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Abstract
Objective—We conducted a systematic review to examine the effectiveness of educational
interventions in increasing mammography screening among low-income women.

Data Sources—Bibliographic databases, including MEDLINE, The Cochrane Central Register of
Controlled Trials, The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, and the ISI Web of Science, were
searched for relevant articles.

Study Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria—Randomized, community-based trials targeting low-
income women and published between January 1980 and March 2003 were included.

Data Extraction—The search yielded 242 studies; 24 met all inclusion criteria.

Data Synthesis—Three studies used mammography vans, three used low-cost vouchers or
provided free mammograms, three used home visits, one used community education alone, one
provided referrals, five incorporated multiple intervention strategies, two used phone calls, one used
videos and print material, and five used primarily print material.

Results—Of nine studies that reduced barriers to care via mammography vans, cost vouchers, or
home visits, eight showed statistically significant increases in mammography screening. Seven of
the eight studies that used peer educators had significant increases in screening, as did four of the
five studies that used multiple (intervention) components.

Conclusions—Interventions that used peer educators, incorporated multiple intervention
strategies, or provided easy access via vans, cost vouchers, or home visits were effective in increasing
screenings. Mailed letter or telephone reminders were not effective in trials involving low-income
women, which is contrary to findings from middle/upper-income studies.
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OBJECTIVE
There are significant socioeconomic disparities in breast cancer morbidity and mortality, and
screening mammography can potentially reduce these disparities.1 We systematically
reviewed randomized clinical trials of community-based educational interventions to promote
the use of screening mammography to identify those most successful in reaching low-income
women. Because low-income populations have higher barriers to care1 and interventions often
need to account for these barriers in order to be efficacious, our analysis addressed the following
question: “Which community-based interventions are effective in getting low-income women
to undergo mammography screening?”

METHODS
Data Sources

Databases that were searched for relevant studies were MEDLINE, The Cochrane
Collaboration’s Database of Systematic Reviews, The Cochrane Collaboration’s Central
Register of Controlled Trials, the ISI Web of Science, CANCERLIT, and the ISI cross-
reference tool. We also searched reference lists of included studies. Hand searching of journals
was conducted to identify additional studies as well as systematic reviews of mammography
screening. All titles were exported to Endnote and checked for duplicates.

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
We reviewed titles and abstracts (when available) of studies identified via the search and
selected those that met the following criteria:

1. Design: Randomized controlled trial or cohort study with control

2. Group: Racial/ethnic minority or low-income women

3. Intervention: Educational, community-based interventions that measured
mammography screening as the primary outcome

4. Language: English language articles from 1980 to 2003

The primary outcome of interest was mammography screening. Studies that measured, as their
primary outcome, other breast cancer screening activities, such as self-examinations or clinical
breast examinations, and those that measured knowledge and intentions without measuring
actual mammography screening were excluded. This systematic review included only
interventions that were administered in community settings (other than clinics, hospitals, and
other health care facilities) because the ultimate goal was to use the information to design an
educational intervention to be administered in a community setting and targeting low-income
adults residing in Detroit, Michigan.

Control groups could have no active intervention; a modified, less intensive intervention; or
one aimed at influencing another health behavior (e.g., Papanicolaou test adherence).
Interventions included any educational program implemented by a trained individual, including
physicians, nurses, health educators, and peer educators. Only population-based studies that
sought to reach women living in a given community (e.g., a city, county, metropolitan area,
neighborhood, public housing project) were included. Studies targeting patients in clinical
settings or specific sites—hospitals, physician’s offices, or workplaces, for example—were
excluded, as our focus was on the effectiveness of community-based interventions in reaching
the poor and underserved, who are often uninsured and unemployed and lack a regular source
of primary care. Also, only English language articles were included. Selection of articles was
based on reading the full text.
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Data Extraction
The following search filter was used to search for relevant articles in MEDLINE. The filter
was modified when other databases were searched, but the sequence and key search terms were
maintained. Most articles meeting all criteria were from the Cochrane databases and
MEDLINE.

