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Abstract
Background Despite efforts to promote guideline use, guideline adoption is often suboptimal due to failure to 
identify and address relevant barriers. Barriers vary not only between guidelines but also between settings, intended 
users, and targeted patients. Multi-professional guidelines are often used in child and adolescent mental health 
services (CAMHS), making the implementation process more difficult. Despite this, there is a lack of knowledge 
about which barriers to consider or if barriers vary by profession. The aim of this study was to address these gaps 
by examining barriers to adopting a multi-professional depression guideline in the context of a nationwide 
implementation study.

Methods 440 CAMHS clinicians across Sweden (52%) completed the Barriers and Facilitators Assessment 
Instrument (BFAI) ahead of an implementation endeavour. BFAI is a widely used and validated measure of guideline 
implementation on four scales: Innovation, Provider, Context, and Patient. Barriers were calculated at scale and at item 
levels. ANOVA and chi-square tests were used to analyse differences by profession and effect sizes were calculated.

Results Overall, clinicians were optimistic about guideline uptake, particularly about guideline characteristics and 
their own adoption ability. Barriers were related to the patient and the context domains, as well as to individual 
clinician knowledge and training. Perceptions differed across professions; psychiatrists were most, and counsellors 
were least positive about guideline embeddedness.

Conclusion This large-scale quantitative study suggests that CAMHS clinicians have an overall favourable attitude 
towards guideline adoption but highlights the need for adaptations to certain patient groups. Strategies to improve 
guideline use should primarily address these patient issues while securing proper support to the implementation. 
Implementation efforts, particularly those targeting staff knowledge, training, and involvement, may benefit from 
being tailored to different professional needs. These findings may inform implementation projects in CAMHS and 
future research.
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Background
Clinical practice guidelines have the potential to improve 
the quality of care, but their uptake is slow and incon-
sistent due to multilevel barriers [1–3]. This also seems 
to apply to guidelines for youth depression in child and 
adolescent mental health services (CAMHS) [4, 5]. 
Compliance varies substantially across guideline recom-
mendations, depression severity and patient groups [5, 
6]. To implement new guidelines into routine practice, 
(CAMHS) clinicians often need to make substantial 
changes to their practice behaviour and are therefore 
particularly important stakeholders [3]. Yet, not much is 
known about which factors they perceive as most impor-
tant nor if there are any differences due to professional 
background.

Youth depression is a critical and increasing public 
health problem with a range of negative outcomes and 
long-term effects, yet youths with depression still have 
significant unmet needs and are disadvantaged in receiv-
ing optimal care [7–9]. Evidence-based treatments exist 
but reach few and are often delivered in “sub-optimal” 
formats in routine care, and thus may be less effective 
compared to the outcomes achieved under research 
conditions [4, 6, 8, 10]. Clinical practice guidelines for 
depression aim to bring routine care practices more in 
line with the evidence base, particularly regarding assess-
ment and assignment to, delivery of, and monitoring of 
evidence-based treatments [10–13].

Guidelines will only achieve their aims if they are used, 
and this will be largely (but not solely) dependent upon 
the attitudes of the individuals responsible for adopting 
and implementing the guidelines [14, 15]. The ability to 
adopt and sustain guideline use may be hampered by a 
range of factors some of which are related to the profes-
sional, such as awareness, training, and involvement [1, 
2, 15, 16]. Clinicians’ beliefs about the clinical applicabil-
ity and utility of guidelines, and how these relate to the 
individual needs of their particular patients, as well as the 
perceived complexity of the guidelines, and views about 
organisational supports for implementation are all likely 
to influence guideline adoption [1, 2, 17, 18]. Identifica-
tion of guideline-related views may help in improving 
stakeholder involvement through more tailored adoption 
strategies [1, 17, 19]. For example, studies from (men-
tal) health settings suggest that there may be differences 
in perceived barriers by profession; physicians seem to 
be more familiar with and ready to use guidelines [1, 2, 
20–22]. However, little is known about potential enablers 
and obstacles to guideline implementation in CAMHS, 
including any variation between profession, about the 

applicability of care guidelines, and how they are best 
implemented. Currently, only a handful of studies have 
been carried out to examine CAMHS clinicians’ atti-
tudes towards guidelines [5, 23–25]. In spite of depres-
sion being one of the most common condition treated in 
CAMHS, most studies on depression guideline adoption 
have been qualitative and retrospective, often involving 
small and non-representative samples, have not been 
able to study differences between professions, and take 
a pessimistic view [4, 5, 24]. There is a need for larger 
and more representative studies involving quantitative 
methods.

The Barriers and Facilitators Assessment Instrument 
(BFAI) is a theory-based measure that was developed to 
investigate modifiable barriers for implementation [26]. 
It measures individual barriers and facilitators as well 
as clusters of determinants in four domains: Innova-
tion, Provider, Patient and Context. The BFAI is one of 
few instruments of guideline implementation that has 
been used in a range of implementation research projects 
including those targeting depression and mental health 
[17, 27–30].

Project Deplyftet is a nationwide implementation pro-
gram that began in 2014 with the aim of improving the 
quality of care for depressed youth in Swedish CAMHS 
[31]. All publicly funded CAMHS were invited to par-
ticipate, and implementation was carried out in 15 clin-
ics across Sweden employing more than 1400 clinicians 
[32]. As part of that program, the BFAI was administered 
at the start of the implementation program.

The aim of the present study is to address a gap in 
the literature concerning CAMHS clinicians´ attitudes 
towards guideline implementation. Albeit important 
for patients, families, clinicians and society, evidence 
in implementing guidelines in CAMHS are scarce. This 
study will investigate CAMHS clinicians’ overall view 
on the feasibility of adopting a clinical guideline, which 
factors they perceive as most important and any profes-
sional differences. We report the scores on the BFAI, 
including its scales, and how these relate to professional 
status of the clinicians.

