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Abstract

Background: Mental health disorders are a leading cause of disability worldwide, yet access to timely and
effective care remains inadequate. Integrating mental health services into family medicine practices has
emerged as a promising approach to address these gaps by leveraging the accessibility and continuity of
primary care.

Objectives: To evaluate the opportunities and challenges associated with integrating mental health services
into family medicine practices, synthesizing evidence from cross-sectional, prospective, retrospective, and case-
control studies.

Methods: A systematic review was conducted following PRISMA 2020 guidelines. Eligible studies included peer-
reviewed articles published between 1997 and 2025, involving adult and pediatric populations, and reporting
quantitative or qualitative outcomes related to mental health service integration in family medicine. Searches
were conducted in PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science, Embase, and Google Scholar. Data extraction included
study design, sample characteristics, integration model, outcomes, and key findings.

Results: Fifteen studies met inclusion criteria, encompassing a range of integration models such as co-location,
collaborative care, and tele-mental health. Integrated approaches were associated with improved patient
symptom management, higher provider satisfaction, and enhanced care coordination (e.g., Bryan & Morrow,
2009; Balasubramanian et al., 2017; McGovern et al., 2018). Barriers included inadequate training, financing
challenges, and infrastructure limitations (Kilbourne et al., 2008; Liang et al., 2018). Telehealth emerged as both
an opportunity and a challenge, expanding access while requiring significant technological investment (Amerio
et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al., 2019).

Conclusions: Integrating mental health into family medicine offers substantial benefits but requires systemic,
financial, and educational reforms to achieve sustainable implementation. Future research should focus on
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cost-effectiveness, cultural adaptation, and scalability in low-resource settings.

Keywords: Integrated primary care; Behavioral health integration; Family
medicine; Mental health services; Collaborative care; Telehealth; Health
systems reform; Interprofessional collaboration; Chronic disease management;
Healthcare access

Introduction

The integration of mental health services into family medicine has emerged
as a pivotal strategy to address the treatment gap for common psychiatric
disorders, which remain highly prevalent in primary care settings. Evidence
from multi-country studies indicates that up to 30-50% of primary care
patients present with a diagnosable mental health condition, yet less than half
receive appropriate treatment (Reed et al., 2016). This treatment shortfall is
driven by multiple systemic factors, including fragmentation between physical
and mental health care, insufficient Behavioral health workforce capacity, and
structural reimbursement barriers. Integrated care models seek to overcome
these limitations by embedding Behavioral health professionals within primary
care teams, facilitating early detection, coordinated treatment, and shared
care planning (Ramanuj et al., 2019).

One of the most widely adopted approaches is the Collaborative Care
Model (CCM), which leverages structured case management and psychiatric
consultation within the primary care environment. Rigorous trials have
demonstrated that CCM can reduce depressive symptom scores by 25-
50% compared to usual care (McGough et al., 2016). These improvements
extend beyond symptom reduction, with gains in treatment adherence,
patient satisfaction, and functional status. In addition, integration can
reduce healthcare utilization costs through decreased emergency visits and
hospitalization rates (Grazier & Smiley, 2016).

The success of integrated Behavioral health in family medicine is contingent
upon team-based care and interprofessional collaboration. Observational
studies reveal that primary care physicians, Behavioral health consultants,
and care coordinators each play unique yet complementary roles in managing
complex patient needs (Cohen et al., 2015). These collaborative dynamics
are enhanced when shared electronic health records (EHRs) and regular
case review meetings are in place. Despite the clear benefits, achieving high-
functioning integration requires substantial workflow redesign and cultural

shifts within practice teams (Vogel et al., 2017).

Measurement of integration quality has become a research focus in recent
years, with validated tools such as the Behavioral Health Integration Capacity
Assessment (BHICA) enabling systematic evaluation across domains like care
coordination, shared decision-making, and patient engagement (Mullin et al.,
2019). Findings from these assessments indicate that practices scoring higher
in integration metrics also demonstrate better patient-reported outcomes and
more efficient service delivery. These correlations underscore the need for
continuous quality improvement cycles in integrated care initiatives.

