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The 2020 U.S. cancer screening
deficit and the timing of adults’ most
recent screen: A population-based
quasi-experiment

Jason Semprini'2 and Radhika Ranganthan?

TUniversity of lowa, College of Public Health; 2University of lowa, Department of Health
Management Policy; 3University of South Carolina, School of Public Health

Abstract In 2020, cancer screenings declined, then rebounded, resulting in a cancer screening
deficit. The significance of this deficit, however, has yet to be quantified from a population health
perspective. Our study addresses this evidence gap by examining how the pandemic changed the
timing of American adults’ most recent cancer screen. We obtained population-based, cancer
screening data from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System. Mammograms, pap smears,
and colonoscopies were each specified as a variable of mutually exclusive categories to indicate
the timing since the most recent screening (never, 0-1 years, 1-2 years, 3+ years). Our
quasi-experimental design restricts the sample to adults surveyed in January, February, or March.
We then leverage a quirk in the BRFSS implementation and consider adults surveyed in the
second year of each survey wave as the quasi-treatment cohort. Next, we constructed Linear and
Logistic regression models which control for exogenous sociodemographic characteristics, state
fixed effects, and temporal trends. Our results suggest that the deficit in 2020 was largely due to
a one year delay among adults who receive annual screening, as the proportion of adults
reporting a cancer screen in the past year declined by a nearly identical proportion of adults
reporting their most recent cancer screen 1-2 years ago (3% to 4% points). However, the relative
change was higher for mammograms and pap smears (17%) than colonoscopies (4%). We also
found some evidence that the proportion of women reporting never having completed a
mammogram declined in 2020, but the mechanisms for this finding should be further explored
with the release of future data. Our estimates for the pandemic’s effect on cancer screening rates
are smaller than prior studies, but because we account for temporal trends we believe prior
studies overestimated the effect of the pandemic and underestimated the overall downward
trend in cancer screenings across the country leading up to 2020.
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Background

Despite the critical importance of early cancer detection, cancer screening rates in America are well
below public policy targets, rife with racial and socioeconomic disparities, and despite considerable
resources, stagnating (Suran 2022; Sabatino et al. 2022; Benavidez et al. 2021). Then came 2020,
the first year of the COVID-19 Pandemic.

Even before the first wave of the COVID-19 Pandemic, predictions for cancer prevention and
control systems were dire. Given the elevated risk to cancer patients, either from adverse COVID-
19 outcomes or consequences of delayed cancer treatment, health systems needed to adapt to
ensure the safety of cancer patients during these initial months of the pandemic (Al-Quteimat and
Amer 2020; Anderson et al. 2020; Matos et al. 2021). These risk mitigation and continuity of care
policies may have prevented dramatic declines in the proportion of cancer patients receiving care
(Davidson et al. 2022; Semprini 2022). Unfortunately, cancer screening was less of a priority during
the early months of the public health emergency (DeJong, Katz, and Covinsky 2021).

Cancer screening could have been impacted by a number of federal, state, or local public health
emergency policies, as well as by the changing priorities and capacities of health systems, and by
individual social distancing behaviors (Cancino et al. 2020; Richards et al. 2020; DeJong, Katz, and
Covinsky 2021). More recent research illuminated the role of financial stress and time costs as
individual-level barriers to cancer screening, both of which may have compounded the strain on
health systems attempting to resume cancer screening programs (Hanna et al. 2022; Peoples et al.
2022; Findling, Blendon, and Benson 2020).

There has been no shortage of evidence highlighting the stark decline in cancer screening
services during the initial stages of the pandemic. Evidence from hospital records or insurance
claims have suggested that, compared to pre-pandemic levels, mammograms, pap smears and
colonoscopies declined 60% to 90% in March/April 2020 (Duszak et al. 2020; Bakouny et al. 2021;
Staib, Catlett, and DaCosta Byfield 2021. However, subsequent research has found that in the later
months of 2020, claims and records of cancer screenings returned to pre-pandemic levels (Chen
et al. 2021); DeGroff et al. 2021; Labaki et al. 2021; McBain et al. 2021; Bello, Chang, and Massar-
weh 2022; Drescher et al. 2022). Still, the pandemic created a major cancer screening deficit which
may be difficult to address despite recent investment in "return to screening" initiatives (Chen et al.
2021; Hanna et al. 2022; Kelkar et al. 2022). Even as America returns to screening, some are being
left behind (Mafi et al. 2022. In fact, among the adults reporting having delayed cancer screenings

during the 2020 pandemic year only 25% have plans to return to screening (Suran 2022).

