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Abstract

Background: Use of routine medical care (RMC) is advocated to address ethnic/racial disparities in chronic kidney
disease (CKD) risks, but use is less frequent among African Americans. Factors associated with low RMC use among
African Americans at risk of renal outcomes have not been well studied.

Methods: We examined sociodemographic, comorbidity, healthcare access, and psychosocial (discrimination, anger,
stress, trust) factors associated with low RMC use in a cross-sectional study. Low RMC use was defined as lack of a
physical exam within one year among participants with CKD (estimated glomerular filtration rate < 60mL/min/1.73m2

or urine albumin-to-creatinine ratio > 30mg/g) or CKD risk factors (diabetes or hypertension). We used multivariable
logistic regression to estimate the odds of low RMC use at baseline (2000–2004) for several risk factors.

Results: Among 3191 participants with CKD, diabetes, or hypertension, 2024 (63.4%) were ≥ 55 years of age, and 700
(21.9%) reported low RMC use. After multivariable adjustment, age < 55 years (OR 1.61 95% CI 1.31–1.98), male sex (OR
1.71; 1.41–2.07), <high school diploma (OR 1.31; 1.07–1.62), absence of hypertension (OR 1.74; 1.27–2.39) or diabetes
(OR 1.34; 1.09–1.65), and tobacco use (OR 1.43; 1.18–1.72) were associated with low RMC use. Low trust in providers
(OR 2.16; 1.42–3.27), high stress (OR 1.41; 1.09–1.82), high daily discrimination (OR 1.30; 1.01–1.67) and low burden of
lifetime discrimination (OR 1.52; 1.18–1.94), were also associated with low RMC use.

Conclusions: High-risk African Americans who were younger, male, less-educated, and with low trust in providers
were more likely to report low RMC use. Efforts to improve RMC use by targeting these populations could mitigate
African Americans’ disparities in CKD risks.
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Background
African Americans, especially those with diabetes, hyper-
tension, or a family history of chronic kidney disease
(CKD), have two- to four-fold greater incidence of end
stage renal disease (ESRD) or death when compared to
their non-minority counterparts with similar CKD risk fac-
tors [1–3]. Poor access to health care, more commonly re-
ported among ethnic/racial minorities than non-minorities,
is thought to partially contribute to African Americans’

excess CKD-related health risks [4, 5]. Receipt of routine
medical care (RMC) facilitates receipt of important pre-
ventive care services and health education, [6] with lack of
RMC contributing to ethnic/racial disparities in these
services [7, 8].
While greater use of RMC is widely advocated as a

potential solution to address disparities in CKD, African
Americans at risk of CKD have been shown to use RMC
less frequently than non-African Americans [5]. However,
reasons for low use of RMC among African Americans
with CKD risk factors are not well-understood. In studies
of diverse populations, individuals with CKD risk factors
such diabetes or hypertension have been known to have
low perceived susceptibility to CKD [9–11], and those
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with established kidney dysfunction have low rates of
CKD awareness [12, 13]. These factors may contribute
to limited engagement with the health care process. Little
is known about how other sociodemographic factors,
comorbidity, healthcare access (e.g. health insurance and
type of coverage), or psychosocial factors (e.g. anger or
stress) contribute to suboptimal RMC use among African
Americans at risk of CKD. Improved understanding of
additional factors associated with low use of RMC could
inform efforts to eliminate disparities in CKD outcomes
among African Americans.
We assessed low use of RMC among African Americans

enrolled in the Jackson Heart Study (JHS) who were at
risk of CKD incidence or progression. The JHS collects a
unique battery of psychosocial questionnaires including
assessments of stress, discrimination, anger and trust.
Using this rich data we assess participants’ demographic,
medical, socioeconomic and psychosocial characteristics
associated with use of RMC thereby providing a more com-
prehensive evaluation of factors affecting RMC in African
Americans with or at risk for CKD than currently available
in the literature. Given the high burden of CKD in this
group, understanding barriers to care will be critical to im-
plementation of preventive interventions.

