32(86.5) 34(79.1) 0.179 

Always 28(13.3) 12(13.8) 2(4.70 5(13.5) 9(20.9)  

Within nine months Cancelled appointment (n=210) 

Yes 170(81.0) 74(85.1) 34(79.1) 29(78.4) 33(76.7) 0.644 

No 40(19.0) 13(14.9) 9(20.9) 8(21.6) 10(23.3)  

Reasons for cancelling appointments (n=170) 

Lockdown       

Yes 144(84.7) 64(86.5) 31(91.2) 23(79.3) 26(78.8) 0.428 

No 26(15.3) 10(13.5) 3(8.8) 6(20.7) 7(21.2)  

Transport problem (n=170) 
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Yes 136(80.0) 59x(79.7) 30(88.2) 23(79.3) 24(72.7) 0.478 

No 34(20.0) 15(20.3) 4(11.8) 6(20.7) 9(27.3)  

Financial Constraints (n=170) 

Yes 57(33.5) 29(39.2) 8(23.5) 11(37.9) 9(27.3) 0.335 

No 113(66.5) 45(60.8) 26(76.5) 18(62.1) 24(72.7)  

Fear of getting infected by COVID-19 (n=170) 

Yes 16(9.4) 5(6.8) 4(11.8) 2(6.9) 5(15.2) 0.541 

No 154(90.6) 69(93.2) 30(88.2) 27(93.1) 28(84.8)  

Crowded hospital (n=170) 

Yes 27(15.9) 22(29.7) 1(2.9) 3(10.3) 1(3.00 0.000 

No 143(84.1) 52(70.3) 33(97.1) 26(89.7) 32(97.0)  

HCP not maintaining proper preventive measures (n=170) 

Yes 49(28.8) 19(25.7) 16(47.1) 14(48.3) 0(0.0) 0.000 

No 121(71.2) 55(74.3) 18(52.9) 15(51.7) 33(100.0)  

Patients not maintaining proper preventive measures (n=170) 

Yes 92(54.1) 38(51.4) 14(41.2) 13(44.8) 27(81.8) 0.00 

No 78(45.9) 36(48.6) 20(58.8) 16(55.2) 6(18.2)  

Actions taken after cancelling appointments (n=170) 

Yes 111(65.3) 32(43.2) 32(94.1) 22(75.9) 25(75.8) 0.000 

No 59(34.7) 42(56.8) 2(5.9) 7(24.1) 8(24.2)  

Types of action taken (n=111) 

Took suggestions from other physician (n=111) 

Yes 36(32.4) 29(90.6) 7(21.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0.000 

No 75t(67.6) 3(9.4) 25(78.1) 22(100.0) 25(100.0)  

Visited emergency department (n=111) 

Yes 19(17.1) 16(50.0) 3(9.4) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0.000 

No 92(82.9) 16(50.0) 29(90.6) 22(100.0) 25(100.0)  

Took suggestions from pharmacy (n=111) 
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Yes 26(23.4) 24(75.0) 2(6.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0.000 

No 85(76.6) 8(25.0) 30(93.8) 22(100.0) 25(100.0)  

 

The probability of appointment cancellations was not significantly impacted by age (OR=1.0, 

95% CI=1.0-1.1, p=0.163). In contrast to men, women had a greater odds ratio of 1.6 (95% 

CI=0.1-18.1, p=0.703) for appointment cancellations when gender was taken into account. 

Compared to those without formal education, those with formal education had 3.2 times higher 

odds (95% CI=1.0-10.4, p=0.048) of cancelling appointments. Cancellations were not 

significantly influenced by employment status. Compared to single people, married people 

showed a lower probability (OR=0.3, 95% CI=0.03-1.9, p=0.182) of calling in sick days. Joint 

family members also showed a marginally higher probability (OR=1.7, 95% CI=0.6-4.8, 

p=0.288). Compared to those who had personal transport, participants without it had lower odds 

(OR=0.5, 95% CI=0.2-1.4, p=0.194) of appointment cancellations.  

 

There is a significant correlation between higher anxiety levels and a higher chance of 

appointment cancellations. Comparing participants with mild anxiety to those with severe 

anxiety, there was a significant odds ratio of 3.2 (95% CI=1.4-7.2, p=0.005). When compared to 

males, females showed a significantly lower likelihood (OR=0.1, 95% CI=0.02-1.0, p=0.045) of 

acting following cancellations. There was a lower likelihood of action following cancellation 

among those with formal education. Interestingly, those without access to personal transport had 

noticeably higher odds of acting later on (OR=4.2, 95% CI=1.7-10.3, p=0.002). An odds ratio of 

3.2 (95% CI=1.4-7.2, p=0.005) showed that participants with severe anxiety were more likely to 

act following cancellations than those with mild anxiety. 

