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Abstract

Background: Involving patients in their healthcare using shared decision-making (SDM) is promoted through
policy and research, yet its implementation in routine practice remains slow. Research into SDM has stemmed from
primary and secondary care contexts, and research into the implementation of SDM in tertiary care settings has not
been systematically reviewed. Furthermore, perspectives on SDM beyond those of patients and their treating
clinicians may add insights into the implementation of SDM. This systematic review aimed to review literature
exploring barriers and facilitators to implementing SDM in hospital settings from multiple stakeholder perspectives.

Methods: The search strategy focused on peer-reviewed qualitative studies with the primary aim of identifying
barriers and facilitators to implementing SDM in hospital (tertiary care) settings. Studies from the perspective of
patients, clinicians, health service administrators, and decision makers, government policy makers, and other
stakeholders (for example researchers) were eligible for inclusion. Reported qualitative results were mapped to the
Theoretical Domains Framework (TDF) to identify behavioural barriers and facilitators to SDM.

Results: Titles and abstracts of 8724 articles were screened and 520 were reviewed in full text. Fourteen articles
met inclusion criteria. Most studies (n = 12) were conducted in the last four years; only four reported perspectives
in addition to the patient-clinician dyad. In mapping results to the TDF, the dominant themes were Environmental
Context and Resources, Social/Professional Role and Identity, Knowledge and Skills, and Beliefs about Capabilities. A
wide range of barriers and facilitators across individual, organisational, and system levels were reported. Barriers
specific to the hospital setting included noisy and busy ward environments and a lack of private spaces in which to
conduct SDM conversations.

Conclusions: SDM implementation research in hospital settings appears to be a young field. Future research
should build on studies examining perspectives beyond the clinician-patient dyad and further consider the role of
organisational- and system-level factors. Organisations wishing to implement SDM in hospital settings should also
consider factors specific to tertiary care settings in addition to addressing their organisational and individual SDM
needs.
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Contributions to the literature

� Research has shown involving patients in their healthcare

using Shared Decision Making (SDM) in routine practice

remains slow.

� The current study is the first qualitative systematic review of

the barriers and facilitators to SDM implementation in

hospital settings, and from the perspective of multiple

stakeholders including patients, clinicians, health services

administrators, health service decision makers, government

policy makers, and researchers.

� The review findings add to previous SDM reviews by

highlighting factors influencing SDM that are specific to

tertiary care settings and reporting on the few studies that

have incorporated perspectives of stakeholders beyond the

patient and clinician.

Introduction
Shared decision-making (SDM) is the process by which
clinicians and patients (and/or their carers and families)
come to a clinical decision regarding the next step to
take in a patient’s health care [1, 2]. SDM involves a
two-way exchange between the patient, who provides
insight into their goals, values and preferences, and the
clinician, who outlines the benefits, risks, and uncertain-
ties of various care options based upon their experience
and knowledge of the best available research evidence
and recommendations [3]. SDM is underpinned by the
practice of patient-centred care and the ethical belief
that decisions should be made with patients instead of
for them [4]. SDM is best suited to situations in which
there is a clear need for a decision to be made, there is
equipoise between care options, and it is feasible to en-
gage in SDM conversations [5]. The SDM process can
be modified to suit the context in which the decision is
being made, and those involved may choose to take
varying levels of responsibility for the decision [5, 6].
Including patients in decisions about their health care

has long been seen as an ethical imperative [5]. Patient-
centred care (PCC) integrates patient knowledge, while
including patients’ wants, needs, and preferences in care
decisions [7]. PCC and the inclusion of patients in deci-
sions have been shown to increase patient engagement
and satisfaction [8], decrease unwanted health service

variation [9], and improve outcomes for disadvantaged
patients [10]. Yet, despite increased focus from both pol-
icy and research, sharing healthcare decisions with pa-
tients is not yet part of routine clinical practice [11–13].
Systematic reviews of barriers and facilitators of SDM

were conducted in 2008 [14], 2014 [15], and 2019 [16],
focusing on clinicians, patients, and paediatric care re-
spectively. The present review builds on this work in
several substantive ways.
First, prior research has focused mostly on barriers

