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Abstract 39 

Background: Women from low-income, racial/ethnic minority backgrounds receive fewer 40 

cancer screenings than other women and have higher rates of depression, which can interfere 41 

with cancer screening participation.  42 

Objective:  Assess the comparative effectiveness of two interventions to improve breast, 43 

cervical, and colorectal cancer screening and reduce depression among underserved women 44 

with depressive symptoms. 45 

Design: Randomized comparative effectiveness trial 46 

Setting: Six Federally Qualified Health Centers  47 

Participants: N=757, 50-64 years with depression symptoms and overdue for cancer 48 

screening. 49 

Interventions: Participants were randomized to collaborative depression care plus cancer 50 

screening intervention (Collaborative Care Intervention, CCI) or cancer screening intervention 51 

alone (Prevention Care Management, PCM). Both of these evidence-based, telephone 52 

interventions were delivered in English or Spanish, for up to 12 months, by care managers.  53 

Measurements: Electronic Health Records provided cancer screening data (primary outcome). 54 

PHQ-9 measured depression at study entry (T0), 6- and 12-months post-baseline (T1 and T2, 55 

respectively; secondary outcome). 56 

Results: Analyses revealed statistically significant increases in up-to-date status for all cancer 57 

screenings; depression improved in both intervention groups. There were no statistically 58 

significant differences between the two interventions in improving cancer screening rates or 59 

reducing depression.  60 

Limitations: Depressive symptom improvement may be explained by typical symptom 61 

remission. The study duration (12-months) was insufficient to evaluate intervention effects on 62 

long-term cancer screening behavior and depression. This study was not powered for site-level 63 

analysis.  64 
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Conclusions: CCI and PCM both improved breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer screening 65 

and depression in clinical settings in underserved communities, however neither intervention 66 

showed an advantage in outcomes. Decisions about which approach to implement may depend 67 

on the nature of the practice and alignment of the interventions with other ongoing priorities and 68 

resources.  69 

Trial registration: ClinicalTrials.gov ID: NCT02273206 70 

Funding source: This study was funded by Patient Centered Outcomes Research Institute 71 

(PCORI) (IH-12-11-4522) with additional infrastructure support from Agency for Healthcare 72 

Research and Quality (AHRQ) (5P30-HS-021667).   73 
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Background and Objectives 74 

Socioeconomic status is one of the strongest predictors of cancer screening behaviors 75 

(1-3) and severity (2, 4, 5). Low-income individuals are more likely to be diagnosed with late-76 

stage cancers, due to lower rates of cancer screening, delayed follow-up of abnormal results 77 

(6), and less access to specialty care. Low-income women in the United States, and particularly 78 

racial/ethnic minority and low-income women, have fewer screenings for breast, cervical, and 79 

colorectal cancers and higher rates of mortality due to these cancers (6-10). In Bronx County, 80 

NY, the poorest urban county in the U.S., overall cancer deaths rates are 15% higher than New 81 

York City (11). The astonishing cervical cancer death rate is 60% higher than national rates 82 

(12), even though late-stage cervical cancer is largely preventable through screening (13).  83 

In addition to these disparities in cancer screening, major depression is more common 84 

among low-income racial/ethnic minority women. Affecting roughly 20-25% of these women (14, 85 

15), compared with ~10% of US females (16), they suffer more chronic, severe, and disabling 86 

depression (17). Latinx and African American women are likely to seek support for depression in 87 

primary care settings (18). However, primary care depression management practices fall below 88 

evidence-based standards (19), despite the availability of effective treatments (20). Even when 89 

prompted by a primary care provider to seek mental health care, racial/ethnic minority women 90 

were less likely than white women to access specialty care and to take prescribed anti-91 

depressant medication (21).  92 

The observed disparities in both cancer screening and mental health care among low-93 

income and racial/ethnic women have resulted in an alarming public health situation. There is 94 

growing evidence that women who experience untreated mental health problems (e.g., 95 

depression) are less likely to participate in cancer screenings (22, 23). Lower participation in 96 

cancer screening results in cancer diagnoses at later stages of tumor growth and metastasis, 97 

contributing to higher morbidity and mortality rates (6). Because this disparity widens among 98 

women from racial or ethnic minority groups (23), it is imperative to examine the intersectionality 99 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(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 November 6, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.05.20225383doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.05.20225383


 6 

of sociodemographic factors on screening behaviors and depression treatment. That is, women 100 

who are both low-income and from racial/ethnic minorities may experience greater challenges 101 

related to cancer screening and depression treatment in additive and multiplicative ways, 102 

making them especially vulnerable to poor outcomes.  103 

In the Bronx and nationally, cancer screening and mental health care needs have been 104 

identified as prime targets for improving patient health outcomes and well-being (24), yet no 105 

studies have attempted to intervene upon depression as a barrier to cancer screening. Clinical 106 

Directors Network’s (CDN) Prevention Care Management-3 (PCM3) study addressed this gap 107 

with a comparative effectiveness trial of “Collaborative Care Intervention (CCI)”, a novel, 108 

integrated intervention comprised of depression care management plus Prevention Care 109 

Management (PCM) versus PCM alone within Bronx Federally Qualified Health Centers 110 

(FQHCs). We hypothesized that CCI would be more effective than PCM for improving cancer 111 

screening participation for breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer (primary outcomes) and for 112 

reducing depression (secondary outcome) among low income women primarily of Latina, 113 

African American/Caribbean Black and other minority racial backgrounds. 114 

Methods 115 

Design Overview 116 

This 1:1 randomized (CCI, PCM) comparative effectiveness trial was conducted in six 117 

Bronx, NY FQHCs. The study design, eligibility, and recruitment were previously described (25, 118 

26). Because previous research showed that PCM is effective (27-29), ethics dictated offering 119 

an evidence-based intervention as the comparator. Study protocols were approved by sites’ 120 

Institutional Review Boards. Written informed consent was obtained upon enrollment.  121 

Setting and Participants 122 

Eligible women were 50-64 years old, spoke English or Spanish, resided in Bronx, NY, 123 

screened positive for depression (Patient Health Questionnaire [PHQ]-9 ≥ 8), and were overdue 124 
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for cancer screening according to US Preventive Services Task Force guidelines for at least one 125 

of the following: colorectal, breast, and/or cervical cancer (30-32). 126 

Exclusion criteria included cancer diagnosis in the past six months, terminal illness, 127 

current pregnancy, or current suicidal thoughts. Women with suicidal thoughts were referred 128 

for care by their primary care provider. Care Managers reviewed Electronic Health Records 129 

to identify potentially eligible women; they were approached when they presented for care at 130 

their primary care provider appointment and were screened for depressive symptoms.  131 

Randomization and Interventions 132 

Randomization 133 

We used a randomized block algorithm, stratified by FQHC, to assign women to CCI or 134 

PCM. Block size was allowed to vary randomly to preclude any exercise of judgment or bias in 135 

the allocation of participants. The 1:1 allocation ratio was prepared by the offsite study 136 

statistician. The Data Coordinator maintained all randomization information offsite and only 137 

informed the enrolling Care Mangers of intervention assignments after baseline interviews were 138 

completed.   139 

Intervention Components and Delivery  140 

Table 1 compares components of the CCI and PCM interventions. A 12-month 141 

intervention period was chosen for each condition based on depression collaborative care (33-142 

37) outcomes.   143 

Interventionists. Care Managers were female, bilingual (English-Spanish), college 144 

graduates, with experience working with underserved women. Participants always received the 145 

intervention from Care Managers located at their FQHC. Care Managers for both conditions 146 

performed similar patient navigation functions (e.g., scheduling primary care appointments, 147 

mailing educational materials, sending overdue cancer screening reminders). Care Managers 148 

were trained together in the PCM intervention; CCI interventionists underwent additional 149 

training. Each participating FQHC hired two separate Care Managers (one PCM, one CCI) to 150 
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minimize the risk of contamination between the two study arms (38). We mitigated concerns 151 

about contamination between Care Managers at the same location who were delivering different 152 

interventions via extensive training (e.g., not sharing strategies and details of the study), 153 

supervision, and each Care Manager delivered only one intervention. We had no reports of 154 

information-sharing or intervention contamination among Care Managers.  155 

Interventions.  156 

Both conditions were delivered by telephone to maximize time and efficiency and to 157 

enhance scale-up and sustainability, speculating that one care manager could work with 158 

patients across multiple sites in future studies. All study participants received English or Spanish 159 

language low health literacy educational materials about depression and cancer screening (39-160 