New Contributions
Clearly, the COVID-19 pandemic created a cancer screening deficit in 2020. However, our under-
standing of this deficit is limited to hospital and claims based data, which is not necessarily a valid

representation of the population’s screening behavior. Moreover, the limited population-based
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research has attempted to quantify changing patterns in cancer screening by comparing rates in
2020 with 2019, or an average of prior years, essentially assuming that any change observed in
2020 was due to the pandemic (Fedewa et al. 2022; Dennis, Hsu, and Arrington 2021; Richard-
son 2022). This assumption, however, may not be valid as several factors could impact temporal
screening patterns (Semprini 2022). Finally, few studies have attempted to infer the significance of
this decline or deficit in cancer screenings in terms of how the time since the most recent cancer
screen may have changed (Fedewa et al. 2022). This is critical for "return to screening" initiatives,
as targeting or prioritizing health system capacity should consider the pandemic’s effect on the tim-
ing of a cancer screen; not just for adults who delayed care for a year, but for adults who delayed
for longer or even delayed initiating their first cancer screen.

Our study addresses these evidence gaps by designing a population-based quasi-experimental
Event History Analysis, where we compare the year-by-year change in the timing of the most recent
cancer screen among adults not exposed to the 2020 pandemic with the change in adults exposed
to a full year of the pandemic. This approach allows us to control for temporal trends in screening

patterns and rigorously assess the internal validity of our design.

Results

Event-History Estimates (Linear Model)

In short, we find evidence that in 2020, exposure to the COVID-19 pandemic was associated with
changing patterns of self-reported cancer screenings. Our estimates reveal that for the quasi-
treatment cohort (late survey wave) in 2020, reports of a cancer screen in the past year declined
as reports of a most recent cancer in the past 1-2 years increased. In 2020 for the quasi-treatment
cohort, we also estimate a significant decline in self-reports of never having had a mammogram,
which corresponds to a 33% relative decline from baseline rates of women reporting never having
completed a mammogram. The absolute change for reporting a most recent mammogram in the
past 1-2 years increased 4.2% points, which corresponds to a 17.5% increase from pre-pandemic
rates of having reported a recent mammogram in 1-2 years. Similarly, the absolute change for re-
porting a most recent pap smear in the past 1-2 years increased 4.2% points, representing a 17.3%
relative increase from pre-pandemic rates. Finally, reports of a colonoscopy in the past year were

estimated to have declined by 3.5% points, a 4.3% relative change from baseline.
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Table 1. Year-by-Year Differences in Screening Rates for Late Survey Cohort

2010*Late 2012*Late 2014*Late 2016*Late 2020*Late zozghl;i?::ve

Never — -0.006 (0.018) 0009 (0.016) 0013 (0.014) 0017 (0.012) 0.020% (0.013)  -33.0%

ammosram <1Year 0011 (0023) 0030 (0.024) 0004  (0.023) 0020 (0.021) -0.021 (0.034) 3.5%
8 1-2Years -0.008 (0.020) 0.003 (0.018) 0002  (0.020) -0.000 (0.016) 0.031* (0.015)  17.5%
3+Years 0025 (0.021) 0018 (0.018) 0007  (0.012) -0.002 (0.015) 0020  (0.024)  11.5%
Never 0017 (0.010) -0.011 (0.014) -0.024* (0.009) -0.009 (0.010) -0.011 (0.012)  -22.2%
buocmear | S1YEAr 0019 (0.023) 0015 (0.025 0046% (0.020) 0.007 (0.015) -0.043 (0.031)  -13.5%
P 1-2Years -0.008 (0.015) -0.014 (0.017) 0003  (0.017) 0024 (0.014) 0.042* (0.019) 17.3%
3+Years -0.028 (0.015) 0.010 (0.019) -0.026 (0.017) -0.008 (0.017) 0012  (0.018) 10.2%

Never ~ 0025 (0.017) 0.045% (0.021) 0042  (0.029) -0.011 (0.022) -0.010  (0.020) 1.06

Colonoscopy  <1Year 0032 (0.022) 0012 (0.017) -0.031 (0.030) 0013 (0018 -0.035% (0.016) 4.3%
PY  42vears 0016 (0.031) -0.035 (0.020) 0.011  (0.025) -0.009 (0.019) 0.030  (0.016) 3.8%

3+Years -0.009 (0.020) 0002 (0.012) -0.023 (0.019) 0.008 (0.018) 0015  (0.019) 2.1%

98

99

100

Table 1 reports the year-by-year differences in cancer screening rates between the early and late
survey cohorts. All analyses control for exogenous sociodemographic characteristics, state-level fixed
effects, and temporal trends (year fixed effects). Robust standard errors were clustered at the state
level and reported in parentheses. The relative change was estimated by computing the semi-elasticity

(relative marginal effect) of belonging to the late survey cohort in 2020. * p < 0.05.