Methods
Design and setting
This cross-sectional study used a subsample of data 
drawn from clinicians working at 10 of 31 eligible 
CAMHS serving about 550 000 youth (26% of Swed-
ish children) from 2016 to 2018 [32, 33]. The participat-
ing CAMHS represent all types of publicly owned and 
funded CAMHS serving similar-sized catchment areas 
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(25,000−100,000) as the remaining CAMHS (i.e., aver-
age = 65,000 youth, range = 41,000−125,000).

All first-line clinicians in the participating CAMHS 
received to their work-e-mail a secure link to an elec-
tronic questionnaire. Up to five reminders were sent (if 
necessary).

Participants/adopters
The sample consisted of 440 of 854 eligible clini-
cians resulting in a response rate of 52% (Supplemen-
tal Fig.  1 + Table S1). The typical participant was female 
(84%), had a bachelor’s degree (61%) and had five or less 
years in child and adolescent psychiatry (47%) (Table 1). 
For more detailed information on background charac-
teristics per professional group, please see Supplemental 
Table 2 (S2).

The innovation
The Swedish National Board of Health and Welfare 
(NBHW) published a depression and anxiety guideline 

2010 aimed at decision-makers with the purpose to sup-
port politicians and healthcare managers at the regional 
level to identify evidence-based treatments that should 
be prioritised and to allocate adequate resources for 
delivering these treatments [34]. The Swedish Associa-
tion for Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, an association 
under the Swedish Medical Association, developed a 
clinical practice guideline in 2014 based on the NBHW 
guideline [35]. This multidisciplinary guideline with a 
stepped-care approach, including check lists and recom-
mendations to clinicians, has many similarities with other 
youth guidelines regarding the care pathway, assessment 
and treatment processes [11]. Compared to other guide-
lines, the Swedish guideline recommends brief psycho-
social intervention as a first step for mild to but also to 
moderate depression [36]. The brief intervention corre-
sponds to the brief psychosocial intervention delivered in 
the IMPACT -study [37].

The implementation program
The implementation program “Deplyftet” was co-
designed with clinicians, managers, academics, national 
authorities, and patient representatives, based on the 
Grol and Wensing Implementation of change model [17, 
31]. This process model is often used in guideline imple-
mentation studies [5, 17]. It uses different feedback loops 
for formative evaluation during the implementation pro-
cess, thus involving adopters and end-users in the imple-
mentation process.

Measures
The web survey included questions about the respon-
dent’s age, gender, and professional background, followed 
by the Barrier and Facilitator Assessment Instrument 
[26].

The Barrier and Facilitator Assessment Instrument
The BFAI is a flexible instrument consisting of 27 items 
in two parts [26, 38]. Part 1(items 1–16) are intended for 
guideline implementation and part 2 (items 17–27) for 
preventive care. Items are rated on a Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (fully disagree) to 5 (fully agree). Researchers 
are free to add items and to add an extra response option 
“Not applicable” (N/A). The BFAI consists of four scales: 
(1) Innovation, (2) Provider, (3) Patient, and (4) Context. 
A higher composite score indicates more barriers. To 
compute scale scores, positively worded items (##1–3 
and #16) are reversed. Internal consistency for the scales 
ranged from Cronbach alpha (α) 0.63−0.68 but was not 
reported for the total scale [26, 38]. Nevertheless, a BFAI 
Total score has been used [29, 39]. Estimated time for 
completion is about 15 min.

The BFAI has been translated and adapted for use in 
Sweden [33]. The Swedish version of the BFAI (S-BFAI) 

Table 1 Background characteristics of respondents with at least 
one item response (n = 440)

n %
Gender

Male 69 15.9
Female 364 84.1

Age group
< 35 years 90 20.8
36–44 years 111 25.6
45–55 years 117 27.0
> 55 years 115 26.6

Education
Low 11 2.5
Bachelor 291 67.1
Master 115 26.5
PhD 17 3.9

Profession
Auxiliary nurse 11 2.5
Nurse 61 13.9
Counsellor 121 27.6
Psychologist 128 29.2
Psychiatrist 57 13.0
Other 60 13.7

Tenure child
Mental health

< 5 years 207 47.9
5–10 years 62 14.4
11–15 years 51 11.8
16–20 years 47 10.9
> 20 years 65 15.0
Don´t know 52 12.3

Sample sizes vary slightly due to missing data

*Psychiatrists include child psychiatrists, residents, and MDs without specialist 
training
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used the items intended for guideline implementation 
and five items from the preventive care part, the 5-point 
Likert scale and the extra N/A response category. S-BFAI 
has been tested for basic psychometrics using the same 
benchmarks as the developers. Item qualities and inter-
nal consistency was adequate and on par with or slightly 
better than the original version: Innovation α = 0.74; Pro-
vider α = 0.73; Context α = 0.70; Patient α = 0.73 and BFAI 
total scale α = 0.85 [33]. The dimensionality of the Swed-
ish version was supported by factor analyses, although 
the Context scale had some issues due to the intra- and 
inter-domain correlations. All items were kept as they all 
were increasing content validity.

Data analysis
SPSS statistical software version 27 along with Mplus 
version 8 for Generalized Linear Modelling (GLM) [40, 
41]. Prior to the analyses, we examined items and scales 
for missing values, outliers and normality, homogeneity 
of variance, linearity, and multicollinearity, for a detailed 
description please see supplemental material. The N/A 
response option was hereafter treated as missing. Con-
tinuous data are presented with means and standard 
deviations and categorical data with frequencies and 
percentages. We recoded some demographic variables. 
At the item level, according to the instructions for use, 
barriers were defined by collapsing response categories 1 
and 2 for positively worded items and 4 and 5 for nega-
tively worded items, facilitators were defined the oppo-
site way around [38]. Scale scores were the means of test 
items, using the original 1–5 scale, provided at least 50% 
of scale items had valid data.