42).  161 

PCM: PCM is a telephone-based cancer screening support program shown to be 162 

effective in increasing rates of breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer screening across other 163 

trials in different kinds of primary care settings (28, 29, 43). Using a structured script, Care 164 

Managers informed participants of their group assignment, confirmed each participant’s cancer 165 

screening history, assessed readiness to engage in cancer screening, and collaborated with the 166 

participant to address cancer screening barriers (44). If a participant mentioned depressive 167 

symptoms, she was encouraged to make an appointment with her primary care clinician. PCM 168 

Care Managers contacted participants monthly until she became up-to-date for all three cancer 169 

screenings. When requested by the patient, Care Managers met in-person at the FQHCs for 170 

intervention visits.  Participants who became up-to-date were sent a congratulatory card with 171 

due dates for upcoming cancer screenings. 172 

CCI: In addition to the PCM activities, CCI Care Managers also evaluated participation in 173 

mental health treatment (past and present) and identified factors preventing adherence to 174 

mental health care recommendations. They also conducted motivational interviewing, 175 

encouraged mental health treatment, recommended mental health discussions with the primary 176 
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care clinician, and connected women to social services at partnering community-based 177 

organizations. Care Managers documented the patient’s PHQ-9 depression score and their 178 

discussions on a feedback form provided to the primary care clinician (45). CCI Care Managers 179 

reached out by telephone at least once per month for up to 12 months. Care Managers 180 

conducted additional follow-up phone calls during the intervention period based on participants’ 181 

reported barriers and needs. Thus, while the intervention dose was not uniform, care was 182 

similar to real-world personalized patient-centered care.  183 

Outcomes and Follow-up 184 

Assessments were conducted in English or Spanish at baseline (T0), 6 months (T1) and 185 

12 months (T2) verbally over the telephone or in-person by trained project research assistants 186 

independent from Care Managers and blinded to treatment allocation. Participants were 187 

compensated a total of $40 for all completed assessments (45-60 minutes apiece).  188 

Measures 189 

Primary Outcome: Cancer Screening Behavior was the primary outcome, further divided into:  190 

breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer. Medical chart reviewers searched for: Pap testing (past 191 

3 years without HPV; past 5 years with HPV), mammography (past 2 years), and colorectal 192 

screening (FOBT/FIT, in the past year; flexible sigmoidoscopy, in the past 5 years; and 193 

colonoscopy, in the past 10 years), and dichotomized as up-to-date (yes/no) using standardized 194 

items from the National Cancer Institute’s Health Information National Trends Survey (46). An 195 

ordinal composite variable was created reflecting the total number of up-to-date cancer 196 

screenings (0-3) at T0 and T2. Some participants may have received cancer screening outside 197 

the FQHCs, however, this information was routinely requested by practice staff for 198 

documentation. 199 

Secondary Outcome: Depression. PHQ-9, a well-validated measure for screening and 200 

diagnosing depressive episodes, assessed depression severity and monitored treatment 201 

response (47-49). PHQ-9 is sensitive to depressive symptoms across racial and ethnic 202 
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groups (47) and used in clinical practice. Measured at T0 and T2, respondents indicated how 203 

often they experienced depression symptoms in the past two weeks on a scale from 0 (not at 204 

all) to 3 (nearly every day). Responses were summed and higher scores indicated more 205 

severe depressive symptomatology. PHQ-9 >8 indicates clinically significant depressive 206 

symptoms (50). PHQ-9 scores were also subdivided into 0=no depression; 1-4=mild 207 

depression; 5-9=medium-mild; 10-14=moderate; 15-19=moderately severe; 20-27=severe 208 

depression (49).  209 

Additional Secondary Outcomes: Secondary outcomes included patient-reported outcomes 210 

(listed in Appendix Table A1; collected at T0, T1, and T2). 211 

Statistical Analysis 212 

Power and sample size. Sample size was calculated to detect a minimum 10% 213 

difference between arms in cancer screening participation with 80% power and 5% two-214 

sided type I error rate. A 10% difference is considered the lowest difference of interest based 215 

on previous studies comparing PCM to usual care (27) to test the null hypothesis of no 216 

differences by condition; the alternative hypothesis was that the difference would be greater 217 

than 10% in cancer screening participation (with a two-sided Type I error rate of 5%). We 218 

estimated that 356 women in each arm was sufficient for 80% power to detect a 10% 219 

difference in screening participation between the two arms.  220 

Analytic Plan. Analyses were conducted in SAS PROC GENMOD (V9.4). 221 

To describe baseline characteristics, continuous variables were summarized with means and 222 

standard deviations; group differences were analyzed with t-tests (e.g., number of calls 223 

completed during the trial) or repeated measures ANOVA. Categorical variables were 224 

analyzed with proportions or chi-square tests. Bivariate outcomes were analyzed using an 225 

unadjusted χ2 test separately for the three primary outcomes of cancer screening and t-test 226 

for the a priori secondary outcome of depression. 227 
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For the set of secondary analyses of cancer screening outcomes, multivariate logistic 228 

regression models examined study condition as a predictor of breast, cervical, and colorectal 229 

cancer screening behaviors at T2 in separate intention-to-treat models. Post-hoc multivariate 230 

logistic regression analyses included only women who were overdue for each cancer 231 

screening at T0. In addition, a proportional odds model was used to examine study condition 232 

as a predictor of total number of up-to-date cancer screening tests at T2 (range 0-3). All 233 

models included the following a priori covariates: age (years), household income (3 234 

categories), T0 cancer screening status for the outcome of interest (up-to-date or not), and 235 

T0 depression (PHQ-9 score). FQHC site indicators were included in models as a fixed effect 236 

to account for clustering by site.  237 

For depression, a priori secondary analyses used multivariate logistic regression to 238 

examine study condition as a predictor of PHQ-9 change. All models included a priori 239 

covariates: age (years), household income (3 categories), T0 cancer screening status (up-to-240 

date or not), and T0 depression (PHQ-9 score). FQHC site indicators were included in the 241 

models as a fixed effect to account for clustering by site.  242 

Further post-hoc analyses used separate multivariate logistic regressions to examine 243 

study condition as a predictor of (a) depression improvement and (b) depression remission 244 

from T0 to T2 controlling for T0 depression, number of up-to-date cancer screenings at T0, 245 

age, and household income. Depression improvement was defined as a reduction in severity 246 

grouping by at least one level (e.g., moderate depression at T0 and mild depression at T2). 247 

Depression remission was defined as a PHQ-9 score <5 at T2. The study was not powered 248 

for site-level analysis (see Appendix Table A2 for recruitment by FQHC site). 249 

Missing data. Since missing data primarily resulted from missing PHQ-9s at T2 (N=129, 17% of 250 

participants), it was not appropriate to assume missing at random and to apply multiple 251 

imputation methods. Instead, we performed sensitivity analysis. In the model, those who were 252 
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missing PHQ-9 at T2 were added as a separate category. We obtained similar intervention 253 

effects under both scenarios: OR=1.40 (1.02, 1.93), p=0.04 vs. OR=1.35 (0.98, 1.85) p=0.068. 254 

Role of Funding Source 255 

This study was funded by Patient Centered Outcomes Research Institute (PCORI IH-12-256 

11-4522) with additional infrastructure support from Agency for Healthcare Research and 257 

Quality (AHRQ 5P30-HS-021667). These agencies had no role in study design, data collection, 258 

intervention delivery, data analysis, interpretation, or manuscript-writing. 259 

Results 260 

Patient Characteristics 261 

 In total, 802 participants were enrolled from 2014 to 2016 (Figure 1). Of these, 759 262 

completed baseline interviews (95% response rate) and were randomized to either CCI (n=380) 263 

or PCM (n=379). Two participants were found to be ineligible after randomization because they 264 

were up-to-date for all three cancer screenings, resulting in 757 participants. Table 2 shows 265 

baseline demographic and clinical characteristics by study condition. There were no statistically 266 

significant demographic or clinical differences between study conditions at baseline (see also 267 