Methods
Study population
The JHS is a prospective cohort study of cardiovascular
disease (CVD) in African American residents living in
the tri-county area (Hinds, Madison, and Rankin) of
the metropolitan statistical area of Jackson, Mississippi.
Detailed study procedures and recruitment are described
elsewhere [14, 15]. Briefly, African Americans living in
Jackson, Mississippi – including participants from the
Atherosclerosis Risk in Communities (ARIC) and their
family members, were recruited and examined during the
JHS baseline visit (2000–2004), comprising a final baseline
cohort of 5306 African Americans 21–94 years of age.
Participants completed questionnaires which captured
information on socio-demographics, comorbidity, health-
care utilization, and psychosocial factors including trust in
their medical care and, moods such as anger, perceived
stress, and perceived discrimination. Participants also
underwent standard physical examinations (including
blood pressure [BP] measurement) and laboratory studies
(including measures of kidney function and glycemic con-
trol). Each participant provided written informed consent,
and the institutional review boards at the University of
Mississippi Medical Center, Jackson State University, and
Tougaloo College approved the JHS study protocol.

Assessment of comorbidities
We identified individuals with CKD, hypertension or dia-
betes in the JHS cohort during the baseline visit. Using the

JNC 7 criteria for detection of hypertension [16], we in-
cluded individuals with measured BP > 140/90mmHg or
with self-reported use of BP lowering medication. We de-
fined diabetes as fasting glucose ≥126mg/dL, hemoglobin
A1C ≥6.5%, or use of diabetes medications within 2 weeks
prior to the clinic visit [17]. We defined CKD as the
presence of an estimated glomerular filtration rate (eGFR)
< 60mL/min/1.73m2 using the CKD-EPI formula [18] or a
urine albumin-to-creatinine ratio (UACR) > 30mg/g on
spot collection or 24 h urine collection if a spot urine
collection was unavailable. We included only individ-
uals with complete demographic, comorbidity, and psy-
chosocial data in the analysis.

Assessment of psychosocial factors
We included several baseline psychosocial factors in the
present analysis: trust in medical care, perceived dis-
crimination, anger, and stress. Among participants who
self-reported access to health care, we ascertained their
trust in medical care using the question: “Thinking about
the place you usually go for help with your medical prob-
lems, in general, how much do you trust them to take
good care of you? Do you trust them very much, some-
what, not very much, or not at all?” We considered partic-
ipants responding “very much” or “somewhat” to have
high trust in medical care, and those responding “not very
much” or “not at all” to have low trust in medical care.
The multidimensional Jackson Heart Study Discrimin-

ation Instrument (JHSDIS) – developed specifically for
use in the JHS cohort – assessed perceived social dis-
crimination [19]. The JHSDIS evaluated three dimen-
sions of perceived discrimination: daily discrimination,
lifetime discrimination, and burden of lifetime discrimin-
ation. Daily discrimination consisted of responses to 9
statements each prefaced with the question: “How often
on a day-to-day basis do you have the following experi-
ences?” Statements captured treatment with less courtesy,
or less respect; receipt of poor service at a restaurant; and
several examples of profiling with regard to factors such
as intelligence, hostility/violence, honesty, and others. Par-
ticipants rated the frequency of these experiences on a
scale from 0 (no experiences) to 6 (several times a day)
and responses were compiled into a summary score.
To assess lifetime discrimination, participants were

asked to answer yes or no to questions about unfair
treatments over their lifetime across 9 domains captur-
ing aspects of daily living such as school, job search,
workplace, buying a house, accessing resources/services,
including medical care, and use of public spaces. The
count of the domains (range 0–9) was the lifetime social
discrimination score. The burden of lifetime social dis-
crimination was based on a summed score of the points
in response to 3 questions: “when you have had experi-
ences like these over your lifetime, would you say they
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have been very stressful [3 points], moderately stressful
[1.5 points], or not stressful [0 points]?”, “overall, how
much has discrimination interfered with you having a
full and productive life? Would you say a lot [3 points],
some, a little, or not at all [0 points]?”, and “overall, how
much harder has your life been because of discrimin-
ation? Would you say a lot [3 points], some [2 points], a
little [1 points], or not at all [0 points]?” We categorized
overall scores for daily, lifetime, and burden of lifetime
discrimination into tertiles.
Anger was measured using the Spielberger trait anger

scale, a 16-item scale that assesses anger-in (8 items)
and anger-out (8 items) [20]. Using a Likert scale (“al-
most never”, “sometimes”, “often”, and “almost always”),
participants rated their anger reactions such as “I do
things like slam doors,” or “I am secretly quite critical of
others.” We summed responses within each subscale,
and averaged the two summed scores as the overall
anger score, which was then categorized into tertiles.
Participants’ responses to the Global Perceived Stress

Scale – an 8-item measure of perceived chronic stress
created for use in the JHS – assessed psychosocial stress
[21]. Participants rated the severity of stress experienced
over the 12months prior to the baseline exam in 8 areas
from 0 [not stressful] to 3 [very stressful]: employment,
relationships, neighborhood, caring for others, legal prob-
lems, medical problems, racism and discrimination, and
meeting basic needs [22]. We summed responses and cat-
egorized the composite score into tertiles.