Marginal Effect Estimates (Logistic Model)

Figures 1-3 visually report the non-linear, average marginal effect estimates (derived from the re-
sults of the multinomial logistic model). Here, for each screening type and category, the average
marginal effect of belonging to the quasi-treatment cohort for each year of the analysis. For our
2020 year of interest, we estimate average marginal effects significantly different than zero for
mammograms in the past 1-2 years, pap smears in the past 1-2 years, and colonoscopies in the
past year. However, we also see years when the average marginal effect of belonging to the quasi-

treatment cohort was significantly different than zero in pre-pandemic years.
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Figure 1: Marginal Effect of Late Survey Group on Rates of Most Recent Mammogram
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Figure 1 shows the marginal effect estimates for each category of the most recent self-reported mam-

mograms for the late-survey wave cohort. These estimates were based on the results of the multinomial

logistic model and were averaged across all observations.

Figure 2: Marginal Effect of Late Survey Group on Rates of Most Recent Pap Smear
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Figure 2 shows the marginal effect estimates for each category of the most recent self-reported pap

smears for the late-survey wave cohort. These estimates were based on the results of the multinomial

logistic model and were averaged across all observations.
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120 Figure 3: Marginal Effect of Late Survey Group on Rates of Most Recent Colon/Sigmoidoscopy
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122 Figure 3 shows the marginal effect estimates for each category of the most recent self-reported colono-
123 Scopies for the late-survey wave cohort. These estimates were based on the results of the multinomial

124 logistic model and were averaged across all observations.

125 Sensitivity Checks

126 Our effect estimates and inference do not appear sensitive to linear or non-linear model spec-
127 ification. Supplemental table 2 shows the 2020*Late effect estimates for the linear probability
12¢ model specification and the multinomial logistic model specification. For each type of screening
120 and screening category, none of the estimates are significantly different from each other. Further,
130 our inference (whether to reject the null hypothesis that screening rates were similar in 2020 for
131 the late survey cohort) changed. The major takeaway from Table 2 in the supplemental file is that
132 the effect estimates in the non-linear model were more precise (smaller standard errors) for sig-
133 nificant estimates for mammograms and colonoscopies.

134 Now while the estimates do not change with regard to including state-fixed effects, clustering
135 robust standard errors, and weighting our analyses, our inference would change depending on the
136 preferred specification. In the supplemental file, table 3 shows the alternative designs (Alt 1 - no
137 state fixed effects, Alt 2 - no state fixed effects, no clustering robust standard errors, Alt 3 - no state
138 fixed effects, no clustering robust standard errors, and no probability sampling weights). For each
130 Of the three alternative specifications, the effect estimates for having never reported a mammo-
140 gram in 2020 lose their significance. Moreover, for effect estimates of mammograms in the past
11 year and past 1-2 years, inference appears to change across alternative specifications. Inference
12 for the effect estimates on pap smears and colonoscopies also, slightly, varies across alternative

13 specifications. However, more interest were the increased number of significant pre-trend test
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statistics when excluding state fixed effects for both types of screenings. We suggest that this
finding warrants inclusion the of the state-fixed effects to account for differential, time-invariant
screening rates between quasi-treatment cohorts. Moreover, failing to account for clustering and
weighting within each state may also add noise to our inference. Compared to our primary specifi-
cation, our sensitivity analyses result in more differential pre-trend tests where we reject the null
hypothesis (of no differential trends). Thus, we conclude that our primary specification is the most

internally valid design.

Assessing internal validity

Comparability of quasi-treatment cohorts

Upon observing the unadjusted reports of a most recent cancer screen prior to 2020, we find
little convincing evidence to believe that screening rates in the two groups differed before the first
pandemic year. Supplemental Figures 2-4 visually depict the unadjusted cancer screening rates for
our quasi-treatment (late survey wave) and quasi-control (early survey wave), for each year in our
analyses. For each category of mammograms and pap smears, we see nearly identical trends and
levels in the most recent screening from 2010-2018. For adults reporting never having completed
a colonoscopy and adults reporting a colonscopy in the past year, we do see some possible non-
common levels from 2010-14, but the trends and levels appear similar from 2016-2018.

The results of our two-sample proportion tests further validate our assumption, that these two
quasi-treatment cohorts had simliar baseline screening rates. Note that Table 4 in the supplemen-
tal files does report a few screening outcomes with p-values under 0.05, but these test statistics are
not significantly different than zero after accounting for multiple hypothesis testing (significance
threshold p < 0.0125). Further, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that the sample composition
of these two quasi-treatment groups are significantly different from each other (Table 5 in supple-

mental files).