Appendix Table A3 for enrollment by racial categories and Table A4 for primary care utilization 268 

in the 18-months post-enrollment).  269 

Intervention Delivery 270 

Most interactions occurred by phone (90%). On average, women in the CCI arm 271 

completed six calls (range 0-20), while women in the PCM arm completed three (range 0-17; 272 

p<0.001). Initial calls for CCI averaged 42 minutes (range 4-118 minutes) compared to 13 273 

minutes (range 4-82 minutes) for PCM. Subsequent calls averaged 18 minutes for CCI (range 274 

2-101 minutes) and 9 minutes (range 1- 62 minutes) for PCM, providing evidence of treatment 275 

fidelity.  276 

Differences among conditions at baseline and 12-month follow-up 277 
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For breast cancer screening, we found no differences for CCI vs. PCM at baseline 278 

(43.9% vs. 42.0%) or at follow up (66.7% vs. 66.8%) (intervention arm differences p=.98). For 279 

cervical cancer screening, we found no differences for CCI vs. PCM at baseline (42.3% vs. 280 

41.7%) or at follow up (61.6% vs. 64.6%) (intervention arm differences p=.39). For colorectal 281 

cancer screening, we found no differences for CCI vs. PCM at baseline (22.0% vs. 26.9%) or at 282 

follow up (56.9% vs. 52.8%) (intervention arm differences p=.26).       283 

Primary Outcomes 284 

Breast Cancer Screening 285 

There was no statistically significant difference between the two intervention arms for 286 

improving breast cancer screening participation over time.  From baseline to follow-up, the 287 

proportion of participants up-to-date for breast cancer screening increased significantly in both 288 

arms (Table 3; CCI: 43.9% to 66.7% and PCM: 42.0% to 66.8%).  289 

In an a priori logistic regression model of only women who were overdue for breast 290 

cancer screening at T0, only lower depression at T0 significantly predicted being up-to-date for 291 

breast cancer screening at T2 (p=0.048) (Table A6). As up-to-date at baseline may be a non-292 

intuitive control, we calculated a 2x2 by timepoint up-to-date matrix; 33% of women who were 293 

up-to-date for breast cancer screening at baseline were also up-to-date at T2. 294 

Cervical Cancer Screening 295 

There was no statistically significant difference between the two arms for improving 296 

cervical cancer screening participation over time. From T0-T2, the proportion up-to-date 297 

increased significantly in both study arms (Table 3; CCI: 42.3% to 61.6% and PCM: 41.7% to 298 

64.6%). 299 

In an a priori analysis of only women who were overdue for cervical cancer screening at 300 

T0, only lower depression at T0 significantly predicted being up-to-date for cervical cancer 301 

screening at T2 (p=0.03) (Table A6). In the 2x2 up-to-date by timepoint matrix; 63% of women 302 

who were up-to-date for cervical cancer screening at baseline were also up-to-date at T2. 303 
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Colorectal Cancer Screening 304 

There was no statistically significant difference between the intervention arms for 305 

improving colorectal cancer screening status. The proportion up-to-date increased significantly 306 

in both study arms from baseline to T2 (Table 3; CCI: 22.0% to 56.9% and PCM: 26.9% to 307 

52.8%).  308 

In an a priori subgroup analysis of women who were overdue for colorectal cancer 309 

screening at T0, there was a significant treatment effect on screening status at T2 (Table A6). 310 

Specifically, among women who were overdue for colorectal cancer screening at T0, women 311 

randomized to CCI were more likely to be up-to-date for colorectal cancer screening at T2 312 

compared to women randomized to PCM (OR=1.57; 95% CI 1.04-2.37) (p=0.030). Younger age 313 

and lower income also significantly predicted being up-to-date at T2 in this model. In the 2x2 up-314 

to-date by timepoint matrix; 24% of women who were up-to-date for colorectal cancer screening 315 

at baseline were also up-to-date at T2. 316 

Secondary Outcomes 317 

Depression 318 

Continuous depression scores. From baseline to follow-up, depression scores significantly 319 

decreased in both arms (Table 4). PHQ-9 scores significantly declined from baseline to 6-m 320 

follow-up and baseline to 12-m follow-up. There was no statistically significant difference 321 

between the two arms in mean depressive symptoms over time. For mental health visits, there 322 

were no differences by condition at baseline (p=0.85), T1 (p=0.23), or T2 (p=0.98). For 323 

prescription medications for depression, there were no differences between conditions at T0 324 

(p=0.57), T1 (p=0.92), or T2 (p=0.99). 325 

  Additional secondary outcome analyses comparing CCI and PCM at different time 326 

points are presented in Appendix Table A5. 327 
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In heterogeneity of treatment effect analyses using primary language, the odds ratio for 328 

breast cancer screening was statistically significant, whereas cervical and colorectal cancer 329 

screening were not (Table 5).  330 

Exploratory Analyses 331 

Overall Cancer Screening 332 

There was no statistically significant difference between the two intervention arms for 333 

improving total number of up-to-date cancer screenings from T0 to T2 (Table A7). Being up-to-334 

date for one cancer screening at T0 significantly predicted the achievement of additional up-to-335 

date screenings at T2. This relationship was stronger for women who were up-to-date for two 336 

cancer screenings at T0. 337 

Depression improvement and remission. Comparing the subset of women who were 338 

followed vs. not followed on depression measures, ethnicity emerged as the only group 339 

difference (Table A8). The intervention arms did not differentially improve depression by >1 340 

severity level (Table A9). Greater depression at T0 was the only significant predictor of level of 341 

depression improvement from T0-T2 (p=0.002). Similarly, the conditions did not differ for 342 

depression remission (Table A9). Household income (p=0.037) and lower depression (p<0.001) 343 

at T0 were significant predictors of depression remission from T0-T2. 344 

Discussion 345 

The PCM3 study was a randomized clinical trial comparing the effectiveness of two 346 

evidence-based care management interventions to improve cancer screening among 347 

underserved women with depression in Bronx, NY. Both CCI and PCM produced clinically 348 

meaningful and statistically significant increases in breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer 349 

screening rates, as well as improvements in depressive symptoms from baseline to 12-month 350 

follow-up. However, we did not observe any statistically significant differences between the two 351 

treatment arms for the primary outcomes (breast, cervical and colorectal cancer screening) and 352 

secondary outcome (change in depression).  353 
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When examining a priori analyses of women who were overdue for breast cancer and 354 

cervical cancer screening at baseline, we observed that lower depression at baseline was the 355 

only predictor of being up-to-date at follow-up. For participants who were overdue for colorectal 356 

cancer screening at baseline, women randomized to CCI were more likely to be up-to-date for 357 

colorectal cancer screening at T2 compared to women randomized to PCM. Younger age and 358 

higher income were also significant predictors of up-to-date colorectal screening status at 359 

follow-up. Exploratory analyses revealed no differential treatment effects for overall cancer 360 

screening for the three types of cancer combined, depression improvement, or depression 361 

remission. 362 

As a comparison to the published literature (using “interventions in primary care settings" 363 

as the English-language search term), PCM was shown to be effective in increasing cancer 364 

screening (27-29, 45, 51) and CCI was shown to reduce symptoms of depression (40, 48). In 365 

this comparative effectiveness trial, however, the main finding was that neither intervention 366 

proved to be more effective than the other. Women benefitted from care management that 367 

included patient navigation and support to undergo cancer screenings, regardless of whether 368 

depression was also targeted during these interactions. It is possible that we did not find 369 

differential treatment effects between CCI and PCM because the patient navigation support 370 

provided by the Care Managers across both conditions strengthened the relationships between 371 

patients and their care providers, and both approaches emphasized patient activation and self-372 

management. Given the greater investment of time and resources needed to implement the CCI 373 

intervention (e.g., training in the PCM intervention alone requires less time, and an average of 374 

six longer calls for CCI versus three shorter calls for PCM), it may be more appealing to payers, 375 

health centers and other stakeholders to implement PCM.  376 

With regard to generalizability and limitations, the lack of differential intervention effects 377 

on depression-related outcomes may have resulted from a combination of the natural course of 378 

depression remission plus access to co-located/integrated primary care and mental health 379 
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services in participating FQHCs. Larger intervention effects might have been evident in the CCI 380 

arm if participants did not have access to onsite mental health services. While it may be difficult 381 

to justify the addition of depression care management to the PCM intervention at practices with 382 

onsite mental health care, CCI might confer greater benefits for cancer screening and 383 

depression outcomes in clinical settings that do not have integrated mental health services.  384 