We used Generalized Linear Modelling (GLM) to 
investigate differences between scale means, Chi Square, 
and one-way ANOVA to test for between-group differ-
ences and correlation analyses to test the relationship 
between continuous and ordinal variables. We applied a 
Bonferroni correction to control for Type 1 error given 
multiple comparisons. To estimate the magnitude of the 
effect, we used Cramér’s V (V) and eta squared (η2). The 
following benchmarks were used: small V = 0.10, medium 
V = 0.30, large V = 0.50; small η2 = 0.01, medium η2 = 0.09, 
large η2 = 0.25 respectively [42, 43]. In the event of signifi-
cant main effects in the ANOVAs, post-hoc comparisons 
were computed using Tukey HD tests. The reporting of 
results was guided by the Standards for reporting Imple-
mentation studies (STaRI) and the Strengthening the 
Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology 
(STROBE) statements, respectively [44, 45].

Results
Clinician’s perceptions of barriers and facilitators toward 
guideline implementation
Domain level barriers and facilitators
Composite scores for the scales were all below a neu-
tral score of 3 (a higher score indicate more barriers) 
(Table  2). The Patient scale had the highest score fol-
lowed by the Context, Provider and lastly the Innovation. 
The Patient and Context scale scores differed from the 
Provider and Innovation scores, but the mean differences 
were small (Table 3).

Item level barriers and facilitators
At the item level, patient cultural background, and 
financial issues (from the context domain) were only 
the fifth and fourth most important barriers respec-
tively (Table  4). Main individual barriers were on the 
level of the provider and related to knowledge, training, 
and involvement. The three most important facilita-
tors concerned changing routines, working according to 
protocols and involvement in the implementation plan-
ning process. Furthermore, support from managers and 
flexibility of the guideline were the fourth and fifth most 
important facilitators, respectively.

Table  2 also presents means and standard deviations 
at single item level, a higher mean score indicates more 
barriers except for positive formulated items in the Inno-
vation scale (##1–3 + 16). Top five barriers and facilita-
tors were about the same, with a slight difference in their 
order.

Differences in perceptions of barriers and facilitators by 
profession
The results for each scale presented by demographic 
groups and professions are depicted in Supplemental 
Table S5. In general, psychiatrists scored lower (per-
ceived less barriers) than other professions, (see below). 
Gender, age, and years of experience were not found to 
have significant correlations with any of the scales (S6). 
Educational level had a weak and negative correlation (– 
0.13) with the Provider scale.

Domain level differences by profession
There were statistical differences by profession for 
BFAI Total and Innovation, Provider, and Patient scale 
(Table 5). The effect ranged from small (Innovation and 
Patient, η2 = 0.05) to medium (Provider, η2 = 0.10 and 
Total, η2 = 0.09). Psychiatrists perceived less barriers than 
other professions, except for patient domain where there 
were no significant differences between psychiatrists and 
psychologists.
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Item level differences by profession
There were significant differences between perceived 
barriers at the item level in the provider domain by pro-
fession but not regarding financial issues and patient 

cultural background (Table 6). Psychiatrists differed from 
the other professions on item #5 “wish to know more” 
by being less likely to perceive it as a barrier. Coun-
sellors perceived more training barriers compared to 

Table 2 Descriptive statistics for scales and items of the Barrier and Facilitators Assessment Instrument
BFAI subscales and total and items
within each subscale

Fully
disagree
%

Disagree
%

Neutral
%

Agree
%

Fully
agree
%

N/A
%

Miss
%

M SD N

Innovation* 2.56 0.54 391
 1. This guideline leaves enough room
for me to make my own conclusion*

0.5 4.5 45.8 42.4 6.8 9.8 3.9 3.51 0.70 440

 2. This guideline leaves enough room
to weigh the wishes of the patient*

0.5 5.2 46.9 40.3 7.1 10.0 3.2 3.48 0.72 382

 3. This guideline is a good starting point
for self-study*

0.8 4.0 51.9 34.1 9.1 11.4 4.1 3.47 0.74 372

 13. Working according to this guideline
is too time consuming

7.9 34.2 45.1 10.9 1.9 13.4 3.4 2.65 0.85 366

 14. This this guideline does not fit into
my ways at working at my practice

8.5 39.1 42.0 8.5 1.9 11.1 3.4 2.56 0.84 376

 16. The layout of this guideline
makes it handy to use*

0.3 5.6 55.9 32.2 5.9 16.4 3.2 3.38 0.66 354

Provider 2.62 0.63 421
 4. I did not truly read nor remember
this guideline

16.5 26.7 32.8 14.3 9.7 3.9 2.5 2.74 1.18 412

 5. I wish to know more about the
guideline before I decide to apply it

7.0 16.2 15.2 38.4 23.2 1.8 1.1 3.55 1.20 427

 6. I have problems changing my old routines 26.1 50.8 18.1 4.5 0.5 1.8 1.6 2.02 0.82 425
 7. I thinks parts of the guideline are incorrect 13.7 31.9 47.7 5.6 1.1 12.0 2.5 2.49 0.84 373
 8. I have a general resistance to working
according to protocols