and facilitators faced by patients and clinicians [13, 17–
19]. SDM implementation, however, involves multiple
stakeholders in healthcare systems. Stakeholders such as
those working in health service administration or
decision-making, government policy makers, and re-
searchers may have insights not yet explored by research
focusing on the patient-clinician dyad. A recent scoping
review of organisational and systemic barriers and facili-
tators to SDM found a broad range that both drive and
inhibit SDM implementation such as organisational cul-
ture and system-level guidelines and policies [13]. The
present review contributes to the literature by exploring
SDM barriers and facilitators from multiple stakeholder
perspectives [20, 21].
Second, prior reviews have focused on SDM in pri-

mary and secondary care settings [22]. Primary care is
usually the first point of healthcare contact and can in-
clude general practice, community health, or allied
health services. Secondary care is defined as specialist
care that patients are referred to by their primary care
clinician and may include out-patient care or care in the
community [23]. Primary and secondary care contexts
(i.e. specific appointment times and time between ap-
pointments) are obvious settings to conduct SDM.
Compared to primary and secondary care, little is

known about SDM in tertiary-care settings. Tertiary care
involves medical or surgical treatment for patients, in-
cluding emergency care, and usually over an extended
period of time as an inpatient [23, 24]. There are more
decisions to be made about patient’s healthcare while
they are in hospital, providing increased opportunities to
practice SDM. However, this presents challenges for
SDM. Patients are likely to be more acutely sick and
there may be increased time pressures to make deci-
sions. Furthermore, staff workflows are also variable
compared with primary and secondary settings, with
changing shifts, busy ward environments, and more
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disruptions. The present research fills this gap by explor-
ing SDM barriers and facilitators in tertiary care.
Lastly, the last decade has seen an exponential growth

in SDM research [25]. A bibliometric analysis of this
field reported year-on-year increases in the number of
SDM publications, for example in 2009, n = 229 articles
were published in this field, this rose fivefold to n = 1,
199 as of 2018. As such, this review aims to build on
previous reviews by synthesising new research within the
exponentially growing field. Given the numerous stake-
holders involved in SDM in hospital settings, it is im-
portant to consider the barriers and facilitators from
multiple stakeholder perspectives [20, 21] and also con-
sider the impact of hospital settings to optimise imple-
mentation [26]. Therefore, the aim of this systematic
review was to synthesise evidence on the barriers and fa-
cilitators to the implementation of SDM interventions in
tertiary care from the perspective of multiple
stakeholders.

Methods
Design
The review approach was based on the Cochrane Quali-
tative and Implementation Methods Group and Hand-
book for Systematic Reviews [27], and reported in line
with the PRISMA checklist [28]. The review protocol
was pre-registered on the Open Science Framework
(https://osf.io/da645/, DOI 10.17605/OSF.IO/DA645).
Furthermore, experts were consulted prior to the review
to ensure the relevance of the review for research and
industry. These experts were especially interested in ex-
ploring the perspectives outside the patient-clinician
dyad and how hospital settings may influence how SDM
is implemented.

Search strategy
The search strategy, designed in consultation with a spe-
ciality university-based librarian with subject matter ex-
pertise, aimed to include articles for which barriers and
facilitators to implementing SDM in hospital settings
were the primary focus and qualitatively reported. The
MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsychINFO, CINAHL, Cochrane
Library, and Scopus databases were searched for English
language articles from January 2008 to July 2020. 2008
was chosen as the start year as research has already sys-
tematically reviewed patient and clinician barriers and
facilitators prior to 2008 [14]. Reference lists of included
studies were screened to identify additional eligible stud-
ies. Keywords used in the search string included “Shared
Decision Making”, “Decision-Making”, “Patient Partici-
pation”, “Implementation”, “Attitudes” and “Beliefs” (ex-
ample in Additional File 1).

Study inclusion and exclusion criteria
The review used the SPIDER framework to frame inclu-
sion and exclusion criteria (Table 1). The SPIDER
framework is a modified version of PICO adapted for
use with qualitative studies [29]. Where studies included
both hospital inpatients and outpatients, only studies
where more than half of participants were involved in
decisions during their stay in hospital (i.e. while in emer-
gency or as an inpatient) were included. Studies were ex-
cluded where barriers and facilitators to SDM were not
the primary focus, for example those studies of the im-
pact of SDM on outcomes. Studies were excluded if the
majority of results were not qualitative as qualitative
data is best suited to in-depth exploration of barriers
and facilitators to SDM.