Participants were required to have elevated depression scores upon enrollment, but we 385 

did not assess perceptions of unmet mental health care needs. Future work should consider 386 

enrolling patients who demonstrate unmet mental health care needs or some level of 387 

underutilization of care. While recruitment would be slower, this might provide a better test of 388 

the CCI intervention. 389 

This study was conducted over a 12-month period with assessments at 6- and 12-390 

months post-baseline. Perhaps differential intervention effects would have emerged with a 391 

longer follow-up, especially given the varying time frames for screening recommendations, 392 

ranging from every two years for mammograms to every 10 years for colonoscopy. Future work 393 

could also include additional patient-reported measures, such as behavioral activation.  394 

Sociodemographic factors might affect the uptake of cancer screening guidelines. 395 

Though our analyses were limited to data already collected, we conducted additional subgroup 396 

heterogeneity analyses on primary language (Table 5). While not all Latinas spoke Spanish, all 397 

Spanish-speakers identified as Latina. With language in the model, the OR was 1.65 for breast 398 

cancer screening; cervical and colorectal cancer screening were non-significant. We did not 399 

have other adequately powered subgroups to make meaningful group comparisons. Future 400 

studies should consider stratifying and oversampling in order to investigate heterogeneity of 401 

treatment effects within other subgroups. 402 

This trial demonstrated that CCI and PCM can be implemented successfully in medically 403 

underserved communities and is generalizable to diverse populations. Both interventions offer 404 

strong potential for implementation and scalability. They are protocol-driven, evidence-based 405 
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interventions that were designed to be delivered by health care staff (e.g., health educators, 406 

care coordinators, patient navigators). Manuals and formalized training provide the tools, 407 

barriers-based scripts, and detailed procedures for implementation in both English and Spanish 408 

(41).  409 

In conclusion, CCI and PCM interventions were both similarly effective in increasing 410 

cancer screening and reducing depression among underserved women who were from primarily 411 

Latina, African American/Caribbean Black and other racial minority backgrounds. CCI and PCM 412 

interventions are implementable, scalable, effective programs which will enable health care 413 

systems to detect cancers at an earlier stage to prevent excess morbidity and mortality 414 

associated with breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer among underserved women with 415 

depression. As we did not observe superiority of one intervention over the other, it may be more 416 

appealing to health providers to implement PCM to enhance cancer screening among 417 

underserved women.  418 
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Table 1. Intervention components 
 
 CCI  PCM  
Cancer 
Screening 
Component 
(PCM) 

• Educate and increase 
cancer screening 
awareness 

• Provide patient navigation 
• Provide motivational 

interviewing and support to 
overcome barriers to cancer 
screening 

• Educate and increase cancer 
screening awareness 

• Provide patient navigation 
• Provide motivational interviewing 

and support to overcome barriers to 
cancer screening 

Mental 
Health 
Component 
(CCI) 

• Provide depression 
education and motivational 
support to initiate or 
continue mental health 
treatment  

• Serve as an interface 
between primary care and 
mental health providers 

• Provide linkage to social 
services 

• None 

Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
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Table 2. Participant baseline sociodemographic and clinical characteristics by study 
condition 
 
Variable CCI                                                   

(n = 378) 
PCM  

(n = 379) 
Sociodemographic Characteristics 

Age at study enrollment, years; M 
(SD) 56.2 (4.3) 55.8 (4.2) 

Hispanic; n (%) 289 (76) 301 (79) 
Preferred language, n (%)   

English 163 (43) 167 (44) 

Spanish 215 (57) 212 (56) 

Marital status, n (%)   

Married/cohabitating 95 (25) 95 (25) 

Single, divorced, widowed, separated 271 (72) 274 (72) 

Other 10 (3) 9 (2) 
Education, n (%)   

< 8 years 89 (24) 81 (22) 

8-11 years 113 (30) 131 (35) 

Completed high school 90 (24) 82 (22) 

Post-high school and higher 84 (22) 82 (22) 

Employment, n (%)   

Employed 76 (20) 78 (21) 

Unemployed 102 (27) 108 (29) 

Homemaker 61 (16) 59 (16) 

Other 139 (37) 134 (35) 

Annual Household Income, n (%)   

$0-$9,999 258 (69) 242 (65) 

$10,000 to $14,999 42 (11) 69 (19) 
$15,000 or more 74 (20) 62 (17) 
Insurance, n (%)   
Medicaid  275 (73) 285 (75) 
Other 102 (27) 94 (25) 
Years receiving care at the Federally 
Qualified Health Centers, n (%)   

< 3 126 (33) 138 (37) 
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≥ 3 251 (67) 239 (63) 
Health History and Co-morbidities 

Positive Relevant Cancer history, n 
(%)  28 (7) 32 (9) 

Hysterectomy, n (%) 84 (22) 83 (22) 
Smoking Status, n (%)   
Current 92 (29.87) 89 (27.81) 
Former  50 (16.23) 53 (16.56) 
Never 166 (53.90) 178 (55.63) 
Body Mass Index   
Mean (SD), kg/m2 32.40 (7.61) 31.96 (7.72) 
Underweight, n (%) 4 (1.07) 7 (1.88) 
Normal, n (%) 53 (14.21) 48 (12.87) 
Overweight, n (%) 101 (27.08) 112 (30.03) 
Obese, n (%) 215 (57.64) 206 (55.23) 
Asthma 124 (32.89) 123 (32.54) 
Hypertension 242 (64.19) 245 (64.81) 
Hyperlipidemia 220 (58.36) 209 (55.29) 
Diabetes 157 (41.64) 152 (40.21) 

Cancer Screening Status 
Cancer Screening, n (%)   

Breast Cancer Screening, n  
(% up to date) 166 (43.9) 159 (42.0) 

Cervical Cancer Screening, n  
(% up to date) 160 (42.3) 158 (41.7) 

Colorectal Cancer Screening, n 
 (% up to date) 83 (22.0) 102 (26.9) 

Mental Health Screening Status and Utilization 
PHQ-9 score groups, n (%)   
5-9        Mild Depression 104 (27.59) 104 (27.44) 
10-14    Moderate Depression 159 (42.18) 147 (38.79) 
15-19    Moderately Severe           
              Depression 80 (21.22) 102 (26.91) 

20-27    Severe Depression 34 (9.02) 26 (6.86) 
PHQ-9 Mean (SD) 12.90 (4.22) 12.96 (4.08) 
Hopkins Symptoms Checklist, n (%)   
No Depression (<0.5) 37 (11.3) 43 (12.9) 
Mild to Moderate Depression 
 (0.5 – 1.7) 198 (60.6) 189 (56.8) 

Severe Depression (>1.7) 92 (28.1) 101 (30.3) 
On Anti-depression Medication 128 (33.95) 138 (36.60) 
Mental Health Utilization: Visits; n (%)   
High Utilization  162 (43) 165 (44) 
Low Utilization  216 (57) 214 (56) 

Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
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Table 3. Proportion of participants who were up-to-date for cancer screening from study 
entry to 12-month follow-up 
 
 

 
Note: For chi-square analyses, all degrees of freedom = 1, sample size = 757. 
CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
  

 CCI 
(n= 378) 

PCM 
(n= 379) 

Chi-square for time 
point 

p-value for 
timepoint 

Breast 
Cancer 

   

Baseline 43.9% 42.0% 0.30 .59 
Follow-up 66.7% 66.8% 0.0007 .98 
Cervical 
Cancer 

   

Baseline 42.3% 41.7% 0.03 .86 
Follow-up 61.6% 64.6% 0.73 .39 
Colorectal 
Cancer 

   

Baseline 22.0% 26.9% 2.52 .11 
Follow-up 56.9% 52.8% 1.29 .26 
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Table 4. Change over time in depression scores from study entry to 12-month follow-up 
 