35.4 39.1 16.9 8.0 0.7 1.1 1.8 2.00 0.95 427

 21. It is difficult to give care according to
the guideline because I’m not trained

10.7 19.2 24.9 30.7 14.5 5.2 3.6 3.19 1.21 401

 22. It is difficult to give care according to the
Guideline because I’m not involved
in setting it up

21.6 37.1 29.8 9.3 2.3 5.2 4.1 2.34 0.99 399

Context 2.64 0.64 356
 9. Colleagues do not cooperate in
applying the guideline

8.8 31.6 47.8 11.0 0.8 13.0 4.3 2.63 0.82 364

 10. Other do not cooperate in applying
the guideline

8.1 33.1 46.7 11.7 0.6 13.0 5.2 2.64 0.81 360

 11. Managers do not cooperate in
applying the guideline

15.3 35.8 38.0 10.1 0.8 11.8 5.0 2.45 0.90 366

 15. Working according to this guideline
require financial compensation

7.0 21.8 51.7 15.1 4.5 7.0 3.6 2.88 0.90 358

Patient 2.69 0.62 366
 12. Patients do not cooperate in applying
the guideline

9.7 32.0 53.4 4.6 0.3 14.8 5.7 2.54 0.74 350

 23. It is difficult to give care according to the
Guideline to patients with different cultural background

5.6 27.3 48.3 17.5 1.1 14.1 5.0 2.81 0.83 355

 25. It is difficult to give care according to
the guideline
to patients with low socioeconomic status

7.8 36.6 42.9 10.5 2.2 12.7 5.2 2.63 0.86 361

 26. It is difficult to give care according to
the guideline to younger patients < 13 years

6.8 36.8 47.9 12.5 2.8 14.3 5.9 2.75 0.87 351

BFAI total 2.65 0.43 371
Note: Items scores could range from 1 to 5. N/A = Not applicable, Miss = missing. A higher mean score indicates more barriers except for positive formulated items 
(##1–3 + 16). Seven multivariate outliers were excluded. Scale scores are mean scores provided that 50% of scale items had valid data. To calculate scale scores for the 
Innovation subscale items ## 1–3 + 16 were reversed
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psychiatrists and psychologists. Finally, counsellors and 
psychologists more often “did not thoroughly read nor 
remember the guideline” compared with psychiatrists. 
However, the effect sizes were small (V ranging from 0.17 
to 0.29).

Psychiatrists were more positive about guideline flex-
ibility compared with the other professions and were 
more involved in the implementation planning process 
compared to nurses and counsellors (Table  7). Again, 
the effect sizes were small (V = 0.25 and 0.19 respec-
tively). The other three top facilitators did not differ by 
profession.

Discussion
This is the first large-scale study examining barriers and 
facilitators to the implementation of a clinical practice 
guideline (depression) in a nation-wide sample of child 
and adolescent mental health clinicians. CAMHS clini-
cians were overall positive about adopting the depression 
guideline. At the domain level, they perceived fewer bar-
riers regarding the characteristics of the guideline and 
their own ability to adopt the guideline, but more bar-
riers regarding the context and patient characteristics. 
These findings suggest that CAMHS clinicians, despite 
carrying a positive attitude towards the guideline itself 
and the implementation, have concerns about support 
and clinical utility of the guideline for certain subgroups 
of patients. At the individual determinant level, the main 
facilitators to adoption concerned the clinician’s own 
role perception and working style, while lack of knowl-
edge and training were main barriers, all in the provider 
domain.

Psychiatrists were in general more positive compared 
to other professions, and most so compared to coun-
sellors. Psychiatrist perceived less barriers and more 
facilitators regarding their own capability to adopt the 
guideline, particularly concerning guideline awareness, 
training needs, and involvement.

Table 3 Pairwise comparison of subscales by generalized linear model
Subscale Mean difference STD error Pa CI for differences

Lower Higher
Innovation Provider 0.00 0.03 1.00 − 0.079 0.079

Context − 0.11* 0.04 0.02 − 0.213 − 0.013
Patient − 0.14* 0.03 < 0.001 − 0.225 − 0.048

Provider Context − 0.11* 0.04 0.04 − 0.222 0.003
Patient − 0.14* 0.03 < 0.001 − 0.225 − 0.048

Context Patient 0.024 0.04 1.00 − 0.127 0.080
Note, n = 336, STD error = standard error

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level
aBonferroni Adjustments for multiple comparison

Table 4 Top 5 barriers and facilitators at the item level
Item Top 5 Barriers (Fully) 

agree
n %

5. I wish to know more about the guideline before I 
decide to apply it.
(Provider knowledge and motivation)

261 61.6

21. It is difficult to give care according to the guideline 
because
I am not trained in giving care according to the 
guideline
(Provider training)

181 45.1

4. I did not truly read nor remember this guideline.
(Provider involvement)

98 24.0

15. Working according to this guideline requires finan-
cial compensation.
(Context financial compensation)

70 19.6

23. It is difficult to give care according to the guideline 
to
patients with different cultural background.
(Patient cultural background)

66 18.6

Item Top 5 Facilitators (Fully) 
disagree
n %

6. I have problems changing my old routines.
(Provider working style)

327 76.9

8. I have a general resistance to working according to 
protocols.
(Provider role perception)

317 74.5

22. It is difficult to give care according to the guideline
because I’m not involved in setting it up.
(Provider involvement)

234 58.6

11. Managers do not cooperate in applying the 
guideline.
(Context managers support)

186 51.1

1. This guideline leaves enough room
for me to make my own conclusion*
(Innovation flexibility)

187 49.2

Note. Barriers were defined by collapsing the response category fully disagree 
with disagree for items ##1–3 + 16 and fully agree with agree for ##4–15, 21 − 13 
and 25–26

Facilitators were defined the opposite way around

*Item 1 is reversed
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Clinician’s perceptions of barriers and facilitators toward 
guideline implementation
Overall view on the feasibility of guideline implementation
Overall, participants were positive to the guideline and 
its adoption adding to and at odds with previous quali-
tative studies on depression guideline implementation in 
CAMHS and youth mental health, mostly finding barri-
ers [5, 24, 25]. Previous guideline studies using the BFAI 
have suggested a link between the overall perception of 
barriers and guideline use and adherence, a lower general 
barrier score was associated with higher use and better 
compliance [29, 46].

Main barriers and facilitators at the domain level
A challenge in guideline implementation is concerns 
about guideline usefulness and ability to account for 
real world complexity [47]. It is problematic since per-
ceived utility also seems to be linked to use in the con-
text of CAMHS [23, 24]. In our study, clinicians held a 
positive view of the guideline as opposed to the results 
of the Westerlund study in which the NBHW guideline 
was perceived considerably less helpful, possibly because 
it was developed externally, not connected to the child 
mental health professional community, and did not take 
clinical expertise into account [24]. Successful imple-
mentation may be enhanced when guidelines are pro-
duced by experts in collaboration with the adopters with 
more of a bottom-up rather than a top-down approach 
[1]. Other possible explanations are differences regarding 
the innovation studied (clinical practice guideline versus 
guideline), their scope (depression among children, ver-
sus anxiety and depression across all ages), whom it was 
aimed at (clinicians versus decision makers) and content 
(stepwise recommendations how to care for the patients 
and checklist versus recommendation on how to priori-
tize between interventions) [24].