Assessment of healthcare access and utilization
Participants self-reported their health insurance status
and type of coverage. Participants also indicated difficulty
obtaining healthcare services in response to the question
“overall, how hard has it been for you to get health ser-
vices you have needed? Would you say it has been very
hard, fairly hard, not too hard, or not hard at all?” We
considered those who responded “very hard” or “fairly
hard” as having difficulty obtaining services. Participants
rated their satisfaction with care based on their response
to the question “overall, how satisfied are you with your
regular (or most recent) doctor or health professional?
Would you say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, very dissatisfied, or not sure?” We
considered those who responded with “very satisfied” or
“somewhat satisfied” to be satisfied with their care.

Outcome assessment: Low use of routine medical care
We defined participants’ low use of RMC based on their
responses to the question: “when was the last time you
went to a doctor or other health professional for a rou-
tine physical exam or general check-up; that is when you
were not sick or pregnant?” Possible responses were
“within the past year”, “at least 1 year but less than 2

years ago”, “at least 2 years but less than 4 years ago”, “5
or more years ago”, or “never.” We considered partici-
pants who reported no receipt of a routine physical
exam “within the past year” to have low use of RMC.

Statistics
In descriptive analyses, we summarized characteristics of
study participants and compared these characteristics
between those who reported low use vs. use of RMC using
Chi-square tests. Because these analyses were descriptive,
no adjustment for multiple testing was made. Using a
multivariable logistic regression model, we estimated the
odds of low RMC use by sociodemographic, comorbidity,
healthcare access, and psychosocial factors. Multivariable
models were adjusted for age, sex, education, income, in-
surance, diabetes, hypertension, CVD history, smoking
status, BMI, and CKD status. In a post hoc analysis ex-
ploring the impact of age on low use of RMC, we stratified
the regression model by age (dichotomized at the cohort
median: < 55 vs ≥55 years). All tests were two-sided at sig-
nificance level α < 0.05. All analyses were performed using
SAS 9.4 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC) and R 3.3.0 (R Core
Team, Vienna, Austria).

Results
Study participants, sociodemographics, and comorbidity
Of 5306 total JHS participants enrolled at baseline, 3468
(65.4%) had CKD, diabetes, or hypertension. Of these,
we included 3191 participants who had complete data
available for assessment of RMC use, access to care, and
psychosocial factors (Fig. 1). Compared with available data
on excluded participants, participants who met inclusion
criteria were older, with less education, lower income, and
more prevalent CVD, and were more likely to be insured.
Included participants reported lower stress, daily discrim-
ination, and burden of lifetime discrimination than those
excluded from the analysis (Additional file 1: Table S1).
Among those included in the analysis, 700 (21.9%) re-

ported low use of RMC. Participants reporting low use
of RMC were more likely to be younger (age < 55 years:
48.6% vs. 33.2%), male (47.6% vs. 32.5%), or former/
current smokers (42.6% vs. 32.8%) than those reporting
use of RMC. Compared to those with RMC use, partici-
pants with low RMC use were less likely overall to have
hypertension (88.3% vs. 92.9%) or diabetes (29.1% vs.
34.7%), but more likely to have uncontrolled hyperten-
sion (60.7% vs. 47.2%). Of 591 (18.5%) participants with
CKD, those with low use of RMC were slightly less likely
to have later stages of CKD than those with use of RMC
(CKD stage 4 or 5: 3.9% vs. 7.6%). Few participants with
CKD reported CKD awareness (13.7%), and there was
no difference in CKD awareness between participants
with or without use of RMC (14.3% vs. 11.7%) (Table 1).
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Healthcare access and utilization
Most participants had health insurance (n = 2806; 87.9%).
Compared to participants with use of RMC, those with
low RMC use were less likely to report having health in-
surance (81.1% vs. 89.8%) or a usual source of medical
care (84.6% vs. 95.9%), but were more likely to report diffi-
culty obtaining care (17.3% vs. 10.5%) and being less satis-
fied with care (9.4% vs. 3.5%; Table 1).