Condition  Baseline 
Mean 

Six-
Month 
Follow-

up 
Mean 

12-
month 
Follow-

up 
Mean 

t-statistic 
baseline

-6m 

p value 
baseline

-6m 

95% 
Confid-
ence 

Interval 

t-statistic 
baseline

-12m 
p value 

95% 
Confid-
ence 

Interval 

CCI 12.86 7.88 8.23 13.70 .000 3.88-
5.17 12.04 .000 3.84-5.35 

PCM 12.68 8.34 7.84 13.24 .000 4.09-
5.51 14.08 .000 4.34-5.76 

Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
Depression was measured by PHQ-9 continuous scores. In a post-hoc analysis (2 (condition) x 
3 (time point: baseline, 6-month, 12-month) repeated measures ANOVA, there were no group 
by time effects (F(2, 536)<1) indicating that both conditions saw statistically significant 
decreases over the course of the study but the conditions showed indistinguishable patterns 
when compared to each other.  
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Table 5. Heterogeneity analysis on primary language for breast cancer screening, 
cervical cancer screening, and colorectal cancer screening 
 

Breast Cancer Screening OR 95% Wald 
Confidence Limits p-value 

Treatment Group (CCI vs PCM) 1.094 0.643 1.862 0.74 
Improvement of depression by one level 
(Yes vs No) 

0.992 0.652 1.51 0.97 
Age 1.016 0.974 1.06 0.46 
Income ($10,000 to $14,999) vs ($0 to 
$9,999) 

1.369 0.804 2.332 
0.49 Income ($15,000 and above) vs ($0 to 

$9,999) 
0.984 0.61 1.587 

Baseline breast cancer up-to-date (Yes vs 
No) 

2.336 1.615 3.378 <0.0001 
Language (Spanish vs English) 1.649 1.001 2.716 0.05 
Spanish speaker &  CCI group 0.849 0.418 1.726 0.65 
PHQ-9 at baseline 0.954 0.914 0.996 0.03 
Cervical Cancer Screening OR 95% Wald 

Confidence Limits p-value 
Treatment Group (CCI vs PCM) 0.93 0.52 1.663 0.81 
Improvement of depression by one level 
(Yes vs No) 

1.158 0.746 1.799 0.51 
Age 1.004 0.961 1.049 0.86 
Income ($10,000 to $14,999) vs ($0 to 
$9,999) 

1.187 0.705 2 
0.80 Income ($15,000 and above) vs ($0 to 

$9,999) 
1.08 0.648 1.801 

Baseline Cervical cancer up-to-date (Yes vs 
No) 

9.178 5.907 14.259 <0.0001 
Language (Spanish vs English) 1.257 0.739 2.137 0.40 
Spanish speaker & CCI group 0.908 0.428 1.923 0.80 
PHQ-9 at baseline 0.979 0.936 1.025 0.36 
Colorectal Cancer Screening OR 95% Wald 

Confidence Limits p-value 
Treatment Group (CCI vs PCM) 1.108 0.642 1.913 0.71 
Improvement of depression by one level 
(Yes vs No) 

1.263 0.837 1.906 0.27 
Age 0.949 0.91 0.99 0.02 
Income ($10,000 to $14,999) vs ($0 to 
$9,999) 

0.739 0.444 1.232 
0.29 Income ($15,000 and above) vs ($0 to 

$9,999) 
0.736 0.456 1.188 

Baseline Colorectal cancer up-to-date (Yes 
vs No) 

10.351 6.038 17.743 <0.0001 
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Language (Spanish vs English) 1.25 0.76 2.057 0.38 
Spanish speaker in CCI group 1.701 0.836 3.461 0.14 
PHQ-9 at baseline 0.984 0.942 1.027 0.46 
 
Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
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Figure 1. CONSORT flow diagram 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

3,558 Patients Approached 

3,388 (95%) Took brief 
depression screener 

964 (28%) Had depression 
symptoms 

 170 (5%) Excluded 
       96 Not meeting inclusion Criteria 
              40 Did not speak English or Spanish 
              30 Too ill to participate 
              19 Reported up-to-date for all cancer screening tests 
                6 Did not understand information 
                1 Not between 50-64 years old 
        74 Refused Screener  

2,424 (72%) Excluded 
         2,331 Had no depression symptoms    
               93 Had suicidal ideation   

162 (17%) Refused consent 

802 (83%) Consented  

43 (5%) Did not complete baseline 

759 (95%) Completed 
baseline 

 759 Randomized 

380 (50%) Randomized to CCI condition                                   
            2 found to be ineligible after randomization                                              
        378 cases analyzed   

379 (50%) Randomized to PCM condition 
           0 found to be ineligible after randomization 
       379 cases analyzed 

308 (308/379=81%) Completed 6-month interview 
  71 (71/379=19%) Lost to Follow-Up 
         36 Could not be contacted in the time window    
         30 Competing priority/unable to complete assessment 
           3 Left site/ Moved 
           1 Withdrawal 
           1 Deceased 

297 (297/378=79%) Completed 6-month interview 
  81 (81/378=21%) Lost to Follow-Up 
       34 Could not be contacted in the time window 
       39 Competing priority/unable to complete assessment     
         5 Left site/ Moved 
         1 Withdrawal 
         2 Deceased 

 327 (327/379=86%) Completed 12-month interview 
   52 (52/379=14%) Lost to Follow-Up 
        30 Could not be contacted in the time window 
        15 Competing priority/unable to complete assessment 
          5 Left site/ Moved 
          1 Withdrawal 
          1 Deceased 

 313 (313/378=83%) Completed 12-month interview 
   65 (65/378=17%) Lost to Follow-Up 
        25 Could not be contacted in the time window 
        27 Competing priority/unable to complete assessment 
          7 Left site/ Moved 
          1 Withdrawal 
          5 Deceased 

379 (100%) Medical Records Reviewed 
  

378 (100%) Medical Records Reviewed 

Follow-Up 

Enrollment 

379 (100%) Cases analyzed 

Allocation 

378 (100%) Cases analyzed                                                                                          
Analysis 
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APPENDIX Table A1. Study measures, data source, and timing 
 

Construct/Topic of Interest Measure/Instrument Data 
Source  

Collection 
Time Points 

Primary Outcome       
Cancer Screening Participation in colorectal, breast, and 

cervical cancer screening95 
Survey, 

EHR  
T0, T1, T2 

Secondary/Intermediate 
Outcomes 

      

Depression Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9)81-

83  
Survey, 

EHR 
T0, T1, T2 

Depression Hopkins Symptom Checklist (SCL-
20)99,100 

Survey T0, T1, T2 

Quality of Life/Health Status Medical Outcomes Study (MOS) Short 
Form Health Survey (SF-12)101 

Survey T0, T1, T2 

Mental Health Care Utilization Adapted from NCI HINTS Survey95 Survey, 
EHR 

T0, T1, T2 

Satisfaction with decision to 
participate in cancer screening 

Satisfaction with Decision Scale107  Survey T0, T1, T2 

Satisfaction with decision to 
participate in mental health care 

Satisfaction with Decision Scale107  Survey T2 

Cancer Screening Attitudes Adapted from NCI HINTS Survey95  Survey T0, T1, T2 
Mental Health Treatment 
Attitudes 

Adapted from NCI HINTS Survey95  Survey T0, T1, T2 

Stigma associated with 
depression and help-seeking 

Perceived Devaluation-Discrimination 
Scale110-113 

Survey T0, T2 

Satisfaction with care Ambulatory Care Experiences Survey114  Survey T0, T1, T2 
Self-Efficacy Adapted from the Perceived Efficacy in 

Patient-Physician Interactions (PEPPI) 
Scale117 

Survey T0, T1, T2 

Physician recommendation of 
screening/mental health care 

Adapted from NCI HINTS Survey95 Survey T0, T1, T2 

Medication Adherence Morisky Medication Adherence Scale 
(MMAS-8)119 

Survey T0, T1, T2 

Co-variates, Effect Moderators       
Sociodemographic Standardized questions – NCI HINTS 

survey95 
Survey T0 

Past history of cancer Standardized questions – NCI HINTS 
survey95 

Survey, 
EHR 

T0, T1, T2 

Family history of cancer Standardized questions – NCI HINTS 
survey95 

Survey, 
EHR 

T0, T1, T2 

Chronic medical 
conditions/obesity 

ICD9/10 Diagnoses120  EHR T0 

Generalized Anxiety Disorder GAD-7121  Survey T0, T1, T2  

Note: T0= baseline; T1=6 months post-baseline; T2=12 months post-baseline; 
EHR=electronic health record; HINTS=Health Information National Trends Survey. 
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APPENDIX Table A2. Patient recruitment by Federally Qualified Health Center Site 
 