Guidelines are often criticised for focusing on the” 
average patient” and for not addressing the needs of vul-
nerable patient groups [1, 2, 48]. Although mainly posi-
tive, clinicians in our study held somewhat less positive 
attitude related to the patient domain, i.e. the difficulty 
of using the guideline with certain patient groups. This is 
in keeping with the studies of Westerlund et al. and Het-
rick et al. where the most prominent barriers identified 
were at the patient level and the perceived fit between the 
guideline and the patients [24, 25]. However, the study of 
Hermens et al. found barriers at the context and provider 
level and not so much regarding the guideline itself or the 
patients [5].

Main barriers and facilitators at the individual determinant 
level
Main individual barriers concerned provider knowledge, 
involvement, and training, in line with previous studies Ta
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[5, 24, 25]. Familiarity with and intention to adopt the 
guideline were generally low in the Westerlund study 
[24]. Lack of training and availability of capable profes-
sionals were among the main barriers in the studies of 
Hermens and Hetrick [5, 25]. Our key facilitators were 
attitudes to follow guidelines and protocols, working 
style, and involvement in the implementation planning 
process. These aspects were not mentioned in the pre-
vious studies, but may be fundamental when designing 
strategies to enhance guideline adoption [2].

Differences in perceptions of barriers and facilitators by 
profession
Not much is known about professional differences in 
attitudes toward guideline uptake in CAMHS. Previous 
studies suggest a relatively high concordance despite staff 
mix and different philosophies but did not investigate 
differences due to profession as such [24, 25]. We found 
important differences in the general view, across all 
except the context domain, and regarding half of the top 
barriers and facilitators. Overall, psychiatrists were more 
positive about the possibility of implementing the guide-
line and they were notably more positive about their own 
ability to adopt the guideline. A more fine-grained analy-
sis showed that psychiatrists perceived less awareness, 
training, and involvement barriers than counsellors, but 
also compared to the other groups. Furthermore, psychi-
atrists perceived less patient domain barriers compared 
to counsellors, nurses and others but not compared 
to psychologists. However, regarding patient cultural 
background barrier, the perception did not differ across 
professions.

Psychiatrists were also more positive regarding char-
acteristics of the guideline, although the magnitude was 
small. Notably, psychiatrists perceived the guideline as 
more flexible than the others, giving them more room to 
make their own conclusions. There are no comparable 
studies in CAMHS, but results are in line with a study in 
adult mental health, which found that psychiatrists held 
more favourable attitudes and less knowledge related 
barriers compared to the other professional groups [21]. 
A possible explanation for psychiatrists overall more pos-
itive attitudes may relate to the guideline being produced 
by the medical professional association, perhaps leading 
to a sense of ownership [46]. In addition, psychiatrists 
had been informed about the guideline during the devel-
opment and were early on invited to comment drafts and 
hence may have reached another stage in the implemen-
tation process [1, 21].

Implications for guideline implementation projects
An important aspect of determination frameworks is that 
different barriers imply different types of measures and 
play a role for guideline development and stakeholder Ta
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involvement. Our key findings expand on the previous 
results from youth depression implementation studies, 
which have found generally negative attitudes among cli-
nicians towards implementation. In this study, CAMHS 
clinicians held an overall positive attitude toward guide-
line uptake, particularly about the characteristics of the 
guideline. However, they were somewhat less positive 
about patient factors, implying a need for information 
about how guideline recommendations might be adapted 
to vulnerable patients. The results at the individual deter-
minant level also stress the importance of clear infor-
mation about core components and to offer adequate 
education and training to improve guideline adoption. 
For guidelines to be implemented it may be necessary to 
clarify possible differences among professions [1]. This 
nationwide study allowed us to make these comparisons. 
While a consensus was observed about the context, there 
were differences in perceptions about important barri-
ers across all other domains, notably regarding the pro-
vider. The results suggest that implementation efforts 
might benefit from being customized to the different 
needs of professional groups. To enhance guideline adop-
tion, implementation participation and ownership issues 
should be addressed. Collaboration with more skepti-
cal provider groups and inclusion of their perspective 
can inform the design, selection, and implementation of 
strategies to enhance the uptake of the guideline.

Implications for research
More research is needed to investigate whether the bar-
riers at the domain and determinants levels found in our 
and previous studies are so-called core determinants 
common to other guideline implementation studies in 
CAMHS or whether they are unique to youth depres-
sion guideline studies in general or specific to this study 
[49]. Further research should study CAMHS clinicians 
overall perception of the possibility of implementation 
and carefully distinguish which barriers are important for 
different professional groups and evaluate the effect of 
perceived barriers on the uptake of the guideline in daily 
practice A promising area for further research is to evalu-
ate various tailored approaches to dissemination and 
implementation to calibrate interventions and develop 
cost effective and sustainable approaches. These and pre-
vious results also point to the need for inclusion of more 
vulnerable patients in treatment studies informing ado-
lescent depression guidelines [4, 24, 25].

Strengths and limitations
The present study benefitted from the use of a stan-
dardised and validated self-report measure of views on 
implementation in a large sample of front-line CAMHS 
clinicians representing various professions. The partici-
pants were recruited from a geographically diverse area Ta
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covering a third of Sweden’s CAMHS and representing a 
third of the Swedish regions (counties), with the sample’s 
characteristics being similar to available national data 
describing the CAMHS workforce [50]. The response 
rate of slightly over 50% is commonly viewed as sufficient 
for e-mailed surveys, and the sample size sufficiently 
large for the number and type of statistical analyses that 
were carried out.