1. mammogram or mammograms

2. breast cancer screening

3. breast neoplasm or neoplasms

4. mammography

5. education$

6. train$

7. teach$

8. instruct$

9. 1 or 2 or 3 or 4

10. 5 or 6 or 7 or 8

11. 9 and 10

12. ((behavior or behaviour) and change)

13. (random$ or program$ or study$ or studies or project$)

14. 11 and 12 and 13

Terms designating low-income status were not included in the search strategy because not all
abstracts described the socioeconomic status of the targeted population. Although the use of
health behavior models was also of interest, terms for such models were not included in the
search strategy for the same reason.

Table 1 presents the number of articles meeting the inclusion criteria and their sources. Of the
242 articles identified by the search, 127 met the inclusion criteria when the five authors
reviewed their abstracts. Fifty-four were chosen by majority consensus for full review and were
read by two of the authors. A total of 25 articles, representing 24 studies, met all criteria.

Data Synthesis
All studies identified were randomized controlled trials, with the exception of one cohort study
with a control. Studies had to specify that their population was “low-income,” although most
did not state whether participants were below a certain income threshold. Many studies
assumed that the participants or targeted groups were low income on the basis of their area of
residence. Studies of women aged 65 and older were included in this review since most seniors
have fixed income levels. No articles prior to 1990 met the inclusion criteria.

RESULTS
Quality of the Studies

The criteria used to evaluate the methodological quality of the 24 included studies are presented
in Table 2. These include randomization, sample size calculation a priori, rate of follow-up,
outcomes of the participants who withdrew, masking, and comparability of the control and
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experimental groups. Many studies did not provide complete information about each of these
criteria, and the quality scores may not adequately represent the rigor of the study.

Most of the studies (78%) concealed the allocation (randomization) of the participants. Twenty-
six percent reported sample size calculations. Forty percent achieved 80% or more follow-up
of the original, targeted intervention group. Forty-nine percent had less than 80% follow-up,
and for one study (4%), follow-up was not mentioned. Approximately half (52%) tracked the
characteristics of the participants who withdrew from the study but failed to modify their
analyses to account for the loss of participants. Many studies did not report the characteristics
of the participants who withdrew (26%), and 17% based outcome analyses on all recruited
cases. Assessors of outcomes were masked in 13% of the studies; 87% did not mention masking
or stated that outcomes were not masked. Eighty-three percent of the studies had control and
treatment groups with demographics that were comparable at entry. Thirteen percent did not
describe the comparability of the control and treatment groups or acknowledge that the groups
were not comparable. Nine percent reported small differences between the treatment and
control groups but did not make adjustments for potential confounding. The majority of studies
treated the control and experimental groups identically other than for the named interventions
(91%). A small percentage (9%) treated the two groups differently, above and beyond the
intervention.

Effects of Interventions on Mammography Screening
The 24 included studies were multicomponent interventions. However, most used a dominant
intervention strategy to educate participants. The various intervention strategies and the
number of studies pertaining to each intervention type are summarized in Table 3.

Treatment of the control groups varied substantially in the included studies. Some used a
control group with a minimal intervention, such as a mailed reminder notice for a mammogram,
while others used a control group with a more intensive intervention, such as a general health
education seminar that included a breast cancer component. More specific details about sample
size, design, setting, duration, and frequency of the intervention; intervention and control
components; mode of delivery; follow-up period; health behavior model; and outcome
measures and outcomes with their corresponding significance levels are presented in Table 4.

Logistical Assistance: Mammography Vans/Mobile Units, Cost Vouchers, and
Home Visits—Three studies2,6,7 used a mammography van/mobile unit; two of these also
included free or low-cost vouchers for mammograms,6,7 and all studies reported significant
(p < .05) increases in mammography screening. Skinner et al.2 provided community-based
education and a mammography van through a social service organization. Rimer et al.6
included a letter announcing the intervention, a letter to the participant’s primary care
physician, an educational program with a video, print material, group discussion, and on-site,
reduced-cost mammography. Reuben et al.7 provided a broad-based health education seminar
with a component on breast cancer, including a pamphlet and videotape. Participants were
offered a mammogram after the presentation; those who did not have one were sent a reminder
2 weeks later.