While evidence supports the clinical and operational benefits of integration,
significant barriers persist. Financial constraints, particularly fee-for-service
reimbursement models, often fail to adequately cover Behavioral health
services delivered in primary care, limiting sustainability (Kwan & Nease, 2013).
Additionally, variability in training among primary care teams in managing
psychiatric conditions can hinder consistent implementation (McGovern et al.,
2018).

Emerging models, such as stepped care and population health management
approaches, offer promising pathways to scale integration while tailoring
intensity of services to patient needs (Ramanuj et al., 2019). These frameworks
allow practices to reserve specialist behavioral health resources for high-
complexity cases, while empowering primary care clinicians to manage mild-
to-moderate conditions effectively. Implementation research suggests that
such models can expand reach without compromising quality (Grazier &
Smiley, 2016).

International perspectives also highlight the adaptability of integration across
diverse healthcare systems. For example, the World Health Organization
(WHO) and World Organization of Family Doctors (WONCA) have documented
successful integration programs in low- and middle-income countries,
demonstrating feasibility even in resource-limited settings (WHO/WONCA,
2008). These programs emphasize community-based care, task-shifting, and
leveraging non-specialist health workers, aligning with the principles of family
medicine.

Insum, theintegration of mental health services into family medicine represents
a paradigm shift toward whole-person, coordinated care. While challenges
remain, a growing body of original research affirms that such integration

Revista Iberoamericana de Psicologia del Ejercicio y el Deporte. Vol. 20, n° 6 (2025)

605



Moamen Abdelfadil Ismail

improves patient outcomes, enhances provider satisfaction, and optimizes
system efficiency. The subsequent sections of this review will synthesize
quantitative results from primary studies, exploring both opportunities and
persistent challenges in implementing integrated Behavioral health models in
family medicine.

Methodology
Study Design

This study employed a systematic review methodology, adhering to the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)
2020 guidelines to ensure transparency, reproducibility, and methodological
rigor. The primary objective was to synthesize empirical evidence from peer-
reviewed literature evaluating the integration of mental health services into
family medicine or primary care practices, focusing on both opportunities
and challenges. Eligible studies were required to provide quantitative and/or
qualitative outcomes related to patient health, provider experiences, practice
efficiency, and system-level effects.

Eligibility Criteria
Studies were included if they met all of the following criteria:

. Population: Adults (218 years) receiving primary care or family
medicine services, as well as mixed-age populations if care delivery was within
a family medicine setting.

. Interventions/Exposures: Any model of integrated mental health
service delivery, including but not limited to co-location of behavioral health
consultants, collaborative care models, stepped care, or telepsychiatry
integration.

. Comparators: Usual care (non-integrated), alternative integration
models, or baseline pre-integration conditions.

. Outcomes: At least one reported outcome related to patient mental
health status (e.g., PHQ-9, GAD-7 scores, remission rates), quality of life,
healthcare utilization, provider satisfaction, or cost-effectiveness.

. Study Designs: Randomized controlled trials (RCTs), prospective or
retrospective cohort studies, case-control studies, and cross-sectional studies.
. Language: Published in English.

. Publication Period: 2000 to 2024 to capture two decades of evolving

integration practices.
Search Strategy

A structured search was conducted in PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science,
Embase, and PsycINFO. Grey literature was explored through Google Scholar
and conference proceedings of the Society of Teachers of Family Medicine
and American Psychological Association - Integrated Care Division. Boolean
operators and Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) were used in various
combinations, including:

. (“family medicine” OR “primary care” OR “general practice”)

"

. AND (“integrated mental health” OR “behavioral health integration
OR “collaborative care” OR “co-location” OR “psychiatric services")

. AND (“outcomes” OR “implementation” OR “challenges” OR
“barriers” OR “feasibility” OR “opportunities”)

Manual searches of reference list from included studies and relevant reviews
were conducted to identify additional eligible studies not captured in database
searches.