Differential Trend Tests

We found evidence that screening rates in 2020 were significantly different between the two quasi-
treatment cohorts. To infer a causal effect, however, we rely on the assumption that, in the absence
of the pandemic, the change in screening rates would not have been observed for the late-survey
wave cohort. To test the validity of this assumption, we empirically tested for differential trends
prior to 2020. In the supplemental file, table 6 reports the year-by-year effect estimates (absolute
differences) between quasi-treatment cohorts after excluding year 2020 from the analysis. We
find no statistically significant differences in these effect estimates for mammograms. Moreover,
the joint test of significance for each mammogram category exceeds the threshold to reject the
null hypothesis that 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 coefficients equal zero (note, multiple hypothesis
testing threshold set at p < 0.0125).
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We do however, detect the potential for differential trends in pap smears, specifically for adults
reporting never having completed a pap smear and having completed a pap smear in the past year.
The source of the potential pre-trend differences are observed in 2014. For both categories, we
reject the null hypothesis that pap smear screening trends were similar prior to 2020 (p < 0.0125).

Additionally, we detect the presence of differential trends for adults reporting their most recent
colon/sigmoidoscopy three or more years prior. Again, the source of the differential pre-trend is ob-
served in 2014. We reject the null hypothesis that, prior to 2020, reports of a colon/sigmoidoscopy

three or more years ago were similar between the two quasi-treatment groups (p < 0.0125).

Discussion/Conclusion

The dire predictions and early evidence that cancer screening dramatically declined prompted in-
vestment and capacity for "return to screening" initiatives and patient prioritization policies (Joung
et al. 2022; Sprague et al. 2021). However, most early predictions focused on the initial decline,
as opposed to the subsequent rebound, and so did most of the early research. Even the research
which accounted for the rebound, failed to account for other, non-pandemic factors which could be
biasing the cancer screening deficit estimate. Our study does not claim that the pandemic had no
impact on cancer screening rates over the course of 2020. We found higher proportions of women
completing their most recent mammogram and pap smear 1-2 years ago. We also found lower
proportion of adults completing their colonoscopy in the past year. However, our point estimates
are smaller than the most recent population-based research (Fedewa et al. 2022). We attribute
this difference to the fact that our study includes adults exposed, not just to the entire pandemic
year, but to the "rebound period". Additionally, our Event-History design attempts to control for
temporal changes which could be affecting cancer screening rates in ways unrelated to the pan-
demic, which other studies may fail to identify with simple pre/post designs. The implications of
our findings suggest that "return to screening" initiatives and prioritization policies based on the
overestimated effects of the pandemic on screening, may fail to achieve greater screening adher-
ence. This is especially true for adults who have been delaying recommended cancer screenings
for three or more years, delays which started before the pandemic year. To advance cancer eg-
uity, future research must continue monitoring the post-2020 cancer screening rebound to assess
who is still delaying cancer screenings and how effective programs are mitigating these long-term
delays. Finally, our results not only signal delayed cancer screening in 2020, but increased initia-
tion. The proportion of women reporting to have never completed a mammogram declined for
our late cohort in 2020 (relative to the change in the early cohort). Did the "return to screening"
policies navigate new patients to their first mammogram? Or, was this decline merely a result of a
"lower population denominator" after a year of elevated excess mortality? Future data can help us
understand the mechanisms influencing the post-COVID screening rebound, which will be critical

for advancing efforts to improve early cancer detection in America well beyond this pandemic.
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Methods and Materials

Data

We analyzed data from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), a cross-sectional
random-digit-dialed, telephonic survey (both landline and cellphone) of nationally representative
sample involving non-institutionalized civilian population, aged 18 years or older, who reside in
the United States (CDC 2021). This population based self-reported, ongoing survey is conducted
across all 50 states, DC and three US territories, which collects information on behavioral health
risks, chronic conditions and the usage of preventive services covering more than 400,000 adult

interviews each wave year.

Sample

Our study population included non-institutionalized adults 18 years or older, residing in the US (in-
cluding DQ), interviewed between January 1stto March 31st, for the evenyears (2010 - 2020). Based
on BRFSS cancer module eligibility, we included adults who were asked whether or not they have
received a mammogram, pap smear and/or sigmoidoscopy/colonoscopy screening services (CDC
2021). We then restricted our analysis to adults eligible for each respective cancer screen based on
the United States Preventative Task Force: Mammograms (females age 40-74; Pap Smears (females
age 25-64); and Colon/sigmoidoscopies (males and females age 45-79) (Moyer et al. 2012; Siu et
al. 2016; Davidson et al. 2021). Participants from unknown US territories/jurisdictions, those who
were interviewed between April 1stto December 31st for the years 2010 to 2020, those interviewed
in the years which did not utilize cancer modules (odd years), were all excluded (Supplemental Fig-

ure 1).