Three studies provided cost vouchers,3–5 and all three studies reported significant (p < .05)
increases in mammography screening, when comparing control and experimental
(intervention) groups. Slater et al.3 conducted a short oral presentation about the benefits of
mammography, had facilitator-led small-group discussions to motivate screening, had
participants send a letter to their physicians, and provided vouchers for free mammograms and
transportation, if needed. Skaer et al.4 gave a voucher for a free mammogram in addition to
breast cancer education. Fletcher et al.5 used an array of intervention strategies, including
physician training; reminders in the (participants) medical records; television, radio, and
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newspaper advertisements; community group discussions; social events; and free or half-price
mammograms for low-income participants.

Three of the studies that used mammography vans or cost vouchers2–4 also used peer educators
or bilingual nurses matched to the ethnicity and/or primary language of the target population.
All reported significant results (p < .05).

Four studies8–11 used home visits as the primary intervention strategy, and three of the four
studies had intervention groups with significantly increased mammography screening. Zhu et
al.8 offered mammography education to elderly women living in public housing; results were
not statistically significant. In two studies, Champion9,10 found that participants in the
intervention group that included both information about the participants’ beliefs and about
breast cancer had higher rates of mammography screening (p < .05) than participants in the
control group. The Segura et al.11 study compared three (mammography) invitation strategies:
(1) a mailed message, (2) a (mailed) physician/nurse invitation with the open possibility of
personal contact, or (3) a home (educational) visit. The direct (home) contact group produced
higher mammography screening rates than the mailed message (p = .003) and the mailed
physician/nurse invitation (p = .037) groups.

Community Education Alone—One study12 used bilingual health educators to deliver a
community education intervention (no other type of intervention was included). Changes in
mammography screening were not statistically significant.

Referrals—One study13 provided information about how to obtain a mammogram in addition
to core education about breast cancer. There was an improvement (p = .029) in the rate of
mammography screening for the intervention group when compared with the control group.

Multicomponent Interventions—Five studies used multiple-component intervention
strategies.14–18 Four of five of these multistrategy studies14,16–18 produced increases in
mammography screening (p < .05). In the Weber and Reilly14 study, participants in the group
that received a letter from their physician, a telephone call and home visit for the key
educational message, and logistical help in getting the mammogram were more likely (p < .
001) to get a mammogram than were participants in the control group. The health educator was
always a peer (African-American). In the Burack et al.15 study, the mammography rates of
participants who received core education, an opportunity to schedule a mammogram,
elimination of out-of-pocket costs, a reminder in the medical record, and a direct patient
reminder did not differ (p > .05) from those of participants in the control group. Clover et al.
16 conducted two trials in two regions. One trial examined the effectiveness of community
screening and appointment facilitation vs. media promotion efforts. The region randomized to
community participation had significantly higher screening rates (p < .01) than did the region
that received promotion efforts only. The other trial examined the effectiveness of family
practitioner education, including a medical record mammography reminder vs. community
participation. The family practitioner intervention produced greater mammography screening
rates, but the difference was significant in only one of the two regions. Champion et al.17
compared various tailored vs. nontailored counseling methods (letters and face-to-face
counseling). All the combinations of interventions produced higher mammography screening
rates (p < .001) than usual care (postcard reminder for mammogram). Lauver et al.18 used
(tailored and nontailored) pamphlet mailings and phone calls to disseminate information about
screening. Barriers were also measured in this study; tailored messages were particularly
effective for women with high barriers. Also noteworthy is that mammography rates increased
in the second postintervention time period. We do not include information on significance
values for this study because these are not provided in the studies we reviewed.
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Telephone Calls—Two studies19,20 used telephone calls as the primary means of delivering
mammography information and education. Only the Calle and Miracle-McMahill20 study,
which recruited women within the community to deliver a health message about the importance
of mammography screening to five friends (peers), significantly improved mammography
screening rates (p < .01). The Crane et al.19 study addressed barriers as part of outcalls to
women residing in a low-income minority neighborhood, without statistically significant
results.

Video and Print Material—One study21 used four different types of videos in its
intervention: gain framed (message emphasizes positive aspects of engaging in health
behavior), loss framed (message emphasizes perils of not engaging in any one health behavior),
multicultural, and ethnically targeted. Corresponding printed materials were also given to the
respective groups. Significant findings (p < .05) were obtained for all four groups from baseline
to follow-up, although results were not as robust for African-American women as for whites
and Hispanics. Messages that were loss framed and multicultural were particularly effective.