Distribution of psychosocial factors
Self-reported psychosocial factors are shown in Table 2.
Overall, participants reporting low use of RMC were
more likely to report low (vs. high) trust in their medical
care compared to those with use of RMC (7.0% vs.
2.9%), although overall trust was high. Those with low
use of RMC were more commonly in the highest tertile
of stress score (44.3% vs. 36.9%) and daily discrimination
score (41.3% vs. 33.5%) than participants reporting RMC
use. Trust remained lower among individuals with low
RMC use compared with RMC use in both the < 55 years
old group and ≥ 55 year old groups. However, among par-
ticipants aged ≥55 years, those with low use of RMC had
lower scores on the burden of lifetime discrimination
measure (lowest tertile: 37.5% vs. 30.5%) compared to
those with use of RMC (Table 2).

Factors independently associated with low use of routine
medical care
In a multivariable logistic regression model adjusted for
sociodemographics, comorbidities, and psychosocial fac-
tors, age < 55 years (OR 1.61; 95% CI 1.31–1.98), male
sex (OR 1.71; 1.41–2.07), < high school diploma (OR
1.31; 1.07–1.62), and lack of health insurance (OR 1.52;
1.18–1.96) were associated with greater odds of low use
of RMC overall (Table 3). Among participants ≥55 years,
male sex and lack of health insurance were associated
with greater odds of low RMC use (OR 1.56; 1.20–2.04,
OR 1.69; 1.16–2.46, respectively), while male sex was
significantly associated only in the < 55 years age group
(OR 1.90; 1.43–2.54).
Among comorbidities and behaviors, tobacco use was

associated with higher odds of low RMC use overall (OR
1.43; 1.18–1.72) and across age groups. Absence of co-
morbidities such as hypertension (OR 1.74; 1.27–2.39)
or diabetes (OR 1.34; 1.09–1.65) was associated with
greater odds of low use of RMC; the latter was driven by
the ≥55 years age group. Participants < 55 years of age
without CVD had greater odds of low RMC use than
participants with CVD (OR 1.89; 1.04–3.42).
Participants reporting low trust had more than twice

the odds of reporting low use of RMC compared to

Fig. 1 Derivation of analytic cohort
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Table 3 Factors associated with low use of routine medical care (RMC); stratified by age

Odds Ratio (95% confidence interval)

All participants Age < 55 years Age≥ 55 years

No. of events/N 700/3191 340/1167 360/2024

Sociodemographic characteristics

Age

< 55 years 1.61 (1.31, 1.98) NA NA

≥ 55 years Reference NA NA

Gender

Male 1.71 (1.41, 2.07) 1.90 (1.43, 2.54) 1.56 (1.20, 2.04)

Female Reference Reference Reference

Education

< high school diploma 1.31 (1.07, 1.62) 1.37 (0.98, 1.91) 1.30 (0.99, 1.70)

≥ high school diploma Reference Reference Reference

Income category

Poor: lower-middle 0.97 (0.78, 1.20) 0.95 (0.68, 1.34) 0.96 (0.72, 1.27)

Affluent: upper-middle Reference Reference Reference

Health insurance

No 1.52 (1.18, 1.96) 1.40 (0.98, 2.01) 1.69 (1.16, 2.46)

Yes Reference Reference Reference

Comorbidities & Behaviors

Body mass index, Kg/m2

< 30 Reference Reference Reference

≥ 30 1.17 (0.97, 1.42) 1.08 (0.80, 1.45) 1.25 (0.97, 1.61)

Tobacco use

Never Reference Reference Reference

Former/current 1.43 (1.18, 1.72) 1.50 (1.12, 2.03) 1.44 (1.12, 1.84)

Hypertension

No 1.74 (1.27, 2.39) 1.71 (1.08, 2.71) 1.79 (1.15, 2.79)

Yes Reference Reference Reference

Diabetes

No 1.34 (1.09, 1.65) 1.24 (0.88, 1.73) 1.41 (1.08, 1.84)

Yes Reference Reference Reference

Cardiovascular disease

No 1.12 (0.85, 1.47) 1.89 (1.04, 3.42) 0.93 (0.68, 1.27)

Yes Reference Reference Reference

Chronic kidney disease

No 0.96 (0.75, 1.24) 0.81 (0.54, 1.21) 1.06 (0.76, 1.49)