Study selection
The study selection process followed the PRISMA
Checklist for reporting systematic reviews [28] (Fig. 1:
PRISMA diagram; Additional File 1). Studies were
uploaded to a purpose-built screening platform, Covi-
dence [30]. After duplicates were removed, two re-
viewers (AW and AL) independently screened the title
and abstracts of included articles. When reviewers dis-
agreed, they discussed the articles until a conclusion was
reached. When a conclusion could not be reached, a
third reviewer (PB) adjudicated. The same process was
used for full-text review. Reasons for excluding articles
are reported in Fig. 1.

Risk of bias (quality) assessment
The methodological quality of included studies was
assessed based on the Critical Appraisal Skills
Programme (CASP) quality assessment tool for qualita-
tive studies [31, 32] (Additional File 3). The CASP tool
asks researchers to assess the usefulness of the articles
for inclusion and to identify any methodological issues.
Consistent with previously published approaches [33],
the tool was modified to use “can’t tell” when there was
not enough information to make a judgement and in-
cluded a “somewhat” option. CASP findings were used
to assess the confidence of the review findings using the
GRADE-CERQual “Confidence in the Evidence from Re-
views of Qualitative Research” (CERQual) tool [34].
CERQual is a novel approach to systematically assessing
confidence in review findings using methodological limi-
tations, coherence, adequacy, and relevance [34–39].
These components were individually assessed for each of
the review findings, and marked as having either “no or
very minor”, “minor”, “moderate”, or “serious concerns”.
Overall assessment using the components was then de-
termined as “high”, “moderate”, or “low confidence”.
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Data synthesis and presentation
Following study selection, one reviewer (AW) extracted
the following data from included studies: article reference,
country of origin, primary and secondary study objectives,
use of conceptual or theoretical framework, study design,
participant characteristics/role, target adopters, descrip-
tion of the innovation/implementation strategy (if used),
description of the practice environment, outcomes and
when measured (barriers and/or facilitators), and limita-
tions. A second reviewer (AL) completed over 10% of the
data extraction and this was compared.
Data analysis and synthesis drew upon direct quotes

from study participants where possible; where direct
quotes were not provided, the author’s interpretation
was used. Analysis involved two phases.
In the first phase, a “Best Fit Framework Synthesis”

(BFFS) [40–42] was used. The BFFS allows for synthesis
to be based on a previous published model. Therefore,
previously published taxonomies of barriers and facilita-
tors to SDM for patients and clinicians [14, 15] were
used as a basis for data synthesis. These were amended
through inductive coding to include barriers and facilita-
tors for government policy makers and health services.
In the second phase, the codes identified in phase one

were coded to the Theoretical Domains Framework
(TDF) [43]. The TDF [43] was identified as the most ap-
propriate analysis framework as this enabled affective,
cognitive, social, and environmental factors influencing
behaviour to be explored [26]. Mapping barriers and fa-
cilitators to the TDF for multiple stakeholders can high-
light areas in which factors align. This may allow future
implementation programmes to address multiple factors
for multiple stakeholders.

Results
Results of the search
Of 14701 records, 8724 were screened for inclusion
based on title and abstract (Fig. 1). Of these, 520 were
further screened based on the full text. 14 articles were
deemed to meet all inclusion and exclusion criteria [44–
57]. A review of reference lists of relevant systematic re-
views did not identify any additional studies for
inclusion.

Study characteristics
Included articles were published between 2012 and
2020, with the majority of articles (n = 12) published in
2016 to 2020 (Fig. 2).
Included articles used qualitative study designs, with

the majority using interviews [44, 46–48, 50–52, 55–57],
followed by focus groups [44, 46, 51, 54], observation
[49, 53], and conference breakout session [45].
Seven countries were represented across the in-

cluded articles including the USA [45, 47, 48, 55–57],
Canada [44, 49, 57], Germany [53, 54], The
Netherlands [46], Australia [50], UK [51], and France
[57] (Additional File 2).
Of the included articles, the majority focused on emer-

gency department settings [45, 47, 48, 55, 56] and acute
mental health settings [50, 51, 54], with other settings
including cardiology [52, 57], oncology [53], stroke re-
habilitation [44], and acute monitoring [49]. There were
11 authors for 14 articles, with four separate articles by
Schoenfeld included [47, 48, 55, 56]. These articles also
represented the majority of articles included regarding
SDM in the emergency department.