 

Table 4: Binary logistic regression between dependent and independent variable 

Variables Contact since pandemic 

(always) 

(n=210) 

Cancelled appointments 

(yes) 

(n=170) 

Actions taken after 

cancelling appointment 

(yes) (n=170) 

 OR 95% 

CI  

Significance 

(p<0.05) 

OR 95% 

CI  

Significance 

(p<0.05) 

OR 95% 

CI  

Significance 

(p<0.05) 
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Age 1 (1-

1.1) 

0.163 1 

(neg 

B) 

0.96-

1.0 

0.427 1.0 (0.97-

1.0) 

0.908 

 

Sex  (neg B)  

Male Reference 

          

Female 1.6 (0.1-

18.1) 

0.703 0.1 (0.02-

1.0) 

0.045 1.1 (0.1-

7.6) 

0.963 

          

Education    (neg 

B) 

  (neg 

B) 

  

No formal education Reference 

Had formal education 3.2 (1.0-

10.4) 

0.048 0.9 (0.3-

2.4) 

0.808 0.6 (0.3-

1.5) 

0.297 

Occupation    (neg 

B) 

  (neg 

B) 

  

Unemployed/Student Reference 

          

Employed 1.4 (0.1-

15.7) 

0.759 0.2 (0.02-

1.3) 

0.082 0.9 (0.1-

6.7) 

0.899 

Marital status Neg 

(B) 

        

Unmarried Reference 

          

Married 0.3 (0.03-

1.9) 

0.182 6.6 (0.7-

61.7) 

0.100 1.9 (0.4-

9.3) 

0.429 

          

Family type    (neg 

B) 

  (neg 

B) 

  

Single Reference 

          

Joint family 1.7 (0.6-

4.8) 

0.288 0.5 (0.2-

1.2) 

0.104 0.5 (0.2-

1.1) 

0.070 

          

Has personal 

transport 
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Yes Reference 

          

No 0.5 (0.2-

1.4) 

0.194 2.6 (0.8-

8.2) 

0.009 4.2 (1.7-

10.3) 

0.002 

GAD          

Mild Reference 

Severe 1.6 (0.7-

4.0) 

0.263 1.9 (0.9-

3.9) 

0.106 3.2 (1.4-

7.2) 

0.005 

 

Discussion:  

In this study, we conducted a descriptive cross-sectional analysis among 210 adult cancer 

patients to assess the relationship between HSB and GAD. The mean age ± SD of the 

respondents in years was 42 ± 15, and our sample respondents were predominantly male 

(56.20%). Education levels among our respondents varied, with 36.7% having no formal 

education while only 31.4% holding a higher secondary education. Comparing our study to 

similar research, we note some differences. For instance, Tashkandi et al. (2020) found a higher 

proportion of female participants (61%) with a mean age of 50 ± 15.1 years [8], while Younger 

et al.'s UK study in 2020 had a median age of 58 years and a higher proportion of females (55%), 

with the majority being well-educated (73%) [9]. These variations could stem from different 

sample sizes and socio-demographic factors.  

 

A significant number of the participants in our study showed a low level of anxiety, which aligns 

with the findings documented in previous studies [10-14]. Usually, strong resilience and 

effective coping mechanisms are commonly observed among the vulnerable population. Their 

relatively low level of anxiety during the pandemic may be because they are accustomed to 

coping with their health issue, which is in and of itself a challenging condition. However, some 

studies have found higher anxiety levels among cancer patients [15-18]. These differences in the 

anxiety levels may be attributed to the difference in personal experience of risk perception and 

psychological flexibility, which leads to different responses to the outside stressors like the 

pandemic. 
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Our study observed a significant shift in health seeking behavior while it was focusing on 

contacting the healthcare providers. A significant number of the respondents with varying levels 

of anxiety reported a decline in their interactions, with many individuals cancelling their 

appointments with the HCPs since the pandemic compared to their previous normal routine 

engagement. The observed decline in interpersonal interactions aligns with patterns identified in 

previous research, underscoring the significant influence of public health crises on the utilization 

of healthcare facilities. It is worth noting that this drop was observed among respondents with 

various levels of anxiety, which is a challenge to the notion that anxiety levels have a direct 

influence on healthcare-seeking behavior. Another study findings also suggest that cancellation 

of appointments was associated with low level of anxiety [19]. However, during normal 

circumstances, individuals with anxiety disorders are more likely to utilize the healthcare 

services across multiple levels of care [20], and cancelling appointments were associated with 

high anxiety level [21-22]. However, the decrease in health seeking behaviour seen is consistent 

with the findings of other studies conducted during COVID-19 pandemic and SARS epidemic [2, 

23-25], highlighting the impact of health emergencies on health care seeking behaviour. 

Surprisingly, the major reasons for cancelling appointments were associated with lockdown and 

lack of available transportation options, reflecting common challenges in accessing healthcare 

services, which is in line with the findings of prior studies which have highlighted the impact of 

mobility restrictions on the individual's health seeking behaviour during the time of crisis period 

[26-29]. While several studies highlighted the risk of getting infected by COVID-19 infection, 

financial constrains or crowded environment in the hospitals as key determents of health seeking 

behaviour during the pandemic [30-32], our findings suggested that, irrespective of anxiety level, 

the respondents did not consider these factors as the primary determinants to influence their 

decision-making process. 