Yes Reference Reference Reference

Psychosocial factors

Trust a

Low 2.16 (1.42, 3.27) 2.32 (1.29, 4.16) 2.07 (1.13, 3.80)

High Reference Reference Reference

Stress tertile

Lowest Reference Reference Reference

Middle 1.16 (.91, 1.48) 1.03 (0.66, 1.62) 1.18 (0.88, 1.58)
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those with high trust (OR 2.16; 1.42–3.27) overall and
across both age groups. Trust was the only psychosocial
factor associated with low RMC use among participants
< 55 years of age. Participants in the highest (vs. lowest)
tertile of stress and daily discrimination also had higher
odds of low use of RMC (OR 1.41; 1.02, 1.94, OR 1.46;
1.05–2.03, respectively), whereas participants in the
highest (vs. lowest) tertile of burden of lifetime discrim-
ination had lower odds of reporting low use of RMC
(OR0.64; 0.46–0.89). After stratification by age, these
findings were only evident among participants ≥55 years
of age.

Discussion
In this large cohort of African Americans with CKD or
at increased risk of CKD, younger age, male sex, low
educational attainment, tobacco use, lack of health insur-
ance, and low comorbidity were associated with low use
of RMC. Psychosocial factors (e.g., low trust, high stress,
high daily and low burden of lifetime discrimination) were
also associated with low use of RMC among this high risk
group. These results suggest that interventions focused on
increasing trust and reducing stressors in non-health re-
lated activities could encourage more preventive care for
African Americans and promote wellness.
To our knowledge, this is the first study to simultan-

eously examine a number of factors associated with in-
frequent use of RMC among African Americans at high

risk of poor CKD outcomes. The extent to which patients
seek health care may directly affect their opportunities to
have CKD detected and their CKD risk factors controlled,
and their opportunities for education regarding the long-
term health risks associated with CKD, particularly if that
care is received episodically. While use of routine care cre-
ates opportunities for health education, preventive health
services, disease management, and shared decision-making,
these opportunities are less frequently encountered by
African Americans than by whites [23, 24]. The reason
for this difference is likely multifactorial. For instance,
racial residential segregation may impact disparities in
routine care, [25] as African Americans are more segre-
gated from optimal healthcare facilities and information.
This access to healthcare services directly relates to use of
routine care [26–28]. In African American populations,
this use of routine care has been linked to an identified
usual source of care [7, 29], yet ethnic and racial minor-
ities are routinely less likely to have an identified usual
source of care than their white counterparts [30]. As a re-
sult, individuals without a usual source of care are more
likely to utilize the emergency department for their health-
care needs than individuals with access to routine care
[31], resulting in an expensive and inefficient method of
obtaining health services.
Despite these findings, differences in healthcare access

alone may not fully explain disparities in routine care
use between African Americans and whites. Psychosocial

Table 3 Factors associated with low use of routine medical care (RMC); stratified by age (Continued)

Odds Ratio (95% confidence interval)

All participants Age < 55 years Age≥ 55 years

Highest 1.41 (1.09, 1.82) 1.29 (0.82, 2.01) 1.41 (1.02, 1.94)

Anger tertile

Lowest Reference Reference Reference

Middle 0.95 (0.71, 1.28) 1.15 (0.73, 1.81) 0.83 (0.55, 1.23)

Highest 0.87 (0.65, 1.15) 0.88 (0.56, 1.37) 0.89 (0.61, 1.29)

Daily discrimination tertile

Lowest Reference Reference Reference

Middle 1.05 (0.83, 1.34) 1.10 (0.73, 1.66) 1.03 (0.76, 1.40)

Highest 1.30 (1.01, 1.67) 1.15 (0.76, 1.75) 1.46 (1.05, 2.03)

Lifetime discrimination tertile

Lowest Reference Reference Reference

Middle 1.10 (0.86, 1.40) 1.16 (0.76, 1.76) 1.09 (0.81, 1.48)

Highest 0.89 (0.68, 1.17) 1.08 (0.70, 1.68) 0.76 (0.53, 1.08)

Burden of discrimination tertile

Lowest Reference Reference Reference

Middle 0.82 (0.65, 1.03) 0.93 (0.65, 1.34) 0.74 (0.54, 1.00)

Highest 0.66 (0.51, 0.85) 0.70 (0.47, 1.05) 0.64 (0.46, 0.89)