Printed Materials—Five studies provided print materials as the primary intervention.22–
26 Two of these studies23,26 proved efficacious in terms of significantly increased
mammography screening. In the Fox et al.23 study, participants who received mailed letters
informing Medicare beneficiaries of Medicare-subsidized mammograms and educational
information about breast cancer had higher rates of mammography screening (p < .05) than
controls (no letter sent). Segnan et al.26 compared various invitation strategies signed either
by the general practitioner or program coordinator with either a prefixed or no fixed
appointment date. The letter signed by the general practitioner with a prefixed appointment
date produced a greater change in terms of mammography screening than did the other letter
strategies (p < .05). The results of the Newell et al.22 study, an intervention in Australia that
provided participants with a “Better Health” booklet and diary, were not significant. Simon et
al.24 compared a mailed letter prompting participants to visit their primary care physician vs.
a prompt to contact the mammography site directly; neither improved mammography rates
over the control group, which received no letter. The Skinner et al.25 study used a tailored
letter sent by the woman’s family practitioner and measured progression through stages of
change. More African-American and lower-income women moved from lower to higher stages
of behavior adoption than white and higher-income women, although mammography screening
results were not significant.

Peer-led Interventions vs. Non–Peer-led Interventions—Eight of the 24 studies used
peer educators to increase mammography screening. Seven,3,4,6,13,14,16,20 or 88%, reported
significant changes in rates of mammography screening. Of the remaining 16 studies that did
not use peer educators, only five, or 31%, reported significant changes.

DISCUSSION
The most effective program for increasing mammography screening among low-income
women uses peer educators as the primary means of delivering the health message.3,4,6,13,
14,16,20 Seven of eight peer-led studies proved efficacious. For example, one study provided
peer education (about mammography) in low-income housing complexes3; another recruited
women within the target population area to contact five friends who were candidates for
mammography.20 A study by Zhu et al.8 was the only peer-led intervention that did not produce
statistically significant changes in screening mammography rates. The authors postulate that
depression among the single, elderly, low-income, African-American participants, as well as
their limited means to build a social network, affected results. Thus, given the potentially
debilitating effects of depression, it may be important to screen for depression in
mammography education programs for low-income women.
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There is intuitive appeal in the notion that peer-led programs may be effective in changing
behaviors. Peer educators, as members of the target population, are more likely to understand
the life circumstances of program participants and may thus more readily identify barriers to
optimal health behavior.27,28 Furthermore, racial/ethnic minority groups may be wary of those
outside their communities, particularly researchers.29 Familiarity with the people delivering
the intervention is likely to produce a greater sense of trust, which is important when attempting
to change behavior.30,31

Incorporating logistical assistance (e.g., on-site mammograms, free or low-cost
mammography) also seemed to promote efficacious interventions. For example, the study
published by Skaer et al.4 had remarkable changes in mammography screening rates, which
seem to be attributable to vouchers for free mammograms. This study, in a Latino community,
also used (peer) bilingual nurses. Likewise, the studies by Fletcher et al.,5 Rimer et al.,6 and
Reuben et al.7 used various approaches, but each made free or low-cost mammograms
available, sometimes directly following a presentation. Such interventions provide an
immediate opportunity for participants to change their behavior and to overcome the difficulties
of locating and scheduling a mammogram. It is not surprising that programs that address such
well-documented barriers to health care32,33 are more effective than those that do not.

The effectiveness of multifaceted interventions for increasing mammography screening among
low-income women is another theme that emerges in this review; four of the five multifaceted
studies reported significantly improved mammography rates. This could be because such
interventions increase the types of messages as well as the exposure that individuals have to
them. One consideration in these studies is that the effectiveness of the intervention as a whole
is being assessed, and the contribution of specific (intervention) components cannot be easily
estimated. This may be problematic in terms of replicability.