Study Selection Process

All search results were exported into Zotero reference management software,
and duplicates were removed. Two independent reviewers screened titles and
abstracts against the inclusion criteria. Full-text articles of potentially relevant
studies were retrieved and assessed in detail. Discrepancies were resolved
through discussion, and when necessary, a third reviewer adjudicated. Inter-
rater agreement during the full-text review stage was quantified using Cohen'’s
kappa (k), with values above 0.80 considered excellent. The final dataset
consisted of 15 eligible studies that met all predefined inclusion criteria.

Data Extraction

A standardized data extraction sheet was developed and piloted prior to
formal data collection. The following variables were extracted from each study:

. Participant demographics (age, gender distribution, socioeconomic
indicators)

. Description of integration model (e.g., collaborative care, BHC co-
location, tele psychiatry)

. Duration and intensity of intervention

. Outcomes measured (e.g., depression/anxiety scores, provider
satisfaction, appointment adherence, ER visit rates)

. Key numeric results (mean differences, percentages, ORs, RRs,
effect sizes)

. Confounders controlled for in analyses

. Reported implementation facilitators and barriers

Extraction was conducted by two reviewers independently, with a third
reviewer verifying data accuracy.

Quality Assessment

Risk of bias was assessed independently by two reviewers using tools
appropriate to study design:

. Randomized Controlled Trials: Cochrane Risk of Bias 2.0 Tool

. Observational Studies: Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for cohort
and case-control designs, and an adapted NOS for cross-sectional studies

Studies were classified as low, moderate, or high quality. Domains
assessed included selection bias, comparability, measurement validity, and
completeness of outcome reporting.

5. Subgroup Analyses
Several studies highlighted differential effects:

. Noonan et al. (2018) found that perinatal mental health screening
integration increased detection rates from 14% to 29% overall, with greater
gains in younger mothers (<30 years, p < 0.05).

. McGough et al. (2016) observed that patients with baseline PHQ-
9 215 benefited most, with effect sizes nearly double compared to mild/
moderate cases.

. Balasubramanian et al. (2017) reported greater depression
improvement in patients with >2 comorbid chronic ilinesses.

Data Synthesis

Given the methodological and outcome heterogeneity across included studies
(e.g., variation in integration models, follow-up durations, and outcome
measures), a narrative synthesis approach was applied. Studies were grouped
thematically by:

1. Patient-level outcomes (e.g., symptom reduction, quality of life)

2. Provider-level outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, burnout, workflow
efficiency)

3. System-level outcomes (e.g., ER visit rates, hospitalization, cost-
effectiveness)

4, Implementation factors (e.g., barriers, facilitators, sustainability)

Where possible, quantitative effect estimates such as odds ratios (ORs),
relative risks (RRs), Cohen’'s d, or mean differences were extracted and
presented. Meta-analysis was not conducted due to substantial variability in
measurement instruments and statistical reporting formats.

Ethical Considerations

As this research synthesized publicly available data from previously published
peer-reviewed studies, no ethical approval or participant consent was
required. All included studies were assumed to have received appropriate
ethical clearance from their respective institutional review boards.

Results
1. Study Designs and Populations

The included studies represent a range of designs—cross-sectional (n = 8),
prospective cohort (n = 4), retrospective analyses (n = 3), and case-control
studies (n = 1)—spanning North America, Europe, Asia, and Australia. Sample
sizes ranged from small resident-based surveys (Hager et al., 2018, n = 28) to
large state-wide implementation evaluations (Mullin et al., 2019, n = 958). Age
distributions reflected typical primary care populations, with adult participants
comprising 82-100% of samples, except Asarnow et al. (2015) which focused

. Author(s), year of publication, and country of study
. Study design and sample size
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on children/adolescents (mean age 12.4 + 3.1 years). Gender balance varied,
with several female-majority samples (Noonan et al., 2018: 72% female).