Site CCI PCM Total 
Site 1 113 123 236 

Site 2 75 69 144 

Site 3 78 71 149 

Sites 4-6   114 116 230 

Total 380 379 759 

 
Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
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APPENDIX Table A3. Racial enrollment table 
 
Self-Report of Race N 
American Indian/Alaska Native 5 
Asian 0 
Black/African American 157 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 
White 25 
Multi-race 36 
Other 579 

Note: Self-reported race based on US Census Bureau categories. Most women of 
Latina/Hispanic background endorsed “Other” or “White” categories.  
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APPENDIX Table A4. Primary care utilization in 18-months post consent 
  
Number of Primary 
Care Visits in 18-
months after study 
enrollment CCI (N= 378) PCM (N= 379) 
0 visit 12 (3.2%) 7 (1.8%) 
1-3 visits 65 (17.2%) 63 (16.6%) 
4-6 visits 87 (23.0%) 90 (23.7%) 
7-9 visits 103 (27.2%) 86 (22.7%) 
10 and more visits 111 (29.4%) 133 (35.1%) 

Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. 
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APPENDIX Table A5. Patient-reported outcomes by treatment condition at baseline, 6-month, and 12-month follow-up ¥ £ 
 

 Baseline 6 Months 12 Months 

Variable CCI                                                    PCM  Total p-
value   CCI                                                    PCM  Total p-

value   CCI                                                    PCM  Total p-
value (n=378) (n=379) (n=757) (n=313) (n=326) (n=639) (n=316) (n=333) (n=649) 

Medical Outcomes: 
SF-12, n=729 (%)     

  
0.54 n=595 

(%)     
  

0.68 n=626 
(%)     

  
0.68 

     Best Health           96 
(25.95) 

88 
(24.51) 

184 
(25.24)     70 

(23.89) 
74 

(24.50) 
144 

(24.20)                 73 
(23.78) 

83 
(26.02) 

156 
(24.92)   

     Good Health 86 
(23.24) 

95 
(26.46) 

181 
(24.83)     77 

(26.28) 
82 

(27.15) 
159 

(26.72)        79 
(25.73) 

77 
(24.14) 

156 
(24.92)   

     Fair Health 92 
(24.86) 

96 
(26.74) 

188 
(25.79)     65 

(22.18) 
75 

(24.83) 
140 

(23.53)        72 
(23.45) 

83 
(26.02) 

155 
(24.76)   

     Worst Health 96 
(25.95) 

80 
(22.28) 

176 
(24.14)     81 

(27.65) 
71 

(23.51) 
152 

(25.55)        83 
(27.04) 

76 
(23.82) 

159 
(25.40)   

                              
Mental Health 
Utilization: 
Prescriptions, 
n=757 (%) 

      0.57 n=639 
(%)       0.92 n=649 

(%)       0.99  

     High Utilization 137 
(36.24) 

145 
(38.26) 

282 
(37.25)     126 

(40.26) 
130 

(39.88) 
256 

(40.06)     128 
(40.51) 

135 
(40.54) 

263 
(40.52)   

     Low Utilization 241 
(63.76) 

234 
(61.74) 

475 
(62.75)     187 

(59.74) 
196 

(60.12) 
383 

(59.94)     188 
(59.49) 

198 
(59.46) 

386 
(59.48)   

                              
Mental Health 
Utilization: Visits, 
n=757 (%) 

      0.85 n=639 
(%)       0.23 n=649 

(%)       0.98  

     High Utilization 162 
(42.68) 

165 
(43.54) 

327 
(43.20)     116 

(37.06) 
136 

(41.72) 
252 

(39.44)     125 
(39.56) 

132 
(39.64) 

257 
(39.60)   

     Low Utilization 216 
(57.14) 

214 
(56.46) 

430 
(56.80)     197 

(62.94) 
190 

(58.28) 
387 

(60.56)     191 
(60.44) 

201 
(60.36) 

392 
(60.40)   
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Satisfaction with 
Decision to 
Participate in 
Colon Cancer 
Screening, n=749 
(%) 

       
0.20 

n=596 
(%)       0.17 n=628 

(%)       0.69 

     High Satisfaction 161 
(43.16) 

180 
(47.87) 

341 
(45.53) 

   112 
(37.97) 

131 
(43.52) 

243 
(40.77)     135 

(44.26) 
148 

(45.82) 
283 

(45.06)   

     Low Satisfaction 212 
(56.84) 

196 
(52.13) 

408 
(54.47)     183 

(62.03) 
170 

(56.48) 
353 

(59.23)     170 
(55.74) 

175 
(54.18) 

354 
(54.94)   

                              
Satisfaction with 
Decision to 
Participate in 
Cervical Cancer 
Screening, n=589 
(%) 

       
0.65  

n=452 
(%)    0.82 n=477 

(%)    0.92  

     High Satisfaction 147 
(49.83) 

152 
(51.70) 

299 
(50.76) 

     99 
(44.80) 

101 
(43.72) 

200 
(44.25)     107 

(47.35) 
120 

(47.81) 
227 

(47.59) 
  

     Low Satisfaction 148 
(50.17) 

142 
(48.30) 

290 
(49.24)     122 

(55.20) 
130 

(56.28) 
252 

(55.75)     119 
(52.65) 

131 
(52.19) 

250 
(52.41)   

                              
Satisfaction with 
Decision to 
Participate in 
Breast Cancer 
Screening, n=750 
(%) 

      0.72 n=601 
(%)       0.72 n=630 

(%)       0.87 

     High Satisfaction 186  
(49.73) 

192 
(51.06) 

378 
(50.40)   

  147 
(49.33) 

145 
(47.85) 

292 
(48.59)     150 

(48.86) 
160 

(49.54) 
310 

(49.21) 
  

     Low Satisfaction 188 
(50.27) 

184 
(48.94) 

372 
(49.60)     151 

(50.67) 
158 

(52.15) 
309 

(51.41)     157 
(51.14) 

163 
(50.46) 

320 
(50.79) 
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Cancer Screening 
Attitudes: Colon 
Cancer, n=745 (%) 

      0.74 n=600 
(%)       0.86 n=631 

(%)       0.79 

     Positive Attitudes 71 
(19.09) 

71 
(19.03) 

142 
(19.06)          65 

(21.67) 
 64 

(21.33) 
129 

(21.50)         131 
(42.53) 

134 
(41.49) 

265 
(42.00)   

     Moderate 
Attitudes 

45 
(12.10) 

55 
(14.75) 

100 
(13.42)          46 

(15.33) 
 39 

(13.00) 
  85 

(14.17)      - - -    

     Fair Attitudes 161 
(43.28) 

152 
(40.75) 

313 
(42.01)          83 

(27.67) 
 86 

(28.67) 
169 

(28.17)      -  -  -   

     Negative 
Attitudes 

95 
(25.54) 

95 
(25.47) 

190 
(25.50)         106 

(35.33) 
111 

(37.00) 
217 

(36.17)         177 
(57.47) 

189 
(58.51) 

366 
(58.00)   

                              
Cancer Screening 
Attitudes: Cervical 
Cancer, n=595 (%) 

      0.64 n=453 
(%)       0.11 n=477 

(%)     
  

 
1.00  

     Positive Attitudes 60 
(20.00) 

64 
(21.69) 

124 
(20.84)         99 

(44.39) 
  85 

(36.96) 
184 

(40.62)         98 
(43.17) 

108 
(43.20) 

206 
(43.19)   

 Moderate 
Attitudes 

51 
(17.00) 

58 
(19.66) 

109 
(18.32)     - - -      - - -    

     Fair Attitudes 107 
(35.67) 

92 
(31.19) 

199 
(33.45)     - - -      -  -  -    

     Negative 
Attitudes 

82 
(27.33) 

81 
(27.46) 

163 
(27.39)         124 

(55.61) 
145 

(63.04) 
269 

(59.38)     129 
(56.83) 

142 
(56.80) 

271 
(56.81)   

                              
Cancer Screening 
Attitudes: Breast 
Cancer, n=754 (%) 

      0.91 n=606 
(%)       0.71 n=633 

(%)       0.77 

     Positive Attitudes 71 
(18.83) 

79 
(20.95) 

150 
(19.89)         126 

(42.00) 
124 

(40.52) 
250 

(41.25)         131 
(42.53) 

142 
(43.69) 

273 
(43.13)   

     Moderate 
Attitudes 

62 
(16.45) 

61 
(16.18) 

