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Figure S1: Determination of screening history for women in the subpopulation with known screening status
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	Table S1. Estimated Odds Ratio with 95% confidence Interval for having low- or high-stage disease for cervical cancer patients

	
	OR (95%CI) for low-stage disease
	OR (95%CI) for high-stage disease

	Age 

	35-44 vs. <35
	0.65 (0.47; 0.90)
	1.54 (1.11; 2.14)

	45-54 vs. <35
	0.31 (0.22; 0.42)
	3.27 (2.36; 4.53)

	55-64 vs. <35
	0.14 (0.10; 0.20)
	6.91 (5.00; 9.54)

	65-74 vs. <35
	0.12 (0.09; 0.17)
	8.24 (5.96; 11.40)

	>74 vs. <35
	0.06 (0.04; 0.09)
	15.40 (10.64; 22.29)

	Cohort (time of index date)

	1993 – 1998 vs. 1987 – 1992
	0.71 (0.49; 1.02)
	1.41 (0.98; 2.02)

	1999 – 2004 vs. 1987 – 1992
	0.63 (0.44; 0.92)
	1.58 (1.09; 2.29)

	2005 – 2010 vs. 1987 – 1992
	0.80 (0.55; 1.17)
	1.24 (0.85; 1.81)

	2011 – 2016 vs. 1987 – 1992
	0.85 (0.58; 1.26)
	1.17 (0.80; 1.72)




	Table S2. Risk of cervical cancer according to biological and social parameters in the subpopulation with known screening status 

	
	Total screening cohort
(n=6,401)
	Screening cohort with known stage
(n=940)

	
	Risk of getting CC 
(attenders)

(n=4,942)
	Risk of getting CC (non-attenders)

(n=1,459)
	Risk of having high-stage disease 
(case attenders)
(n=566)
	Risk of having high-stage disease 
(case non-attenders)
(n=374)

	
	OR (95%CI)
	OR (95%CI)
	OR (95%CI)
	OR (95%CI)

	Age
Age≥50 vs age<50
	
0.75 (0.61; 0.91)
	
1.02 (0.81; 1.28)
	
2.69 (1.70; 4.23)
	
1.95 (1.29; 2.95)

	Education1
Short vs medium
Short vs high
	
1.11 (0.86; 1.42)
1.28 (0.99; 1.65)
	
1.12 (0.85; 1.48)
1.53 (1.13; 2.09)
	
1.52 (0.86; 2.70)
1.95 (1.06; 3.62)
	
1.48 (0.91; 2.42)
1.99 (1.12; 3.53)

	Comorbidity1
CCI = 1 vs CCI = 0
CCI = 2 vs CCI = 0
CCI >2 vs CCI = 0
	
1.24 (0.92; 1.69)
1.44 (0.99; 2.09)
2.17 (1.16; 4.06)
	
0.92 (0.61; 1.40)
1.61 (0.97; 2.70)
0.77 (0.62; 2.67)
	
1.16 (0.57; 2.36)
1.28 (0.51; 3.24)
1.20 (0.29; 4.95)
	
2.58 (1.12; 5.94)
0.77 (0.33; 1.80)
5.83 (0.68; 49.7)

	Working status1
Senior vs Working
Other vs Working
	
1.55 (1.16; 2.09)
1.33 (1.04; 1.65)
	
1.02 (0.76; 1.38)
1.04 (0.78; 1.40)
	
1.58 (0.80; 3.09)
1.43 (0.82; 2.49)
	
3.12 (1.77; 5.52)
1.80 (1.06; 3.08)

	Socio-economic status1
Low vs high 
	

1.28 (1.07; 1.53)
	

1.21 (0.93; 1.57)
	

1.18 (0.74; 1.88)
	

1.28 (0.80; 2.04)

	Civil status1
Living alone vs living with a partner 
	
1.47 (1.23; 1.76)
	
1.50 (1.18; 1.91)
	
1.18 (0.75; 1.84)
	
0.95 (0.61; 1.46)

	Born in Denmark1
No vs Yes
	
1.69 (1.28; 2.24)
	
2.13 (1.57; 2.89)
	
0.66 (0.34; 1.29)
	
[bookmark: _GoBack]0.85 (0.49; 1.50)


1 Adjusted for age and cohort 


	Table S3. Baseline characteristics for controls in the subpopulation with known screening status

	
	Total study population
(n = 5,334)

	
	Attenders
(n = 4,296)
	Non-attenders
(n = 1,038)

	Age 
26-49
50-64
	
3,114 (72.5%)
1,182 (27.5%)
	*
592 (57.0%)
446 (43.0%)

	Education
Short
Medium
High
Unknown
	
594 (13.8%)
1,873 (43.6%)
1,743 (40.6%)
86 (2.0%)
	*
271 (26.1%)
389 (37.5%)
294 (28.3%)
84 (8.1%)

	Comorbidity
CCI = 0
CCI = 1
CCI = 2
CCI >2
	
3,758 (87.5%)
307 (7.2%)
185 (4.3%)
46 (1.1%)
	*
877 (84.5%)
89 (8.6%)
40 (3.9%)
32 (3.1%)

	Working status 
Working
Senior
Other
Unknown
	
3,341 (77.8%)
360 (8.4%)
545 (12.7%)
50 (1.2%)
	*
569 (54.8%)
210 (20.2%)
196 (18.9%)
63 (6.1%)

	Socio-economic status
Low
High
Unknown
	
2,019 (47.0%)
1,913 (44.5%)
364 (8.5%)
	*
564 (54.3%)
328 (31.6%)
146 (14.1%)

	Civil status
Living alone
Living with a partner
Unknown
	
1,066 (24.8%)
3,177 (74.0%)
53 (1.2%)
	*
285 (27.5%)
666 (64.2%)
87 (8.4%)

	Born in DK
Yes
No
	
3,677 (85.6%)
619 (14.4%)
	*
758 (73.0%)
280 (27.0%)

























* χ²-test with 0.05 significance level.
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