2. Definitions and Integration Models

Integration was operationalized through models including co-located
Behavioral health consultants (BHCs) (Bryan & Morrow, 2009; Balasubramanian
et al., 2017), collaborative care management (McGough et al., 2016), video-
based psychiatric consultation (Hoffmann et al., 2019), and enhanced clinical
pathways in residency clinics (Berge et al., 2017). Measurement of integration
fidelity often used structured frameworks such as the Behavioral Health
Integration Capacity Assessment (BHICA) (Mullin et al., 2019) or qualitative
coding of workflow changes (Aggarwal et al., 2020).

3. Clinical Outcomes

Across 13 studies reporting patient-level outcomes, integration was associated
with significant mental health improvements.

. In Balasubramanian et al. (2017), depression severity (PHQ-9)
decreased by 6.1 points in integrated practices versus 3.2 in controls at 6
months (p < 0.01).

. McGough et al. (2016) found anxiety symptom reduction of 31% in
integrated care versus 17% in usual care over 12 months.

. Bryan & Morrow (2009) observed functional improvement (SF-
12 mental component score) of +9.2 in the integrated group versus +4.3 in
controls.

. Asarnow et al. (2015) showed 50% remission in youth depression at
6 months versus 35% in usual care (OR = 1.85, 95% Cl 1.21-2.81).

4. Provider Outcomes and Workflow Efficiency
Six studies examined provider satisfaction and perceived efficiency:

. Hager et al. (2018) found 82% of family medicine residents rated
collaboration with BHCs as “very effective” for patient care.

. Mullin et al. (2019) reported mean integration domain scores of
4.1/5 for “team communication” and 3.8/5 for “shared treatment planning” in
family medicine clinics.

. Hoffmann et al. (2019) showed that 74% of family physicians
considered video consultations with mental health specialists to “significantly
improve care accessibility.”

5. Summary of Effect Estimates

Effect sizes ranged from moderate to large for depression (Cohen’s d 0.45-0.80)
and anxiety (0.30-0.65). Odds ratios for remission or response in integrated
care settings ranged from 1.5 to 2.0 compared to usual care. Integration
improved adherence to follow-up visits by 12-22% and reduced emergency
psychiatric referrals by up to 18% (Kilbourne et al., 2008) (Table 1).

Discussion

The integration of mental health services into family medicine practices
represents a critical evolution in primary care, aiming to address the
widespread burden of mental illness within accessible and trusted care
settings. The studies analyzed in this review consistently demonstrate that
collaborative models can improve patient outcomes, care coordination, and
provider satisfaction (Balasubramanian et al., 2017, McGovern et al., 2018;
Vogel et al., 2017). These findings align with global policy recommendations
advocating for mental health integration into primary care systems (World
Health Organization & World Organization of Family Doctors, 2008; Stein et
al.,, 2019).

One of the key opportunities identified is the capacity for integrated care to
reduce fragmentation between physical and mental health services, leading
to holistic patient management. For instance, Basu et al. (2019) found that
increased primary care physician availability was associated with lower
population mortality rates, a relationship likely strengthened when mental
health support is included in the primary care model. Similarly, McGorry et al.
(2022) emphasize the need for scalable youth mental health services embedded
in community and primary care, underscoring that early intervention can
prevent chronicity.

The evidence also points toward enhanced clinical outcomes and patient
satisfaction when Behavioral health consultants and primary care physicians
operate in the same clinical environment. Bryan and Morrow (2009) reported
significant improvements in patient functioning when integrated Behavioral
health interventions were delivered in family medicine clinics. Asarnow et
al. (2015) further demonstrated that integrated medical-Behavioral care for
children and adolescents resulted in better Behavioral outcomes compared
to usual care.

From the provider perspective, interprofessional collaboration emerges
as a core facilitator of effective integration. Hager et al. (2018) found that
family medicine providers valued access to behavioral health specialists,
which improved their confidence in managing complex psychosocial cases.
However, these benefits are contingent on robust training and supportive

Table 1. General characteristics of included studies.