Analytical Design
From the perspective of the analyst, the ideal experiment to evaluate how the COVID-19 pandemic
impacted cancer screening would be to randomly assign adults into two groups: those exposed
and those not exposed to the pandemic. After tracking individual screening behavior over time,
any difference observed during the pandemic year (2020) would be attributed to the COVID-19
pandemic. This design is comically unrealistic. Unfortunately, quasi-experimental designs using
"as-if” randomization into treatment and controls are also infeasible. Because the COVID-19 pan-
demic was a global event, everyone was exposed and everyone was impacted. Simple pre/post
analyses have attempted to measure the change in cancer screening rates, but these approaches
fail to account for other temporal factors which could be influencing screening rates in ways unre-
lated to the pandemic.

Rather than attempt to create different groups based on exposure to the pandemic during
the pandemic year, we take a different approach by leveraging how BRFSS implements its cross-

sectional survey over the course of 15 months. Selection into the BRFSS sample is random. When
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adults are surveyed, is also random. Therefore there is no reason to expect any observable dif-
ferences in cancer screening behavior between adults queried early in a single year BRFSS survey
wave and adults queried later in that same BRFSS survey wave; except however, during the COVID-
19 pandemic year.

Our design begins by creating two distinct quasi-cohorts of adult BRFSS respondents. The first
cohort only includes adults surveyed between January 1 and March 31 of the first year in each
survey wave. We consider this “early” cohort the control group. Our second cohort only includes
adults surveyed between January 1 and March 31 of the second year in each survey wave. We
consider this “late” cohort the treatment group. Tables 2 (in the supplemental file) reports the can-
cer screening rates for both quasi-treatment and control cohorts for years 2010-2018. We test for
significant differences in proportions between both groups and report the t-statistic and respec-
tive p-value to assess the comparability of these groups prior to 2020. We also conduct similar
proportion tests for the sample composition of our control variables.

Prior to 2020, we hypothesize that screening behavior is not significantly different between our
control and treatment groups. We also hypothesize that, prior to 2020, the trends in screening
behavior do not differentially vary by group (see statistical analysis section below for details on
these identification tests). Evidence that levels and trends did not vary between groups prior to
2020 supports our identification assumption: that any difference in screening rates observed in
2020 should be attributed to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Statistical Analysis For each of the three cancer screenings (mammograms, pap smears, and
colonoscopies), we model the probability of self-reported cancer screening behavior as mutually
exclusive categories related to the timing of the most recent screen. This approach not only allows
us to model the change in probabilities over time, but also model how the distribution of cancer
screening behavior changes between each timing category. Our initial specification models the

probability of a recent cancer screen as a series of linear probability models.

1)Y" = P(Y" = y|X,,t = YEAR,s = STATE)

Where Y;" is a binary variable indicating if the respondent reported a cancer screening in time in-
terval m. X, is a vector of control variables potentially impacting cancer screening rates, but exoge-
nous to the COVID-19 pandemic. This set of exogenous dummy variables includes age (five-year
age groups), race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic
other), education status (no highschool, high school degree only or GED, some college but no four-
year degree, four-year college degree only or at least some graduate-level education and/or de-
gree), whether the respondent is married, and whether the respondent is male. To account for
secular trends in cancer screening, each model includes YEAR, a vector of binary fixed-effects vari-

ables indicating the survey wave year. These survey wave fixed effects account for temporal trends
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in cancer screening. Finally, to account for time-invariant, regional behaviors, policies, and health
systems impacting cancer screening, each model includes s, a vector of binary fixed-effects vari-
ables indicating the state of residence for each respondent.

We then estimate the incremental effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on screening behavior Y

as:

2) ASCREENING" = — s _ ___ 2%

APANDEMIC A(2020|treatment)

Where the estimated effect equals a change in Y, given an incremental change in pandemic
status (modeled as the incremental change of a dummy variable indicating if the year is 2020, for
adults in the treatment group). Rather than implement a simple pre/post design, we explicitly allow
the screening behavior in the treatment group to vary from the screening behavior in the control
group for each year of the analysis (Clarke and Tapia-Schythe 2021). The event history study model

is defined as:

3)Y" =« YEAR « TREATED, + YEAR + X! + STATE', +¢,,

B identifies the average association between cancer screening behavior Y™ for adults surveyed
in the later part of each BRFSS survey wave. Using 2019 as the arbitrary baseline category, our
event history analysis yields five B parameters (2010*Late, 2012*Late, 2014*Late, 2016*Late, and
2020*Late) This approach also allows us to test if AY” = APANDEMIC = (2020|control) = 0
(Borusyak, Jaravel, and Spiess 2022). More importantly, we can now visually assess and empiri-
cally test our identification assumptions (Marcus and SantAnna 2021). Following best practice, we
formally conduct pre-treatment differential trend tests by excluding responses in the 2020 survey
wave and then recompute equation 3 (Freyaldenhoven, Hansen, and Shapiro 2019). In addition to
reporting for each YEAR*TREATED coefficient, we calculate robust Wald statistics (with Bonferonni
correction) to test if the trends in cancer screening rates between quasi-treatment and control
cohorts jointly equalled zero (Armstrong 2014). Any significant results from these pre-treatment
tests would suggest that cancer screening behaviors were differentially changing for treatment,
compared to control cohorts, in ways unrelated to the COVID-19 pandemic. Conversely, null re-
sults provide confidence in the strength of our identifying assumption and supports the validity of
our study design.