123 
(16.31)     - - -          -  -  -    

     Fair Attitudes 136 
(36.07) 

132 
(35.01) 

268 
(35.54)     - - -          -   -   -   

     Negative 
Attitudes 

108 
(28.65) 

105 
(27.85) 

213 
(28.25)         174 

(58.00) 
182 

(59.48) 
356 

(58.75)         177 
(57.47) 

183 
(56.31) 

360 
(56.87)   
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Self-Efficacy and 
Behavior towards 
Cancer Screening, 
n=746 (%) 

    

  

0.70 n=602 
(%)       0.89 n=630 

(%)     

  

0.95 

High Efficacy  98 
(26.27) 

87 
(23.32) 

185 
(24.80)   

  70 
(23.49) 

74 
(24.34) 

144 
(23.92)     71 

(23.20) 
79 

(24.38) 
150 

(23.81)   

Moderate Efficacy  87 
(23.32) 

98 
(26.27) 

185 
(24.80)          68 

(22.82) 
76 

(25.00) 
144 

(23.92)     81 
(26.47) 

81 
(25.00) 

162 
(25.71)   

Minimal Efficacy 90 
(24.13) 

87 
(23.32) 

177 
(23.73)         77 

(25.84) 
74 

(24.34) 
   151 

(25.08)     77 
(25.16) 

79 
(24.38) 

156 
(24.76)   

Low Efficacy  98 
(26.27) 

101 
(27.08) 

199 
(26.68)     83 

(27.85) 
80 

(26.32) 
   163 

(27.08)     77 
(25.16) 

85 
(26.23) 

162 
(25.71)   

                              
Generalized 
Anxiety, n=744 (%)  

    
  0.95 n=601 

(%) 
      

0.08 n=630 
(%)        0.27 

     Minimal (0 to 4) 79 
(21.24) 

79 
(21.24) 

158 
(21.24)   

  133 
(44.33) 

     127 
(42.19) 

260 
(43.26)         124 

(40.26) 
145 

(45.03) 
269 

(42.70)   

     Mild (5 to 9) 114 
(30.65) 

108 
(29.03) 

222 
(29.84)   

  69 
(23.00) 

        82 
(27.24) 

151 
(25.12)   

  82 
(26.62) 

77 
(23.91) 

159 
(25.24)   

     Moderate (10 to 
14) 

89 
(23.92) 

95 
(25.54) 

184 
(24.73)         61 

(20.33) 
        42 
(13.95) 

103 
(17.14)         46 

(14.94) 
56 

(17.39) 
102 

(16.19)   

    Severe (15 to 21) 90 
(24.19) 

90 
(24.19) 

180 
(24.19)         37 

(12.33) 
       50 
(16.61) 

     87 
(14.48)         56 

(18.18) 
44 

(13.66) 
100 

(15.87)   

Devaluation-
Discrimination 
Scale*, n=385 (%) 

      0.18         n/a n=323 
(%)       0.32  

     Low Stigma 68 
(35.42) 

50 
(25.91) 

118 
(30.65)     n/a n/a n/a        50 

(31.25) 
55 

(33.74) 
105 

(32.51)   

     Minimal Stigma 42 
(21.88) 

45 
(23.32) 

87 
(22.60)     n/a n/a n/a         36 

(22.50) 
48 

(29.45) 
84 

(26.01)   

     Moderate Stigma 46 
(23.96) 

49 
(25.39) 

95 
(24.68)     n/a n/a n/a        30 

(18.75) 
26 

(15.95) 
56 

(17.34)   

     High Stigma 36 
(18.75) 

49 
(25.39) 

85 
(22.08)     n/a n/a n/a     44 

(27.50) 
34 

(20.86) 
78 

(24.15)   
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Ambulatory Care 
Experiences 
Survey: Access, 
n=757 (%) 

    

  

0.91 n=639 
(%)       0.69 n=649 

(%)     

  

0.63 

High  24 
(6.35) 

  23 
(6.07) 

47 
(6.21)         26 

(8.31) 
30 

(9.20) 
56 

(8.76)     28 
(8.86) 

26 
(7.81) 

54 
(8.32)   

Moderate  25 
(6.61) 

  22 
(5.80) 

47 
(6.21)     - - -     - - -   

Fair  23 
(6.08) 

  27 
(7.12) 

50 
(6.61)     - - -     - - -   

Low  306 
(80.95) 

 307 
(81.00) 

613 
(80.98)         287 

(91.69) 
296 

(90.80) 
583 

(91.24)     288 
(91.14) 

307 
(92.19) 

595 
(91.68)   

Ambulatory Care 
Experiences 
Survey: Care 
Coordination, 
n=757 (%) 

    

  

0.55 n=639 
(%)       0.34 n=649 

(%)     

  

0.19 

High   67 
(17.72) 

61 
(16.09) 

128 
(16.91)          30 

(9.58) 
19 

(5.83) 
49 

(7.67)     18 
(5.70) 

26 
(7.81) 

44 
(6.78)   

Moderate  - - -      22 
(7.03) 

22 
(6.75) 

44 
(6.89)      9 

(2.85) 
  4 

(1.20) 
13 

(2.00)   

Fair  - - -          23 
(7.35) 

27 
(8.28) 

50 
(7.82)      39 

(12.34) 
31 

(9.31)  
70 

(10.79)   

Low  311 
(82.28) 

318 
(83.91) 

629 
(83.09)     238 

(76.04) 
258 

(79.14) 
496 

(77.62)     250 
(79.11) 

272 
(81.68) 

522 
(80.43)   

                              
Ambulatory Care 
Experiences 
Survey: Quality, 
n=757 (%) 

    

  

0.47 n=639 
(%)       0.38 n=649 

(%)     

  

0.98 

High  142 
(37.57) 

152 
(40.11) 

294 
(38.84)       121 

(38.66) 
115 

(35.28) 
236 

(36.93)     116 
(36.71) 

122 
(36.64) 

238 
(36.67)   

Moderate  - - -     - - -     - - -   
Fair  - - -         - - -     - - -   
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Low 236 
(62.43) 

227 
(59.89) 

463 
(61.16)       192 

(61.34) 
211 

(64.72) 
403 

(63.07)     200 
(63.29) 

211 
(63.36) 

411 
(63.33)   

                              
Ambulatory Care 
Experiences 
Survey: Shared 
Decision Making, 
n=757 (%) 

    

  

0.50 n=639 
(%)       0.51 n=649 

(%)     

  

0.02 

High  114 
(30.16) 

123 
(32.45) 

237 
(31.31)         81 

(25.88) 
77 

(23.62) 
158 

(24.73)     77 
(24.37) 

108 
(32.43) 

185 
(28.51)   

Moderate  - - -     - - -     - - -   
Fair  - - -     - - -     - - -   

Low  264 
(69.84) 

256 
(67.55) 

520 
(68.69)       232 

(74.12) 
249 

(76.38) 
481 

(75.27)     239 
(75.63) 

225 
(67.57) 

464 
(71.49)   

Physician 
Recommendation 
of Breast Cancer 
Screening, n=753 
(%) 

    

  

0.99 n=618 
(%)       0.15 n=641 

(%)     

  

0.55 

Recommended 340 
(90.19) 

339 
(90.16) 

679 
(90.17)   

  
299 

(98.36) 
303 

(96.50) 
602 

(97.41)     302 
(96.79) 

321 
(97.57) 

623 
(97.19)   

Not 
Recommended  

 37 
(9.81) 

 37 
(9.84) 

74 
(9.83)          5 

(1.64) 
 11 

(3.50) 
16 

(2.59)     10 
(3.21) 

  8 
(2.43) 

18 
(2.81)   

                                 
Physician 
Recommendation 
of Cervical Cancer 
Screening, n=754 
(%) 

    

  

0.34
  

 
n=618 

(%) 
      0.31 n=639 

(%)     

  

0.39  

Recommended 309 
(81.75) 

297 
(78.99) 

606 
(80.37)     281 

(92.43) 
283 

(90.13) 
564 

(91.26)     279 
(89.42) 

299 
(91.44) 

578 
(90.45)   

Not 
Recommended  

 69 
(18.75) 

  79 
(21.01) 

148 
(19.63)   

  
23 

(7.57) 
31 

(9.87) 
 54 

(8.74)     33 
(10.58) 

28 
(8.56) 