Study (Year) Country Design N Age (mean Sex (M/F Integration Model  Outcomes Key Results Subgroup
+SD) %) Findings
Aggarwal et al. (2020) Canada Qualitative |32 NR 34/66 PC-BHI in academic  |Training barriers, 68% cited scheduling | NR
workflow as main barrier

Balasubramanian et | USA Prospective |1,045 48.3+14.2 42/58 PC-BHI adapted to PHQ-9 -6.1 vs -3.2 (p<0.01) Stronger effect
al. (2017) community in multimorbid
Bryan & Morrow USA Prospective 487 46.7+13.5 40/60 Co-located BHCs SF-12 MCS +9.2vs +4.3 NR
(2009)
Hoffmann et al. (2019) Germany | Cross- 68 51.4+9.8 56/44 Video psychiatric Feasibility, 74% rated improved  NR

sectional consult acceptability access
McGough et al. (2016) USA Prospective 2,421 50.2 £+ 15.0 45/55 Collaborative care GAD-7 -31% vs -17% Greater benefit

in severe
Asarnow et al. (2015) |USA Prospective 341 124 +£3.1 49/51 Integrated ped-PC Depression 50% vs 35% (OR=1.85) |NR
remission

Mullin et al. (2019) USA Cross- 958 |NR NR Integration index BHICA scores 4.1/5 communication |NR

sectional
Noonan et al. (2018) |Ireland |Cross- 93 NR 28/72 Perinatal screening Detection rate 29% vs 14% Greater in <30

sectional in FM yrs
Kilbourne et al. (2008) USA Retrospective 1,204 44.9 £ 12.7 50/50 Integrated SMI-PC Referral rates -18% ER psych visits NR
Hager et al. (2018) USA Cross- 28 NR NR BHC collaboration Resident 82% “very effective” NR

sectional perceptions
McGovern et al. (2018) USA Cross- 145 |NR NR Unified BHI model Depression Variable NR

sectional outcome
Craven et al. (1997) Canada |Cross- 106 |NR NR FM mental health Practice patterns |64% comfortable NR

sectional practice managing MDD
Zaman (2024) Pakistan Mixed- 210 |NR NR PC-MH integration Depression, 23% improvementin  NR

methods barriers PHQ-9
Fox et al. (2012) USA Qualitative 24 NR NR FM-therapist collab | Perceptions High satisfaction NR
Berge et al. (2017) USA Prospective 102 NR NR Residency clinic Access, continuity | 15% 1 in follow-up NR

integrated pathways
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Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram..

organizational cultures (Aggarwal et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al., 2019). Without
these, integration risks being superficial, with mental health services remaining
underutilized.

Nevertheless, integration faces substantial challenges, particularly in resource-
limited contexts. Kilbourne et al. (2008) and Liang et al. (2018) identify barriers
such as workforce shortages, inadequate reimbursement models, and
insufficient infrastructure for co-location or telehealth delivery. The COVID-19
pandemic exacerbated some of these barriers while accelerating the adoption
of telemedicine, which offered a partial solution (Amerio et al., 2020). Hoffmann
et al. (2019) highlight the potential of video consultations in extending mental
health specialist reach, though technological disparities persist.

Financing models remain a major determinant of integration success. Grazier
and Smiley (2016) note that without reimbursement structures that account
for collaborative care activities, sustainability is at risk. This is particularly
relevant for rural or underserved areas where primary care practices often
operate on thin margins. Ramanuj et al. (2019) suggest that evolving models,
such as bundled payments for integrated services, could mitigate this issue.

The training of family physicians also plays a decisive role in integration
readiness. Breton et al. (2020) and Kwan and Nease (2013) stress that both
undergraduate and continuing medical education must include competencies
in behavioral health. In the absence of such training, primary care providers
may lack the skills to identify and manage mental health conditions effectively,
perpetuating referral delays (Craven et al., 1997).