All analyses incorporate BRFSS supplied sampling weights, estimate standard errors robust to
heteroskedasticity, and cluster the robust standard errors at the state level (Abadie et al. 2017;
Cameron and Miller 2015). The Bonferonni correction method was used to adjust for multiple

hypothesis testing for group differences and pre-treatment joint Wald tests (Armstrong 2014.
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Alternative Specifications

Because of its ability to consistently model time-trends and group (i.e., state) fixed effects, the lin-
ear probability model is typically the preferred specification in the quasi-experimental literature.
However, analytical issues may arise if the linear predictions are estimating potential outcomes
outside the bounds of zero and one. In the presence of these nonsensical predictions, the lin-
ear probability model may be yielding biased estimates. To confront this threat, we construct an
alternative set of specifications and model the probability of a recent cancer diagnosis with a multi-
nomial logistic regression model. After comparing the predicted probabilities of these nonlinear
models with the predictions of our linear model, we use the coefficients in the nonlinear models to
estimate the average incremental effect of the treatment group (compared to the control group)in
each year on the probability of each cancer outcome (Williams 2012). We also extend this marginal
analysis to estimate the semi-elasticity, or relative change from baseline screening rates, for the
treatment group in 2020 (Williams 2012). To support our inference, we test if the point estimates
and standard errors in our linear models are significantly different from the estimates in the non-
linear specifications. A final set of sensitivity analyses relax the model assumptions by 1) removing
the state-specific fixed effects, 2) remove state-specific fixed effects and estimate (unclustered) ro-
bust standard errors, 3) remove state-fixed effects, estimate (unclustered) robust standard errors,

and ignore probability sampling weights.
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Supplemental Figure 1: Sample Selection Flow Chart
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s2s Supplemental Figure 2: Mammograms
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525 Supplemental Figure 1 shows the year-by-year proportion of adults reporting having never received

s26 0 mammogram, having received a mammogram in the past year, having received a mammogram 1-
s27 2 years ago, and having received a mammogram 3 or more years ago. The "early” cohort are adults
s2s  surveyed by BRFSS in the first three months of the survey wave and the "late" cohort are adults surveyed

s20  in the final three months (Jan-Mar) or second year of the survey wave.
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s:0 Supplemental Figure 3: Pap Smears
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532 Supplemental Figure 3 shows the year-by-year proportion of adults reporting having never received

s33 0 pap smear, having received a pap smear in the past year, having received a pap smear 1-2 years ago,

saa  and having received a pap smear 3 or more years ago. The "early” cohort are adults surveyed by BRFSS

s3s N the first three months of the survey wave and the "late" cohort are adults surveyed in the final three

s3s months (Jan-Mar) or second year of the survey wave.
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sz Supplemental Figure 4: Colonoscopies or Sigmoidoscopies
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530 Supplemental Figure 3 shows the year-by-year proportion of adults reporting having never received a

sa0  Colonoscopy or sigmoidoscopy, having received a colonoscopy or sigmoidoscopy in the past year, having

sa1  received a colonoscopy or sigmoidoscopy 1-2 years ago, and having received a colonoscopy or sigmoi-

sa2 doscopy 3 or more years ago. The "early"” cohort are adults surveyed by BRFSS in the first three months of

sa3  the survey wave and the "late" cohort are adults surveyed in the final three months (Jan-Mar) or second

saa  year of the survey wave.
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Table 2. Marginal Effect Estimates for 2020*Late Group (Linear & Multinomial Logistic Regression Models)

Model
Linear Logistic
Never -0.029%  -0.028%%F
(0.013) (0.000)
-0.021 -0.022
Vammogram (0,034 (0.030)
g 12 Years 0-031* 0.031%%*
(0.015) (0.000)
0.020 0.020
3rvears (0.024) (0.037)
Never -0.011 -0.010
(0.012) (0.038)
-0.043 -0.055
bab Sear <tYear  0.031)  (0.069)
P 1 ovears 0-042F  0038*
(0.019) (0.027)
0.012 0.028
3rYears  (5018) (0.019)
Never -0.010 -0.016
(0.020) (0.019)
<ivear 0035F  -0043%
Colonoscopy / (0.016) (0.001)
Sigmoidoscopy 0.030 0.038
1-2Years  n016)  (0.084)
0.015 0.021
3tYears 0019 (0.024)
sa5 Supplemental - Table 2 reports the 2020*Late effect estimates from our primary linear regression

sas model (left column) and the alternative non-linear multinomail logistic regression model (right column).