The findings of this review, on the basis of studies of low-income women who are
disproportionately women of color, stand in sharp contrast to studies that include
predominantly white, middle- and upper-income women. A meta-analysis of mammography
interventions34 not restricted to low-income women found that very different types of
interventions were effective. For example, in that review, mailed letters of invitation were
highly effective in increasing screening mammography. Also effective were letters of invitation
and a phone call, or phone calls alone. In contrast, the present review suggests that such
interventions are not as effective with low-income groups. Instead, the results indicate that an
educational message targeting low-income women is most effective if given directly,
preferably by a member of the participant’s peer group. Furthermore, for low-income women,
interventions that provide logistical assistance, such as cost vouchers, home visits, or on-site
mammography, appear to increase the likelihood of participants’ engagement in a program.
This finding is consistent with research on barriers to access to health services among low-
income individuals.1 Finally, although strategies such as home visits were not found to be
effective in the meta-analysis not restricted to low-income women,34 the present review found
that direct (home) contact interventions had considerable success with low-income women.

The findings of this review support and extend those of Legler et al.,35 whose systematic review
of mammography interventions found that access-enhancing interventions, such as the use of
vouchers or mammography vans, and individual-directed approaches, such as one-on-one
counseling or tailored messages, were most effective in increasing screening mammography
among low-income women. The Legler review did not exclude quasi-experimental studies,
however; using the more rigorous inclusion criterion of randomization, the present review
found similar types of interventions to be efficacious among low-income women.
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Limitations
For a variety of reasons, it was often difficult to assess the methodological quality of some of
the studies included in this review. For example, details about those participants who withdrew
from a study were not always reported; it is unclear whether such omissions were significant.
Nevertheless, with one exception (a cohort study with a control), all studies were randomized
controlled trials, and most had control and treatment groups that were comparable prior to
randomization, increasing the likelihood that any observed changes in mammography
screening were due to the intervention(s). However, the question of what constitutes a “control
group” is a challenging one, particularly in multifaceted community interventions where
researchers have an ethical obligation to improve the health of all individuals who encounter
the program. In fact, most of the studies included in this review did not have a true control
group with no active intervention. Many had control groups with general education about breast
cancer or another health behavior but lacked some other key component of the “intervention.”
This strategy would tend to understate a given program’s effect, as the “control” group may
have gained increased knowledge of mammography benefits or increased sensitivity to health
in general, which could increase the likelihood of an individual seeking a mammogram.

Likewise, the use of various interventions within each study makes it difficult to attribute
change in screening mammography to any one strategy. However, most studies used one
dominant intervention strategy that was supported by other intervention components (e.g., a
mammography van with follow-up reminder cards).

Finally, our results, and those of other systematic reviews, may be biased toward favorable
findings because studies that show interventions to be effective are more likely to be published
than studies with ineffective programs. We speculate that if findings from the latter studies
were published more frequently, the review would point to a larger number of ineffective
programs. If this were the case, special attention would have to be paid to the actual activities
of the effective interventions in order to carefully discriminate those that are effective from
those that are ineffective. Unfortunately, unless such findings are disseminated, many
ineffective interventions will be unexposed, and the field’s knowledge on this topic will remain
inadequately understood.

CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The findings of this systematic review suggest that the most efficacious interventions for
increasing screening mammography among low-income women are those that are peer led and
that provide logistical assistance. Specifically, mammography vans, vouchers, and home visits
appear to increase the use of screening. In addition, interventions that use multiple strategies
appear to obtain more success in terms of improved screening rates. The findings of this review
also highlight the need for additional research on the kinds of interventions that are efficacious
in reducing persistent socioeconomic and racial/ethnic health disparities. This is especially
pertinent in light of the differences found between those interventions that are most efficacious
in low-income vs. middle/upper-income women. It would be of great utility to further
understand the role that peer-led, access-enhancing, and tailored messages, among other
strategies, have in reaching underserved populations.

SO WHAT? Implications for Health Promotion Practitioners and Researchers

This study provides strong support for the use of barrier-reducing strategies and peer
educators in mammography screening interventions for low-income women.
Mammography vans, cost vouchers, and home visits appear to increase screening by
facilitating access to mammograms and information about the benefits of mammograms.
Interventions with multiple strategies also appear to increase mammography screening. The
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use of peer educators was also associated with higher screening rates. These findings are
contrary to other community trials with middle-and upper-income women where less
intensive strategies were associated with higher screening rates (e.g., mailed letter or
telephone reminders). If these assertions hold true, health promotion practitioners and
researchers may want to focus on (1) a full understanding of barriers in their particular low-
income population and (2) strategies that effectively reduce or eliminate those barriers.
Future research could also focus on combining results if a sufficient number of studies are
produced that are comparable in methodology.