A limitation was lack of descriptive data for non-
respondents to investigate any potential selection bias, 
such that barriers could be over- or underestimated. 
The missing data pattern was not completely at random, 
which can introduce uncertainty and may reduce gener-
alizability [42]. However, we did not find any differences 
between participants with complete versus incomplete 
data in demographic or profession. Reflecting the nature 
of the CAMHS workforce in Sweden, the professional 
groups differed in size [50]. Generally, professions with a 
more negative view outnumbered the more positive ones 
resulting in a more negative view for the entire sample. 
Finally, our findings are based entirely on a self-report 
measure. While validated in previous studies, we may 
have obtained different findings with another self-report 
measure and/or interviews. In any study of this kind, the 
influence of social desirability on responses cannot be 
excluded. In our case it might have reduced the scores for 
some of the facilitators in the Provider scale. Although 
previous studies have found a link between guideline atti-
tudes and (non-) adherence, attitudes in this study may 
not reflect actual behaviour. Therefore, an audit is under-
way to investigate compliance with the guideline [51]. 
Finally, while the Swedish version has preliminary sup-
port for its dimensionality and reliability, the psychomet-
ric properties of the scales need further examination. The 
Context scale is brief, consisting of three homogeneous 
items. The fourth item, “Requires financial compensa-
tion”, may be an outlier but adds to content validity and 
was rated as a top barrier. Another limitation is the use of 
a sum score for all BFAI items. It is unclear whether the 
BFAI Total should be viewed as a scale with theoretically 
correlated variables (reflective indicators) tapping a com-
mon trait (latent variable), as an index composed of a list 
of variables (formative indicators), or as a combination of 
both, i.e., an index of four scales.

Conclusions
Guidelines, if adopted, are likely to be important to the 
delivery (and adherence to) evidence-based treatments in 
CAMHS, but their adoption may be hampered by mul-
tilevel barriers. Our results suggest an overall positive 
attitude toward the adoption of this depression guide-
line in CAMHS in Sweden. Nevertheless, there are issues 
that need to be addressed to enhance guideline adoption 
and achieve an equitable care, namely the possibility of 

adaptation of guideline components to meet the needs of 
specific patient groups and the need for staff education 
and training. In addition, our results suggests that strate-
gies for enhancing guideline use should be somewhat tai-
lored by profession.

.

Abbreviations
ANOVA  Analysis of variance 
BFAI  Barriers and facilitators assessment instrument
CAMHS  Child and adolescent mental health services
GLM   Generalized Linear Modelling 
N/A   Not applicable
NBHW   Swedish National Board of Health and Welfare 
S-BFAI  The Swedish version of the Barriers and facilitators assessment 

instrument
StaRI   Standards of Reporting Implementation Studies 
STROBE  The Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in 

Epidemiology

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s13034-024-00803-2.

Supplementary Material 1

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions
HJ is the principal investigator, responsible for the design of the overall 
project, including this study. AS and MB conceptualized the specific research 
questions and the analytic approach for this manuscript. Analyses were 
conducted by AS and MB. AS wrote the first draft of the manuscript; all 
authors (AS, RH, MB, PG, SP, and HJ) edited and revised the manuscript and 
provided critical commentary. All authors (AS, RH, MB, PG, SP, and HJ) read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This study was funded by grants from the Halland county council.
Open access funding provided by Lund University.

Data availability
No datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in 
accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national 
research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later 
amendments or comparable ethical standards. The study was approved by the 
Regional Ethical Review Board in Umeå, dep for medical research, (Regionala 
etikprövningsnämnden i Umeå avdelningen för medicinsk forskning); EPN 
2015/186 − 31 and EPN 2016/502 − 32. In Sweden, the Regional ethical boards 
used to be a part of the faculty of medicine of the regional University until 
2004. Between 2004 and 2019 the Regional ethical boards were independent 
authorities. From 1 January 2019, applications for ethical examination of 
research are scrutinized by the new Swedish Ethical Review Authority.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
Håkan Jarbin was first author for the depression guideline within Swedish 
Association for Child and Adolescent Psychiatry. The other authors declare 
that they have no competing interests.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-024-00803-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-024-00803-2


Page 11 of 12Santesson et al. Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental Health          (2024) 18:115 

Informed consent
was obtained from all individual participants included in the study. The 
respondents were informed about the research project and that completion 
of the web-based survey was accepted as consent.

Author details
1Department of Clinical Sciences, Faculty of Medicine, Lund University, 
BMC F12, Lund 221 84, Sweden
2Department of Psychology, Faculty of Social Sciences, Lund University, 
Box 213, Lund 221 00, Sweden
3Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, Region Halland, Halland 30185, Sweden

Received: 27 February 2024 / Accepted: 27 August 2024

References
1. Francke AL, Smit MC, de Veer AJ, Mistiaen P. Factors influencing the imple-

mentation of clinical guidelines for health care professionals: a systematic 
meta-review. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak. 2008;8:38.

2. Correa VC, Lugo-Agudelo LH, Aguirre-Acevedo DC, Contreras JAP, Borrero 
AMP, Patiño-Lugo DF, Valencia DAC. Individual, health system, and contextual 
barriers and facilitators for the implementation of clinical practice guidelines: 
a systematic metareview. Health Res Policy Syst. 2020;18(1):74.

3. Grol R, Grimshaw J. From best evidence to best practice: effective implemen-
tation of change in patients’ care. Lancet. 2003;362(9391):1225–30.

4. Hetrick SE, Thompson A, Yuen K, Finch S, Parker AG. Is there a gap between 
recommended and ‘real world’ practice in the management of depression 
in young people? A medical file audit of practice. BMC Health Serv Res. 
2012;12:178.

5. Hermens ML, Oud M, Sinnema H, Nauta MH, Stikkelbroek Y, van Duin D, 
Wensing M. The multidisciplinary depression guideline for children and 
adolescents: an implementation study. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 
2015;24(10):1207–18.

6. Pile V, Shammas D, Smith P. Assessment and treatment of depression in 
children and young people in the United Kingdom: Comparison of access 
to services and provision at two time points. Clin Child Psychol Psychiatry. 
2020;25(1):119–32.

7. Mojtabai R, Olfson M, Han B: National Trends in the Prevalence and Treatment 
of Depression in Adolescents and Young Adults. Pediatrics 2016, 138(6).

8. Avenevoli S, Swendsen J, He JP, Burstein M, Merikangas KR. Major depression 
in the national comorbidity survey-adolescent supplement: prevalence, cor-
relates, and treatment. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2015;54(1):37-44.
e32.

9. Herrman H, Patel V, Kieling C, Berk M, Buchweitz C, Cuijpers P, Furukawa 
TA, Kessler RC, Kohrt BA, Maj M, et al. Time for united action on depres-
sion: a Lancet-World Psychiatric Association Commission. Lancet. 
2022;399(10328):957–1022.