547 >('p < 0.05, **p <0.01 ***p <0.001.
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Table 3. Sensitivity

Mammogram Pap Smear Colonoscopy / Sigmoidoscopy
Pre-Trend Pre-Trend Pre-Trend
* * *

2020*Late se Test (p) 2020*Late se Test (p) 2020*Late se Test (p)
Alt. 1 -0.028 (0.014) 0.290 -0.013 (0.012) 0.0007 -0.002 (0.020) 0.0097
Alt. 2 Never -0.028 (0.015) 0.540 -0.013 (0.012) 0.0051 -0.002 (0.027) 0.081
Alt. 3 0.005 (0.006) 0.581 -0.013 (0.012) 0.108 0.010 (0.011) 0.0107
Alt. 1 -0.030 (0.032) 0.047 -0.055 (0.031) 0.110 -0.042* (0.016) 0.356
Alt. 2 <1 Year -0.030 (0.028) 0.368 -0.055* (0.025) 0.612 -0.042* (0.020) 0.294
Alt. 3 -0.047*%**  (0.012) 0.083 -0.055* (0.025) 0.008A -0.043***  (0.009) 0.014
Alt. 1 0.036* (0.016) 0.854 0.050* (0.021) 0.157 0.026 (0.016) 0.207
Alt. 2 1-2 Years 0.036 (0.023) 0.935 0.050* (0.022) 0.338 0.026 (0.019) 0.331
Alt. 3 0.031%**  (0.009) 0.398 0.050* (0.022) 0.933 0.035***  (0.009) 0.416
Alt. 1 0.022 (0.022) 0.366 0.017 (0.017) 0.011A 0.019 (0.020) 0.001A
Alt. 2 3+ Year 0.022 (0.024) 0.539 0.017 (0.025) 0.275 0.019 (0.023) 0.260
Alt. 3 0.011 (0.009) 0.618 0.017 (0.025) 0.056 -0.002 (0.009) 0.085

Supplemental - Table 3 reports the 2020*Late effect estimates for three alternative linear probability
regression models. Alt 1 removes the state-level fixed effects. Alt 2 removes the state-level fixed effects
and does not cluster robust standard errors at the state-level, opting only to estimate unclustered robust
standard errors. Alt 3 removes fixed effects, does not cluster robust standard errors, and does not weight

the analyses by BRFSS supplied sampling weights. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Self-reported rates (2010-2018) of most recent cancer screening for early and late survey groups

Survey Wave Group

Eary Late T p
Never 0.342 (0.007) 0.355 (0.009) 1.860 0.200
Mammogram <1 Year 0.400 (0.007) 0.379 (0.008) -3.000 0.100
& 1-2Years 0.116 (0.001) 0.121 (0.003) 5.000 0.040
3+Years 0.143 (0.004) 0.145 (0.004) 0.500 0.670
Pap Smear Never 0.088 (0.003) 0.102 (0.006) 4.670 0.040

) (
<1 Year 0.467 (0.008) 0.420 (0.009) -5.880 0.030
1-2Years 0.172 (0.003) 0.186 (0.009) 4.670 0.040
3+Years 0.274 (0.008) 0.292 (0.008) 2.250 0.150

Colon/Sigmoidoscopy  Never 0.417 (0.006) 0.417 (0.012) 0.000 1.000
<1 Year 0.211 (0.005) 0.195 (0.008) -3.200 0.090
1-2Years 0.159 (0.004) 0.146 (0.008) -3.250 0.080
3+Years 0.213 (0.006) 0.242 (0.010) 4.830 0.040

553 Supplemental - Table 4 reports the rates for each mutually exclusive cancer screening category (as a
ssa  proportion) of the total sample of adults surveyed by BRFSS in years 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018.
sss  Therates are stratified by adults surveyed early in the survey wave and adults surveyed later in the survey

sse  Wave. The t-statistic is the result of the two-sample proportion test.
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Table 5. Demographic rates (2010-2018) for early and late survey groups