 

Furthermore, our research has shown a statistically significant finding regarding the vital role of 

HCPs in the lives of the respondents. It was observed that most respondents did not see the 

potential risk that may arise due to the HCPs' inability to comply with appropriate preventive 

measures. This observation suggests a substantial reliance on healthcare providers for their 

general state of health. Cancer patients frequently place their trust in healthcare professionals 

(HCPs) because of the HCPs' specialized knowledge in navigating the complicated nature of the 
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illness and offering psychological assistance. Trust is cultivated by promoting transparent 

communication, enabling patients to make well-informed choices regarding their medical care, 

and establishing a nurturing atmosphere that aids patients in managing the difficulties associated 

with their ailment [33]. It also indicates that individuals diagnosed with cancer tend to prioritize 

their immediate personal dangers over the hypothetical risk of contracting COVID-19. 

This highlights the significant faith and dependence put on healthcare professionals' competence 

and guidance. 

 

Despite the variation in anxiety levels among respondents, our analysis did not find any 

significant differences between anxiety levels and the occurrence of appointment cancellations. 

Potential rationales could encompass extrinsic elements such as challenges related to 

transportation, or unanticipated events that overshadow the impact of anxiety on the act of 

canceling appointments. The influence of external circumstances on canceling behaviour may 

outweigh the impact of worry in this context [34-39].  

 

This result presents a contrast with another study that was focused on pregnant women, where a 

significantly association was found between health anxiety and the act of appointment 

cancellations [21]. However, it was observed that GAD showed a statistically significant 

influence on the subsequent activities undertaken following cancellations. Specifically, those 

with lower level of anxiety exhibited a higher tendency to actively seek consultation from 

various healthcare professionals or visiting emergency departments, which aligns with other 

study findings [40]. Individuals who exhibit reduced levels of anxiety frequently demonstrate an 

enhanced perception of control and self-assurance in effectively addressing their health-related 

worries [41-42]. The possession of emotional stability empowers individuals to approach 

healthcare encounters with a proactive perspective, wherein they actively seek assistance and 

help from healthcare providers as a strategy for preventive care or prompt intervention [43].  

The decrease in their anxiety levels may enable individuals to view the healthcare system as a 

valuable tool for addressing health-related inquiries and concerns, rather than perceiving it as a 

cause of more stress or unease. This proactive behavior reflects their efforts to effectively 

address their health issues in the face of managing their health concerns throughout challenging 

situations. Moreover, the findings of our research indicate a robust association between academic 
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attainment and the probability of establishing and sustaining a consistent and engaged connection 

with healthcare practitioners. On the other hand, the research findings indicate that there is a 

greater probability of appointment cancellations among male participants and individuals who do 

not have personal transportation during the COVID-19 pandemic. These findings highlight the 

influence of demographic and logistical factors on healthcare accessibility and the ability to 

adhere to appointments. 

 

The observed rise in appointment cancellations among male participants may be attributed to 

various socio-cultural and behavioural factors. Historically, there has been a propensity for males 

to display hesitance when it comes to seeking medical aid or participating in routine healthcare 

appointments. This can be attributed to societal norms around masculinity, which often 

emphasise self-reliance and downplay the significance of health issues. In addition, the existing 

societal expectations around gender frequently inhibit males from openly expressing their 

vulnerability or actively seeking prompt medical assistance, which may potentially contribute to 

a heightened frequency of appointment cancellations [44]. 

 

Likewise, the lack of individual conveyance might be a substantial obstacle to attaining 

healthcare services, particularly in a widespread health emergency like the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Individuals needing more personal transportation may need help accessing healthcare services, 

particularly in regions with inadequate public transit or during periods of restricted mobility 

caused by lockdowns or transportation constraints. The absence of adequate transportation 

infrastructure might hinder individuals' capacity to attend scheduled appointments, resulting in 

an increased probability of cancellations, particularly among individuals dwelling in 

geographically isolated or underserved regions.  

These observations underscore the significance of creating tailored interventions and support 

strategies that effectively address diverse patient populations' distinct needs and concerns. 

Ensuring continuous access to essential healthcare services is paramount, particularly during 

challenging circumstances. 

 

Limitations 

The present investigation was subject to many limitations. The findings of this study may need 
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more generalizability due to the small sample size employed. Utilising a cross-sectional design in 

this study may impede the identification of causal linkages and temporal dynamics. The 

utilisation of self-reported data to evaluate levels of anxiety and healthcare-seeking behaviour 

presents the potential for response bias and social desirability bias. 

 

Conclusion 

Psychological resilience, environmental constraints, and demographics affect healthcare access 

and use and complicate patient decision-making. External constraints like mobility restrictions 

and lockdowns underscore the need for specific interventions and support for high anxiety and 

diverse demographics. More research is needed to understand the complicated link between 

anxiety and healthcare-seeking. Policy initiatives should be based on patient decision-making 

mechanisms to help people navigate complex healthcare environments, increasing health 

outcomes and equity. 
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