All models were adjusted for the covariates listed above
aAmong participants reporting a usual source of care and non-missing response to question regarding trust (n = 2981)
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factors and cultural norms may also influence use of
routine care [29, 32, 33]. Our findings are consistent
with prior literature suggesting low trust as a major bar-
rier to health care engagement by African Americans
[34]. Low trust in medical care among ethnic and racial
minorities has been associated with lower medication
adherence, reduced rates of preventive health services,
worsened blood pressure control, and varying degrees of
shared-decision making [35–40]. Factors contributing to
low trust include patient perceptions of provider greed,
discrimination, and the potential for medical experimen-
tation based on the historical medical mistreatment of
African Americans [41, 42]. Conversely, provider race
concordance has been associated with higher levels of
trust and patient engagement, [43–46] which may be due
to a more positive physician affect and higher degree of
person-centered communication noted more frequently in
racially concordant office visits [47, 48]. It remains unclear
how patterns of patient-provider interactions, for example,
the degree of continuity of care by providers contribute to
feelings of low trust among JHS participants. Further, we
found incongruence between perceived discrimination
and use of RMC, with high daily discrimination, yet low
burden of lifetime discrimination to be associated with
low RMC use. The latter finding contradicts our hypoth-
esis that perceived discrimination would be associated
with low use of RMC, but aligns with other JHS studies
showing higher degrees of perceived burden of lifetime
discrimination to be associated with more favorable out-
comes (e.g. lower risk of left ventricular hypertrophy) [49].
This is hypothesized to be related to the aggregation of
components in the burden of lifetime discrimination
assessment, or potentially an age-related phenomenon.
Evaluation of the individual questions in the burden as-
sessment may produce different results.
Our findings suggest patterns of healthcare utilization

differ between younger and older African Americans.
Younger JHS participants were less engaged in RMC than
older participants, aligning with prior studies showing
young adults in the general population have less use of
ambulatory medical care, [50, 51] and rate their health as a
lower priority than adolescents or older adults [52]. Prior
work has shown young adults with hypertension to be less
frequently diagnosed by a provider than older adults with
similar blood pressures, [53] receive lifestyle education
more inconsistently, [54] and have high rates of hyperten-
sion unawareness [55]. Further, young adults with estab-
lished CKD are at high risk of complications related to
poor self-management skills and non-adherence, especially
during transitions in care, [56] and are particularly vulner-
able to poor CKD outcomes. While several studies have
demonstrated improved survival on dialysis among older
African Americans compared to whites, [57–60] young
adult African Americans aged 18–30 have been shown to

suffer a two-fold increase risk of death compared to
age-matched whites and older African Americans [61, 62].
Tailored interventions promoting early engagement in
RMC among young African Americans may mitigate
CKD risks when the potential long-term impact on
CKD outcomes is greatest.
Our study has limitations that should be noted. First,

JHS participants reside in a single southeastern US
metropolitan area with a high prevalence of CKD risk
factors, which limits the generalizability of the study
findings to African Americans in other areas of the US
and to individuals residing outside of the US. Further,
we did not have detailed information on specific charac-
teristics that may influence RMC such as past personal
or familiar medical experiences or provider race con-
cordance, nor were we able to identify the directionality
of our findings given the cross-sectional nature of our
study. For example, we cannot determine if younger indi-
viduals were more likely to be diagnosed with CVD be-
cause of engagement in RMC or whether they were more
engaged in care because of pre-existing health problems.
Finally, to ensure sufficient power for outcome assess-
ment, we chose to stratify age at the JHS cohort median.
Therefore, inferences drawn from this dichotomous age
categorization may be less informative than other age cat-
egories (e.g. young adult, elderly) which were not explicitly
examined. Strengths of our study include the use of the
Jackson Heart Study, a large, well-characterized cohort of
African Americans, which is unique in its detailed mea-
surements of psychosocial factors related to health.

Conclusion
Among African Americans with CKD or at increased risk
of CKD, those who were younger, and males were more
likely to report low use of RMC. Low trust was associated
with low RMC use in all age groups. Differing barriers to
engagement in RMC suggest assumptions should not be
made about reasons for not seeking RMC among African
Americans, as the rationale behind such behaviors are
likely based on more than just self-reported race alone. Ef-
forts to identify patients at risk of CKD incidence and pro-
gression in the settings they are most likely to receive care
and efforts to address attitudes and perceptions which
may hinder care represent important potential targets for
future CKD prevention efforts.
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