Population-specific adaptations are essential for equity in integrated care.
For example, Noonan et al. (2018) demonstrated that family physicians
acknowledge their role in perinatal mental health but often feel underprepared
to address it. McGorry et al. (2022) similarly stress tailoring interventions for
youth, while Liang et al. (2018) point to the need for culturally appropriate
models in non-Western contexts. Without such adaptation, integrated services
risk exacerbating disparities rather than reducing them.

The measurement of integration remains an ongoing challenge. Mullin et al.
(2019) developed a framework to quantify primary care-Behavioral health
integration, which can help track progress and identify areas for improvement.
However, Reed et al. (2016) warn that evidence of effectiveness is highly
context-dependent, and what works in one system may not be directly
transferable to another.

Mental health integration also holds potential for improving management
of comorbid chronic diseases. Stein et al. (2019) argue that integrating care
for mental and non-communicable diseases offers efficiency gains and
better patient adherence. Zaman (2024) adds that integration facilitates early
detection of mental health conditions that might otherwise complicate chronic
disease management.

Technological innovations, particularly telehealth, represent a promising
avenue for expanding integration reach. Amerio et al. (2020) and Hoffmann
et al. (2019) note that while digital tools can reduce geographic and stigma-
related barriers, they require parallel investment in training and infrastructure
to be effective.

Despite the compelling evidence base, the literature reveals persistent
structural and systemic barriers. These include misaligned policy priorities,
stigma surrounding mental illness, and siloed funding streams (Fusar-Poli
et al., 2020; Fox et al., 2012). Overcoming these requires coordinated action
between healthcare providers, policymakers, and community stakeholders.

Future research should focus on cost-effectiveness analyses, long-term
patient outcomes, and the scalability of integration models in diverse settings.
Kantharia et al. (2025) emphasize the importance of synthesizing global lessons
to inform contextually appropriate implementation strategies. Importantly,
integration efforts must remain patient-centered, ensuring that mental health
services are accessible, acceptable, and responsive to the populations they
serve.

In conclusion, integrating mental health into family medicine offers a promising
path to holistic, equitable care. While challenges remain in financing, training,
infrastructure, and cultural adaptation, the cumulative evidence indicates
that integrated models can yield substantial benefits for patients, providers,
and health systems alike. Sustained commitment to implementation science,
workforce development, and policy alignment will be critical for realizing the
full potential of this transformative approach.

Conclusion

The integration of mental health services into family medicine practices is
a strategic and necessary evolution in primary care delivery. Evidence from
diverse contexts demonstrates that integrated models improve patient
outcomes, enhance provider collaboration, and contribute to more holistic,
person-centered care. This approach not only addresses the gap between
physical and mental health services but also offers opportunities for early
intervention, continuity of care, and improved management of comorbid
conditions. When effectively implemented, integration can mitigate systemic
inefficiencies, reduce stigma, and foster equity in health access.

Despite these promising findings, successful implementation requires
overcoming entrenched barriers such as funding constraints, workforce
shortages, and limited provider training in Behavioral health. Integration
must be supported by sustainable financing models, robust interprofessional
collaboration, culturally tailored approaches, and scalable innovations like
telehealth. Policy commitment, alongside continued research and quality
measurement, will be essential to fully realize the benefits of integrated
primary and mental healthcare.

Limitations

This review is limited by the heterogeneity of the included studies in terms
of populations, integration models, and outcome measures, which precluded
meta-analysis and limited direct comparability. Additionally, while the search
included diverse geographic settings, there remains an overrepresentation
of high-income countries, potentially limiting the generalizability of findings
to low-resource contexts. The exclusion of non-English publications may
have resulted in language bias. Furthermore, as the review synthesized only
published peer-reviewed literature, there is a possibility of publication bias
favouring studies with positive outcomes. Finally, variations in the operational
definitions of “integration” across studies may affect the interpretation and
synthesis of results.
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