Acknowledgements

Support for this review was provided by the Detroit Center for Research on Oral Health Disparities (5 U54 DE14261
02) and the Delta Dental Fund of Michigan. The authors thank Patricia Anderson of the School of Dentistry Library
at the University of Michigan for her assistance.

References
1. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality and Health Resources and Services Administration.

Healthy People 2010, Access to Quality Health Services. Washington, DC: US Dept of Health and
Human Services; 2002.

2. Skinner CS, Arfken L, Waterman B. Outcomes of the learn, share & live breast cancer education
program for older urban women. Am J Public Health 2000;8:1229–1234. [PubMed: 10937002]

3. Slater JS, Ha CN, Malone ME, et al. A randomized community trial to increase mammography
utilization among low-income women living in public housing. Prev Med 1998;27:862–870. [PubMed:
9922069]

4. Skaer TL, Robinson LM, Sclar DA, et al. Financial incentive and the use of mammography among
Hispanic migrants to the United States. Health Care Women Int 1996;17:281–291. [PubMed: 8850763]

5. Fletcher SW, Harris RP, González JJ, et al. Increasing mammography utilization: a controlled study.
J Natl Cancer Inst 1993;85:112–120. [PubMed: 8418300]

6. Rimer BK, Resch N, King E, et al. Health education program to increase mammography use among
women ages 65 and older. Public Health Rep 1992;107:369–380. [PubMed: 1641432]

7. Reuben DB, Bassett LW, Hirsch SH, et al. A randomized clinical trial to assess the benefit of offering
on-site mobile mammography in addition to health education for older women. Am J Radiol
2002;179:1509–1514.

8. Zhu K, Hunter S, Bernard LJ, et al. An intervention study on screening for breast cancer among single
African-American women aged 65 and older. Prev Med 2002;34:536–545. [PubMed: 11969355]

9. Champion V. Strategies to increase mammography utilization. Med Care 1994;32:118–129. [PubMed:
8302104]

10. Champion V. Effect of interventions on stage of mammography adoption. J Behav Med 1995;18:169–
187. [PubMed: 7563045]

11. Segura JM, Castells X, Casamitjana M, et al. A randomized controlled trial comparing three invitation
strategies in a breast cancer screening program. Prev Med 2001;33:325–332. [PubMed: 11570837]

12. Mishra SI, Chavez LR, Magaña JR, et al. Improving breast cancer control among Latinas: evaluation
of a theory-based educational program. Health Educ Behav 1998;25:653–670. [PubMed: 9768384]

13. Navarro AM, Senn KL, McNicholas LJ, et al. Por La Vida model intervention enhances use of cancer
screening tests among Latinas. Am J Prev Med 1998;15:32–41. [PubMed: 9651636]

14. Weber BE, Reilly BM. Enhancing mammography use in the inner city. Arch Intern Med
1997;157:2345–2349. [PubMed: 9361575]

15. Burack RC, Gimotty PA, George J, et al. Promoting screening mammography in inner-city settings:
a randomized controlled trial of computerized reminders as a component of a program to facilitate
mammography. Med Care 1994;32:609–624. [PubMed: 8189778]

16. Clover K, Redman S, Forbes J, et al. Two sequential randomized trials of community participation
to recruit women for mammographic screening. Prev Med 1996;25:126–134. [PubMed: 8860277]

Bailey et al. Page 9

Am J Health Promot. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2007 March 13.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



17. Champion V, Maraj M, Hui S, et al. Comparison of tailored interventions to increase mammography
screening in nonadherent older women. Prev Med 2003;36:150–158. [PubMed: 12590989]

18. Lauver DR, Settersten L, Kane JH, et al. Tailored messages, external barriers, and women’s utilization
of professional breast cancer screening over time. Cancer 2003;97:2724–2735. [PubMed: 12767084]

19. Crane LA, Leakey TA, Rimer BK, et al. Effectiveness of a telephone outcall intervention to promote
screening mammography among low-income women. Prev Med 1998;27:539–549.