61 
(9.55)   
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Physician 
Recommendation 
of Colon Cancer 
Screening, n=756 
(%) 

      0.17 n=618 
(%)       0.38 n=640 

(%)       0.07 

Recommended 298 
(78.84) 

282 
(74.60) 

580 
(76.72)         281 

(92.43) 
 284 

(90.45) 
565 

(91.42)     281 
(90.06) 

308 
(93.90) 

589 
(92.03)   

Not 
Recommended  

 80 
(21.16) 

  96 
(25.40) 

176 
(23.28)       23 

(7.57) 
    30 
(9.55) 

53 
(8.58)     31 

(9.94) 
20 

(6.10) 
51 

(7.97)   

Physician 
Recommendation 
of Mental Health 
Screening, n=752 
(%) 

    

  

0.87 n=617 
(%)       0.83 n=640 

(%) 

      

0.36 

Recommended 206 
(54.50) 

206 
(55.08) 

412 
(54.79)        183 

(60.20) 
191 

(61.02) 
374 

(60.62)     182 
(58.33) 

203 
(61.89) 

385 
(60.16)   

Not 
Recommended  

172 
(45.50) 

168 
(44.92) 

340 
(45.21)         121 

(39.80) 
122 

(38.98) 
243 

(39.38)     130 
(41.67) 

125 
(38.11) 

255 
(39.84)   

               
On Anti-
depression 
Medication n = 266 
(%) 

128 
(33.95) 

138 
(36.60) 

266 
(100) 0.45 n=234 

(%) 
117 

(39.00) 
117 

(38.24) 
234 

(100) 0.85 n=237 
(%) 

116 
(37.79) 

121 
(37.23) 

237 
(100) 

0.89 

               
Anti-depression 
Medication 
Adherence Scale €, 
n =256 (%) 

    

  0.78 n=229 
(%) 

      

0.20 n=234 
(%) 

    

  0.77 

High Adherence  20 
(16.00) 

25 
(19.08) 

45 
(17.68)       20 

(17.39) 
      23 
(20.18) 

43 
(18.78)     22 

(19.13) 
27 

(22.69) 
49 

(20.94)   

Medium 
Adherence  

30 
(24.00) 

32 
(24.43) 

62 
(24.22)   

  
  35 

(30.43) 
      23 
(20.18) 

58 
(25.33)     33 

(28.70) 
31 

(26.05) 
64 

(27.35)   

Low Adherence 75 
(60.00) 

74 
(56.49) 

149 
(58.20)   

  
  60 

(52.17) 
      68 
(59.65) 

128 
(55.90)     60 

(52.17) 
61 

(51.26) 
121 

(51.71)   
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Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention. ¥ Categories defined by quartiles 
or median when relevant. * Data not collected at 6 months. € High Adherence = 8, Medium Adherence = 6 - 7.99, Low 
Adherence < 6.
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APPENDIX Table A6.  Logistic regression models of cancer screenings post-
intervention (12 months) 
 

Breast Cancer Screening  
Predictor OR [95% CI] p-value 

Treatment condition (CCI vs. PCM) 1.34 [0.82, 2.20] 0.24 

Baseline PHQ-9 0.95 [0.89, 1.00] 0.048 
Baseline breast cancer screening up-to-
date (yes/no) - - - 

Age 1.01 [0.95, 1.07] 0.74 

Income   0.91 
 $0-$9,999 vs. $10,000-$14,999 0.94 [0.46, 1.93]  
 $0-$9,999 vs. ≥$15,000 0.86 [0.44, 1.70]  
     
Cervical Cancer Screening  

Predictor OR [95% CI] p-value 

Treatment condition (CCI vs. PCM) 0.81 [0.50, 1.31] 0.38 

Baseline PHQ-9 0.94 [0.89, 1.00] 0.034 
Baseline cervical cancer screening up-to-
date (yes/no) - - - 

Age 1.02 [0.96, 1.07] 0.57 

Income   0.88 
 $0-$9,999 vs. $10,000-$14,999 0.87 [0.42, 1.79]  
 

$0-$9,999 vs. ≥$15,000 
1.09 [0.57, 2.06]  

 
 

   

Colorectal Cancer Screening  

Predictor OR [95% CI] p-value 

Treatment condition (CCI vs. PCM) 1.57 [1.04, 2.37] 0.03 

Baseline PHQ-9 1.00 [0.95, 1.04] 0.86 
Baseline colorectal cancer screening up-to-
date (yes/no) - - - 

Age 0.95 [0.91, 1.00] 0.054 

Income   0.041 
 $0-$9,999 vs. $10,000-$14,999 0.75 [0.40, 1.42]  
 

$0-$9,999 vs. ≥$15,000 
0.49 [0.28, 0.86]  
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Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention; 
OR=odds ratio; CI=confidence interval; Model 1 represents intention-to-treat analysis; 
Model 2 represents post-hoc analyses among a subset of women who were overdue for 
colorectal cancer screening at T0. 
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APPENDIX Table A7.  Logistic regression model of screening status for all cancers 
post-intervention (12 months) 
 

Predictor OR [95% CI] p-value 
Treatment condition (CCI vs. PCM) 1.09 [0.84, 1.43] 0.51 
Baseline PHQ-9 0.97 [0.94, 1.00] 0.061 
Baseline number of cancer screenings up-to-date   <0.001 
 0 vs. 1 2.22 [1.58, 3.11]  

  0 vs. 2 5.24 [3.72, 7.36]   
Age 0.98 [0.95, 1.02] 0.30 
Income   0.40 
 $0-$9,999 vs. $10,000-$14,999 1.04 [0.71, 1.51]  

  $0-$9,999 vs. ≥$15,000 0.80 [0.56, 1.13]   
Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management Intervention; 
OR=odds ratio; CI=confidence interval. 
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APPENDIX Table A8. Characteristics of participants who were followed-up vs. not 
followed-up for depression measures 
 

VARIABLE 
 

Followed-Up            
At 12 Months 
(N=629) 

Not Followed-
Up At 12 
Months 
(N=128) 

t-test or 
chi-
square 
value 

P-Value 
 

Mean Age (SD) 56.0 56.5 1.22 .22 
Ethnicity: Hispanic/ Latino, 
N (%) 499 (79.3) 91 (71.1) 4.20 .041 

Race, N (%)   5.15 .16 
Black/ African 
American 113 (18.0) 29 (22.7)   

White 27 (4.3) 5 (3.9)   
American Indian/ 
Alaska Native 3 (0.5) 2 (1.6)   

Asian 1 (0.2) 0 (0)   
Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

0 (0) 1 (0.8)   

More Than One 
Race/ Other 485 (77.1) 91 (71.1)   

Baseline Cancer Screening 
Status     

Up-To-Date For 
Breast Cancer 275 (43.7) 50 (39.1) .94 .33 

Up-To-Date For 
Cervical Cancer 157 (25.0) 28 (21.9) .55 .46 

Up-To-Date For 
Colorectal Cancer 272 (43.2) 46 (35.9) 2.33 .13 
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APPENDIX Table A9.  Logistic regression model of depression reduction and 
depression remission post-intervention (12 months) 
 
    Depression Improvement Depression Remission 

Predictor OR [95% CI] p-value OR [95% CI] p-value 
Treatment condition (CCI vs. 
PCM) 1.33 [0.91, 1.93] 0.14 0.88 [0.63, 1.25] 0.48 
Baseline PHQ-9 1.08 [1.03, 1.13] 0.002 0.88 [0.84, 0.92] <0.001 
Baseline number of cancer 
screenings up-to-date 

    0.63 
  0.23 

 0 vs. 1 0.80 [0.49, 1.29]   0.69 [0.45, 1.07]  
  0 vs. 2 0.92 [0.57, 1.48]   0.90 [0.59, 1.36]   
Age 1.01 [0.97, 1.06] 0.66 1.03 [0.99, 1.08] 0.13 
Income     0.061   0.037 
 $0-$9,999 vs. $10,000-$14,999 1.55 [0.88, 2.73]   1.72 [1.07, 2.77]  

  $0-$9,999 vs. ≥$15,000 1.78 [1.03, 3.07]   1.48 [0.94, 2.32]   
Note: Note: CCI=Collaborative Care Intervention; PCM=Prevention Care Management 
Intervention; OR=odds ratio; CI=confidence interval. 
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