Table 1 Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Included Excluded

Sample Patients aged 18 and over
Healthcare providers
Healthcare administrators
Healthcare decision makers
Government policy makers
Other stakeholders (including researchers, not for profit organisations)

Patients aged under 18 years

Phenomenon
of interest

SDM in hospital inpatient setting, in which the decision is made while the
patient is an inpatient or in emergency

Non-SDM interventions
Decisions made in primary or secondary care settings

Design Primary studies where barriers and facilitators are qualitatively reported Editorials
Randomised control trials
Quantitative studies
Non-peer-reviewed studies
Reviews (reviews were not included, but their
reference lists were searched for additional primary
studies)

Evaluation Barriers and facilitators to implementing SDM in inpatient hospital settings
where the decision is made while the patient is an inpatient, reported in
the results section

Effectiveness of SDM interventions
Impact of SDM interventions
Preferences for decisions

Research
type

Qualitative, mixed methods (qualitative only) Quantitative, mixed methods (quantitative)
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Fig. 1 PRISMA diagram. *Of the 520 articles reviewed, n = 33 were excluded as the primary aim was not implementing SDM, n = 180 were
excluded as the primary focus was not barriers and facilitators to implementing SDM, n = 68 were excluded as they did not qualitatively assess
the barriers and facilitators to implementing SDM, n = 6 were excluded for using the wrong patient population, n = 98 were excluded as the
context was not inpatient hospital, n = 11 duplicates were identified and excluded, n = 99 were the wrong study type. n = 1 study was excluded
as the author did not respond to questions regarding methodology pertinent to study eligibility. ^n = 24 studies were included after full-text
review, including n = 10 systematic reviews that were screened for additional studies, no additional studies were found.

Fig. 2 Included published studies by year
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A wide range of barriers and facilitators across individ-
ual, organisational, and system levels were reported with
many overlapping across the TDF. Reported barriers and
facilitators to SDM in inpatient settings ranged across all
14 domains of the TDF [43] (Table 2), with the majority
relating to clinician-related factors, followed by patient-
related factors, organisation-related factors, system-
related factors, and finally other stakeholder-related fac-
tors. Overall, the dominant themes (themes cited most
frequently) occurring across clinician-, patient-, organ-
isation-, and system-related factors were “Skills” (such as
clinicians’ lack of formal training to do SDM); “Know-
ledge” (such as patients’ limited understanding of risk);
“Environmental Context and Resources” (such as noisy
and busy ward environments); “Social/Professional Role
and Identity” (such as clinicians’ perceived role as deci-
sion maker); and “Beliefs about Capabilities” (such as pa-
tients’ belief that they should be included in decisions
about their care) (Additional File 4). The majority of in-
cluded studies (n = 13) explored the perspective of clini-
cians; a smaller number explored patient perspectives (n
= 6). Of the Health Care Provider (clinicians) perspec-
tives included, the majority were medical doctors [44–
46, 48, 50–57], followed by nurses [49–51, 57] and other
allied health professionals [50, 51, 57]. Only four studies
included the perspectives of stakeholders other than the
patient-clinician dyad, such as health service programme
administrators [44–46, 57], health service decision
makers [45, 46, 57], government policy makers [46, 57],
and other stakeholders (such as researchers) [45, 46, 57].
Four studies reported on barriers and facilitators in

the context of implementing specific SDM programmes.
These encompassed implementing SDM using a know-
ledge translation approach [44]; utilising the “three talk
collaborative deliberation model” of SDM [53]; and har-
nessing patient decision aids [49, 57].

Study quality assessment and overall confidence in the
evidence
Overall, study quality was high with the majority of stud-
ies clearly stating the aims of the research and using ap-
propriate research design, recruitment, and data
collection to answer the aims. Furthermore, ethical is-
sues were taken into consideration, and data analysis
and statement of findings were clear. Some studies did
not adequately report on the relationship between re-
searcher and participants [45, 49, 51, 53, 54]. Two stud-
ies were of low quality [45, 49], as they did not
adequately report their research design or data collec-
tion. Additionally, their data analysis and findings were
not clear as they did not attribute findings to partici-
pants or make clear how conclusions were drawn from
the data.

Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 present find-
ings, including confidence in the evidence based on
GRADE-CERQual for clinicians, patients, and other
stakeholders respectively. Overall there were minor con-
cerns with methodological quality as assessed by CASP.
There were minor concerns with coherence with some
studies contributing to findings based on authors inter-
pretation and thematic analysis without the use of
quotes. Adequacy and relevance tended to be of no or
very minor concern; however, findings including studies
by Schoenfeld et al. [48, 55, 56] were of moderate or low
confidence as these three studies were based on the
same interviews of n = 15 emergency department
physicians.