20. Calle E, Miracle-McMahill H. Personal contact from friends to increase mammography usage. Am
J Prev Med 1994;10:361–366. [PubMed: 7880557]

21. Schneider TR, Salovey P, Apanovitch AM, et al. The effects of message framing and ethnic targeting
on mammography use among low-income women. Health Psychol 2001;20:256–266. [PubMed:
11515737]

22. Newell SA, Sanson-Fisher W, Girgis A, Davey HM. Can personal health record booklets improve
cancer screening behaviours? Am J Prev Med 2002;22:15–22. [PubMed: 11777674]

23. Fox SA, Stein JA, Sockloskie RJ, Ory MG. Targeted mailed materials and the Medicare beneficiary:
increasing mammogram screening among the elderly. Am J Public Health 2001;91:55–61. [PubMed:
11189826]

24. Simon MS, Gimotty PA, Moncrease A, Dews P. The effect of patient reminders on the use of screening
mammography in an urban health department primary care setting. Breast Cancer Res Treat
2001;65:63–70. [PubMed: 11245341]

25. Skinner CS, Strecher VJ, Hospers H. Physicians’ recommendations for mammography: do tailored
messages make a difference? Am J Public Health 1994;84:43–49. [PubMed: 8279610]

26. Segnan N, Senore C, Giordano L, et al. Promoting participation in a population screening program
for breast and cervical cancer: a randomized trial of different invitation strategies. Tumori
1998;84:348–353. [PubMed: 9678615]

27. O’Hara MP, Garbharran H, Edwards MJ, et al. Peer led HIV/AIDS prevention for women in South
African informal settlements. Health Care Women Int 2003;24:502–512. [PubMed: 12851170]

28. Auslander W, Haire-Joshu D, Houston C, et al. A controlled evaluation of staging dietary patterns to
reduce the risk of diabetes in African-American women. Diabetes Care 2002;25:809–814. [PubMed:
11978673]

29. Smedley, BD.; Smith, AY.; Nelson, AR., editors. Unequal Treatment: Confronting Racial and Ethnic
Disparities in Health Care. Washington, DC: National Academy Press; 2002.

30. Subramanian SV, Kim DJ, Kawachi I. Social trust and self-rated health in US communities: a
multilevel analysis. J Urban Health 2002;79:S21–S24. [PubMed: 12473696]suppl 1

31. Corbie-Smith G, Thomas SB, Williams MV, et al. Attitudes and beliefs of African Americans toward
participation in medical research. J Gen Intern Med 1999;14:537–546. [PubMed: 10491242]

32. Castaneda X, Clayson ZC, Rundall T, et al. Promising outreach practices: enrolling low-income
children in health insurance programs in California. Health Promot Pract 2003;4:430–438. [PubMed:
14611028]

33. Newacheck PW, Hung YY, Park MJ, et al. Disparities in adolescent health and health care: does
socioeconomic status matter? Health Serv Res 2003;38:1235–1252. [PubMed: 14596388]

34. Bonfill X, Marzo M, Pladevall M, et al. Strategies for increasing the participation of women in
community breast cancer screening. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2001;1:CD002943. [PubMed:
11279781][online]

35. Legler J, Meissner H, Coyne C, et al. The effectiveness of interventions to promote mammography
among women with historically lower rates of screening. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev
2002;11:59–71. [PubMed: 11815402]

Bailey et al. Page 10

Am J Health Promot. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2007 March 13.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Bailey et al. Page 11

Table 1
Databases Searched and Number of Articles Identified

Database No. of Titles Identified
Through Search Terms

No. of Abstracts Identified as
Relevant on the Basis of the

Review of Titles

No. of Articles Included in
the Evidence Table

MEDLINE, ISI Web of Science,
CCRCT, CDSR

178 111 17

ISI cross-reference search 64 (identified through reference
lists)

16 8

Total articles 242 127 25
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Table 3
Summary of Types of Interventions

Type of Intervention No. of Studies References

Logistical assistance
 Mammogram vans/moble units 3 2, 6, 7
 + Free or low-cost vouchers 2 6, 7
 Cost vouchers 3 3–5
 Home visits 3 8–11
Community education alone 1 12
Referrals 1 13
Multicomponent interventions 5 14–18
Phone calls 2 19, 20
Video and print 1 21
Print only 5 22–26
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