10. Walter HJ, Abright AR, Bukstein OG, Diamond J, Keable H, Ripperger-Suhler 
J, Rockhill C: Clinical Practice Guideline for the Assessment and Treatment of 
Children and Adolescents With Major and Persistent Depressive Disorders. J 
Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry 2022.

11. Hopkins K, Crosland P, Elliott N, Bewley S. Clinical Guidelines Update Com-
mittee B: Diagnosis and management of depression in children and young 
people: summary of updated NICE guidance. BMJ. 2015;350:h824.

12. Thapar A, Eyre O, Patel V, Brent D. Depression in young people. Lancet. 
2022;400(10352):617–31.

13. Birmaher B, Brent D, Bernet W, Bukstein O, Walter H, Benson RS, Chrisman A, 
Farchione T, Greenhill L. Hamilton J et al: Practice parameter for the assess-
ment and treatment of children and adolescents with depressive disorders. J 
Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2007;46(11):1503–26.

14. Cabana MD, Rand CS, Powe NR, Wu AW, Wilson MH, Abboud PA, Rubin HR. 
Why don’t physicians follow clinical practice guidelines? A framework for 
improvement Jama. 1999;282(15):1458–65.

15. Flottorp SA, Oxman AD, Krause J, Musila NR, Wensing M, Godycki-Cwirko 
M, Baker R, Eccles MP. A checklist for identifying determinants of practice: a 
systematic review and synthesis of frameworks and taxonomies of factors 
that prevent or enable improvements in healthcare professional practice. 
Implement Sci. 2013;8:35.

16. Grimshaw JM, Thomas RE, MacLennan G, Fraser C, Ramsay CR, Vale L, Whitty P, 
Eccles MP, Matowe L. Shirran L et al: Effectiveness and efficiency of guideline 

dissemination and implementation strategies. Health Technol Assess. 2004. 
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta8060.

17. Grol R WM, Eccles M, Davis D,: Improving patient care: the implementation of 
change in health care; 2013.

18. Damschroder LJ, Aron DC, Keith RE, Kirsh SR, Alexander JA, Lowery JC. 
Fostering implementation of health services research findings into practice: a 
consolidated framework for advancing implementation science. Implement 
Sci. 2009;4:50.

19. Baker R, Camosso-Stefinovic J, Gillies C, Shaw EJ, Cheater F, Flottorp S, 
Robertson N, Wensing M, Fiander M. Eccles MP et al: Tailored interven-
tions to address determinants of practice. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 
2015;2015(4):Cd005470.

20. Michie S, Pilling S, Garety P, Whitty P, Eccles MP, Johnston M, Simmons J. Diffi-
culties implementing a mental health guideline: an exploratory investigation 
using psychological theory. Implement Sci. 2007;2:8.

21. Gaigl G, Täumer E, Merz K, Zöscher S, Wagner S, Kösters M, Falkai P, Leucht 
S, Hasan A. Multifactorial barriers in the implementation of schizophrenia 
and psychosocial therapies guidelines: A quantitative study across different 
professions. Schizophr Res. 2021;228:425–34.

22. Levelink B, Walraven L, Dompeling E, Feron FJM. van Zeben-van der Aa 
DMCB: Guideline use among different healthcare professionals in diagnosing 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder in Dutch children; who cares? BMC 
Psychology. 2019;7(1):43.

23. Gatej AR, Lamers A, van Domburgh L, Vermeiren R. Perspectives on clinical 
guidelines for severe behavioural problems in children across Europe: a 
qualitative study with mental health clinicians. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 
2020;29(4):501–13.

24. Westerlund A, Ivarsson A, Richter-Sundberg L. Evidence-based practice in 
child and adolescent mental health services–The challenge of implementing 
national guidelines for treatment of depression and anxiety. Scandinavian 
Journal of Caring Sciences. 2021;35(2):476–84.

25. Hetrick SE, Simmons M, Thompson A, Parker AG. What are specialist mental 
health clinician attitudes to guideline recommendations for the treatment of 
depression in young people? Aust N Z J Psychiatry. 2011;45(11):993–1001.

26. Peters MAJ HM, Laurant MGH, Wensing M: Ruimte voor verandering? 
Knelpunten en mogelijkheden voor verandering in de patiëntenzorg [Room 
for improvement? Barriers to and facilitators for improvement of patient 
care]. In. Nijmegen: Centre for Quality of Care Research (WOK), Radboud 
University Nijmegen Medical Centre; 2002.

27. Chaudoir SR, Dugan AG, Barr CHI. Measuring factors affecting implementa-
tion of health innovations: a systematic review of structural, organizational, 
provider, patient, and innovation level measures. Implementation Science. 
2013;8(1):22.

28. Willson ML, Vernooij RWM, Gagliardi AR. Questionnaires used to assess 
barriers of clinical guideline use among physicians are not comprehensive, 
reliable, or valid: a scoping review. J Clin Epidemiol. 2017;86:25–38.

29. Smolders M, Laurant M, Verhaak P, Prins M, van Marwijk H, Penninx B, Wensing 
M, Grol R. Which Physician and Practice Characteristics are Associated With 
Adherence to Evidence-Based Guidelines for Depressive and Anxiety Disor-
ders? Medical Care. 2010;48(3):240–8.

30. Versteeg MH, Laurant MG, Franx GC, Jacobs AJ, Wensing MJ. Factors associ-
ated with the impact of quality improvement collaboratives in mental 
healthcare: an exploratory study. Implement Sci. 2012;7:1.

31. The Deplyftet Implementation Program, [https://slf.se/sfbup/riktlinjer/
deplyftet/]

32. Santesson AHE, Bäckström M, Holmberg R, Perrin S, Jarbin H. Confirmatory 
factor analysis of the Evidence-Based Practice Attitude Scale (EBPAS) in a 
large and representative Swedish sample: is the use of the total scale and 
subscale scores justified? BMC Med Res Methodol. 2020;20(1):254.