Dominant themes
Table 3 shows the dominant reported themes for clin-
ician-, patient-, organisation-, and system-related factors
mapped to the TDF. Themes cited four or more times
were considered dominant themes. Given only three of
the 14 studies included stakeholders outside the patient-
clinician dyad, stakeholder-related factors are presented
separately. Of the key themes reported, the dominant
themes included “Skills”, “Knowledge”, “Environmental
Context and Resources”, “Social/Professional Role and
Identity”, and “Beliefs about Capabilities” (Additional
File 4). Dominant themes specific to Clinician-, Patient-,
Organisation- and System-related factors are reported in
Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 respectively.

Skills and knowledge
“Skills” and “Knowledge” were commonly reported to-
gether as factors influencing the use (or non-use) of
SDM. Review findings were of either moderate or high
confidence with the majority being high confidence.

Clinicians
Clinician skills influence the practice (or non-practice)
of SDM. A number of clinicians report a lack of formal
training in SDM [44, 48, 49, 51, 56] and communication
[51, 55] meaning they are unsure if they are doing SDM
correctly, or under which situations it would be best
suited. Clinicians recognise the importance of communi-
cation skills, including how to communicate effectively
with patients in order to explain risks and benefits and
elicit preferences [45–48, 50–53, 56, 57]. Some clinicians
feel they or others would benefit from specific training
in communication [48, 50, 51, 57] in order to better fa-
cilitate SDM conversations. Further to this, trust in one’s
own clinical ability is seen as a facilitator of SDM [47,
55–57], with clinicians’ past experience allowing them
increased clinical skills and confidence [56] and aware-
ness of their own limitations [47, 48, 55–57]. Not know-
ing what SDM is or what it entails is a barrier for
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Table 3 Summary of review findings for dominant themes

Summary of review findings
Studies contributing to the review finding
Illustrative quote

CERQual assessment of confidence
in the evidence

Knowledge:

Clinician-related factors: Not knowing what SDM is, a number of clinicians have either no knowledge of
or an incorrect working definition of what SDM is
[52] [55] [46] [57]
“[Some clinicians] understood SDM as the professional collaboration between care providers prior to discussing
the options with the patient. We make the decision as a team whether or not the patient should go for a cath.
I don’t frequently give patients—if I’m sending a patient, if I make the decision that this is appropriate, then we
go through the risks and benefits.” [52]

High confidence

Patient-related factors: Patients who are well informed prior to the SDM conversation, report feeling
able to engage in SDM conversations with their clinician, (especially those who are able to understand the
risks and benefits of their options)
[45, 47, 50–54, 57]
[45, 47, 51–53]
“Additional patient behaviours that take place outside the consultation, including gathering medical information
and preparing for the consultation were also identified as important.” [54]

High Confidence

Patient-related factors: Lack of knowledge of risk of different treatment options is seen as a barrier for
both clinicians in trying to explain options and patients trying to understand their different treatment
options
[44, 45, 50, 52, 53, 56]
“I had no knowledge and I still don’t have much knowledge about what the complications could have been.”
[52]
I think after the procedure the nurse or some knowledgeable person should have walked me through what was
done, how, when, why, and where. I really wasn’t informed” [52]

High confidence

Skills:

Clinician-related factors: Communication skills were identified by clinicians as necessary to elicit patient
preferences and enable SDM conversations
[45–48, 50–53, 56, 57]
“Yeah, I mean. I think any sort of training in communication and helping with choices and that sort of thing is
probably helpful.” [51]

High confidence

Clinician-related factors: Formal training was identified as a facilitator (lack of a barrier), with clinicians
noting training would provide them with confidence to know they were doing SDM correctly.
[44, 48–51, 55, 56]
“I’ve not had any formal training in it… I’m very comfortable in it but I don’t know if it matches with the
techniques that others use.’ ‘I’ve done it more than most and therefore am comfortable, not that I’m doing it
right or anything” [56]