Survey Wave Group

Demographic Group Early Late T p
Age 18-24 0.126 (0.002) 0.134 (0.003) 4.000 0.060
Age 25-29 0.081 (0.002) 0.091 (0.006) 5.000 0.040
Age 30-34 0.094 (0.002) 0.103 (0.003) 4.500 0.050
Age 35-39 0.081 (0.001) 0.088 (0.003) 7.000 0.020
Age 40-44 0.089 (0.001) 0.088 (0.002) -1.000 0.420
Age 45-49 0.080 (0.001) 0.077 (0.001) -3.000 0.100
Age 50-54 0.097 (0.001) 0.094 (0.002) -3.000 0.100
Age 55-59 0.081 (0.001) 0.081 (0.003) 0.000 1.000
Age 60-64 0.080 (0.001) 0.077 (0.002) -3.000 0.100
Age 65-69 0.061 (0.001) 0.059 (0.003) -2.000 0.180
Age 70-74 0.048 (0.001) 0.043 (0.004) -5.000 0.040
Age 75-79 0.038 (0.001) 0.030 (0.001) -8.000 0.020
Age 80-84 0.043 (0.002) 0.034 (0.002) -4.500 0.050
non-Hispanic White 0.659 (0.031) 0.581 (0.065) -2.520 0.130
non-Hispanic Black 0.114 (0.011) 0.106 (0.019) -0.730 0.540
non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 0.074 (0.010) 0.100 (0.026) 2.600 0.120
Hispanic 0.136 (0.027) 0.197 (0.055) 2.260 0.150
No primary education 0.002 (0.001) 0.003 (0.001) 1.000 0.420
Primary education only 0.041 (0.005) 0.053 (0.011) 2.400 0.140
Some High School education, no degree 0.092 (0.002) 0.093 (0.004) 0.500 0.670
High School degree only 0.285 (0.008) 0.270 (0.015) -1.870 0.200
Some college education, no bachelor's degree  0.305 (0.005) 0.308 (0.007) 0.600 0.610
Bachelor's degree or more 0.274 (0.007) 0.273 (0.007) -0.140 0.900
Married 0.524 (0.005) 0.515 (0.009) -1.800 0.210
Divorced 0.105 (0.002) 0.101 (0.004) -2.000 0.180
Widowed 0.066 (0.002) 0.059 (0.004) -3.500 0.070
Seperated 0.024 (0.001) 0.024 (0.001) 0.000 1.000
Never Married 0.237 (0.005) 0.251 (0.010) 2.800 0.110
Unmarried Partner 0.044 (0.002) 0.050 (0.005) 3.000 0.100

Supplemental - Table 5 reports the rates each demographic group (used as independent variables in

the primary analysis) of the total sample of adults surveyed by BRFSS in years 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016,

and 2018. The rates are stratified by adults surveyed early in the survey wave and adults surveyed later

in the survey wave. The t-statistic is the result of the two-sample proportion test.
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Never

<1 Year
1-2 Years
3+ Years

Mammogram

Never

<1 Year
1-2 Years
3+ Years

Pap Smear

Never
Colonoscopy/ <1 Year
Sigmoidoscopy  1-2 Years

3+ Years

Table 6. Pre-Trend Tests

Pre-Treatment Coefficient Estimates

2010*Late 2012*Late 2014*Late 2016*Late Joint
Test (p)
0,007 (0.018) 0.006 (0.076) 0,013 (0.014) 0,078 (0.072) 0.307
0012 (0.023) 0022 (0.024) 0.002  (0.025) 0.021 (0.021) 0.027
0,008  (0.021) 0.000 (0.019) 0.001 (0.020) 0001 (0.016) 0.965
0.027 (0.021) 0.016 (0.018) 0.010 (0.013) 0003 (0.015) 0.499
0.017 (0.011) 0009 (0.012)  -0.025%*  (0.008) 0010 (0.010) 0.000A
0.019  (0.022) 0.018  (0.026) 0.045%  (0.021) 0006 (0.015) 0.007A
0012 (0.014) 0018 (0.017) 0.001 (0.017) 0.022 (0.014) 0.319
0024 (0.016) 0.009 (0.019) 0021 (0.018) 0006 (0.017) 0.249
0.019  (0.017) 0.015  (0.019) 0.019 (0.019) 0024 (0.018) 0257
0030 (0.019) 0023 (0.013) 0037 (0.023) 0009 (0.013) 0.445
0012 (0.020) 0021 (0.015) 0.006 (0.015) 0009 (0.013) 0.096
0011 (0.010) 0.014 (0.011)  -0.018% (0.008) 0016 (0.009) 0.002A

Supplemental - Table 6 reports the year-by-year coefficients of the event-history analyses (excluding

2020) with year 2018 as the baseline. Significant coefficients indicate differences in screening rate levels

between quasi-treatment cohorts. The joint Test (p) column reports the p-value from the Wald test, testing

if each of the reported coeffiecient jointly equals zero. The Bonferonni correction was used to account

for multiple hypotheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.0071. Note: A p < multiple-test corrected

significance level for Joint Test.
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