33. Santesson AHE, Jarbin H, Holmberg R, Gustafsson P, Perrin S, Bäckström M: 
The Swedish version of the Barrier and Facilitator Assessment Instrument: 
translation, adaptation and initial psychometric testing in a large and nation-
wide sample. In. Edited by University L. BMC Health Services Research; 2024.

34. Socialstyrelsen: Nationella riktlinjer för vård vid depression och ångestsyn-
drom 2010- stöd för styrning och ledning. In. Stockholm: Socialstyrelsen 
2010.

35. Jarbin H, von Knorring A-L, Zetterquist M: Riktlinje Depression. In: Riktlinjer. 
Edited by Svenska Föreningen för Barn- och Ungdomspsykiatri, vol. 2022, 1 
edn. https://slf.se/sfbup/riktlinjer/:%20Sveriges%20läkarförbund; 2014: Clini-
cal practice guideline.

36. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence: Depression in children 
and young people: identification and management. In: NICE clinical guideline 

https://doi.org/10.3310/hta8060
https://slf.se/sfbup/riktlinjer/deplyftet/
https://slf.se/sfbup/riktlinjer/deplyftet/
https://slf.se/sfbup/riktlinjer/:%20Sveriges%20läkarförbund


Page 12 of 12Santesson et al. Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental Health          (2024) 18:115 

No 134 [NG134] vol. 2022 https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng134: National 
Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence 2019 This guideline updates and 
replaces NICE guideline CG28 (September 2005).

37. Goodyer IM, Reynolds S, Barrett B, Byford S, Dubicka B, Hill J, Holland F, Kelvin 
R, Midgley N. Roberts C et al: Cognitive-behavioural therapy and short-term 
psychoanalytic psychotherapy versus brief psychosocial intervention in 
adolescents with unipolar major depression (IMPACT): a multicentre, prag-
matic, observer-blind, randomised controlled trial. Health Technol Assess. 
2017;21(12):1–94.

38. Harmsen M PM, Wensing M: Barriers and facilitators assessment instrument, 
Introduction, instructions and instrument. In.: Radboud University Nijmegen 
Medical Centre. 2005.

39. van der Wees PJ, Zagers CA, de Die SE, Hendriks EJ. Nijhuis-van der Sanden 
MW, de Bie RA: Developing a questionnaire to identify perceived barriers for 
implementing the Dutch physical therapy COPD clinical practice guideline. 
BMC Health Serv Res. 2013;13:159.

40. IBM: IBM SPSS statistics for windows In., 27 edn. Armonk, NY; 2020.
41. Muthén LK, Muthén BO: Mplus User’s Guide, eight edn. Los Angeles: Muthén 

& Muthén; 1998–2017.
42. Tabachnick BG, Fidell LS: Using multivariate statistics: Allyn & Bacon/Pearson 

Education; 2007.
43. Cohen J: Statistical power and analysis for behavioral sciences, 2nd ed edn. 

New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates; 1988.
44. Pinnock H, Epiphaniou E, Sheikh A, Griffiths C, Eldridge S, Craig P, Taylor SJ. 

Developing standards for reporting implementation studies of complex 
interventions (StaRI): a systematic review and e-Delphi. Implement Sci. 
2015;10:42.

45. von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock SJ, Gøtzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP. 
The Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology 
(STROBE) statement: guidelines for reporting observational studies. Ann 
Intern Med. 2007;147(8):573–7.

46. Lugtenberg M, Burgers JS, Besters CF, Han D, Westert GP. Perceived barriers 
to guideline adherence: A survey among general practitioners. BMC Family 
Practice. 2011;12(1):98.

47. Woolf SH, Grol R, Hutchinson A, Eccles M, Grimshaw J. Clinical guide-
lines: potential benefits, limitations, and harms of clinical guidelines. Bmj. 
1999;318(7182):527–30.

48. Girlanda F, Fiedler I, Becker T, Barbui C, Koesters M. The evidence-practice 
gap in specialist mental healthcare: systematic review and meta-analysis of 
guideline implementation studies. Br J Psychiatry. 2017;210(1):24–30.

49. Williams NJ, Beidas RS. Annual Research Review: The state of implementa-
tion science in child psychology and psychiatry: a review and suggestions to 
advance the field. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 2019;60(4):430–50.

50. Uppdrag Psykisk Hälsa S: Kartläggning Barn- och ungdomspsykiatrin 
2016 In. https://www.uppdragpsykiskhalsa.se/assets/uploads/2017/11/
Kartla%CC%88ggning-2016-%E2%80%93-Barn-och-ungdomspsykiatri.pdf: 
SALAR Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions/ SKL Sveriges 
kommuner och landsting; 2017.

51. Remvall, SS. Santesson, AHE. Bäckström, M. Hofvander, B. Jarbin, H.: Diagnostic 
Assessments of Depression in Child and Adolescent Psychiatry: Exploration of 
Quality Indicators– Occurrences, Correlations and Predictors in a Nationwide 
Swedish Outpatient Cross-Sectional Medical Record Review. In. Edited by 
Department of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry FoCS, Lund, Lund University, 
Lund, Sweden; 2024.

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng134
https://www.uppdragpsykiskhalsa.se/assets/uploads/2017/11/Kartla%CC%88ggning-2016-%E2%80%93-Barn-och-ungdomspsykiatri.pdf
https://www.uppdragpsykiskhalsa.se/assets/uploads/2017/11/Kartla%CC%88ggning-2016-%E2%80%93-Barn-och-ungdomspsykiatri.pdf

	Multilevel barriers to guideline implementation: a nationwide multi-professional cross-sectional study within child and adolescent psychiatry
	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Design and setting
	Participants/adopters
	The innovation
	The implementation program
	Measures
	The Barrier and Facilitator Assessment Instrument
	Data analysis

	Results
	Clinician’s perceptions of barriers and facilitators toward guideline implementation
	Domain level barriers and facilitators


	Item level barriers and facilitators
	Differences in perceptions of barriers and facilitators by profession
	Domain level differences by profession
	Item level differences by profession
	Discussion