Moderate confidence

Clinician-related factors: Trust in one’s own clinical expertise and past experience were facilitators for
clinicians, who felt past experience helped them increase their clinical skills, confidence and awareness of
their own limitations
[47, 48, 55–57]
“I think I do that [SDM] a lot more now than I did when I started. When I started it was kind of like . . . you
follow protocols and evidence-based medicine and all these things, and [back] then I just didn’t feel comfortable
swaying from some of those things, and now I feel like my instincts are a piece of that puzzle, of using the
evidence-based medicine and things like that. If that’s getting me to a point where it’s 50/50 or 60/40 in that
range, then I just start talking to [the] patient and figure out ‘What are you trying to get?”’ [48]

Moderate confidence

Patient-related factors: Patients’ informational capacity is both a barrier and facilitator of SDM with
those lacking informational capacity less likely to be engaged in SDM and those with informational capacity
being included in informed decisions (for some this was due to past experience within the healthcare
system)
[45, 47, 50–52, 54, 56]
( [45, 47, 54])
“Their ability to understand that they really, really need to come back if something different happens, is really
important for me to involve them in the decision making process.” [56]

High confidence

Organisation- and system-related factors: Lack of formal training for SDM is seen as a system-level
barrier by clinicians who believe there should be formal training provided to clinicians
[46, 48, 50, 51, 56]
“Participants stressed that training will be vital in order to overcome the belief among clinicians that applying
SDM does not differ much from their current practice.” [46]

Moderate confidence

Environmental Context and Resources:

Clinician-related factors: Lack of time was a major barrier due to numerous interruptions, overall
workload (including administrative tasks), and competing priorities including acuity of other patients

High confidence
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Table 3 Summary of review findings for dominant themes (Continued)

Summary of review findings
Studies contributing to the review finding
Illustrative quote

CERQual assessment of confidence
in the evidence

[44, 45, 47–50, 53, 56, 57]
“I think everyone recognizes that we as physicians and extenders and team members don’t have the time to
really spend to help patients make decisions that are good for them” [57]

Clinician-related factors: Busy and noisy ward environments also make it difficult for clinicians and
patients to engage in SDM
[47, 48, 51, 53, 56]
“What I’m seeing recently is that the patients want to be listened to, but the environment on the ward is so
difficult and so chaotic. We are there trying to listen to their expectations, the way they feel so we can try to
change something but if the environment remains the same is very difficult to do’” [52]

Moderate confidence

Clinician-related factors: Lack of private spaces to conduct SDM conversations is a barrier for clinicians
and patients, especially those placed in hallways when there are not enough available beds in emergency
departments
[47, 48, 50, 51, 56]“Having a real conversation in the hallway, it’s not private…can’t sit down…” [56]

Moderate confidence

Clinician-related factors: Presence of family members is seen as both a barrier and facilitator for
clinicians. Some clinicians report additional complexity, while others see family members as a resource for
patients that enables SDM conversations.
[49, 51, 56] (barrier)
[45, 47, 49, 50, 52, 53] (facilitator)
“Obviously the more people are involved, the more points of conflict there are and the more there is to be
negotiated you know but by not involving them, you don’t take that complexity away necessarily” [51]
“Sometimes, doctors will give you information and just like the tip of the iceberg. I like to have my daughter
along when we’re talking to a doctor because she has some very pointed questions that she puts to them. I get
a lot of information through my daughter’s questioning.” [52]

Moderate confidence

Patient-related factors: Patient characteristics barriers reported include low socio-economic status,
multiple comorbidities, English (or countries most popular language) as a second language, and past nega-
tive healthcare experiences. Whereas patients who had higher socio-economic status, higher education
level, and past positive experiences with healthcare report being more likely to engage in and be engaged
in SDM
[45–51, 55, 56]
“If there’re huge language barriers, unfortunately even with a translator, sometimes those nuances are lost.’ ‘They
think it’s because of who they are, that they don’t have insurance, that’s why we’re not admitting them… I
think (with) that specific population I have a very hard time doing (shared) decision making with” [56]

Moderate confidence

Patient-related factors: Presence of carer or family members provide support for patients going during
decision-making and treatment, patients report feeling they can rely on their carer/family to encourage
SDM with their clinician
[45, 47, 49–51, 53]
“One patient asked her daughter accompanying her during an inpatient consultation, ‘Isn‘t that good
[treatment]?’ in order to reassure herself.” [53]
“It’s hard to be an advocate for yourself when you’re by yourself. It would be easier if you had someone here for
you.” [47]

Moderate confidence

Organisation- and system-related factors: Changing clinical guidelines to promoted SDM is reported
by clinicians and other stakeholders as being one way in which the system could be changed to facilitated
SDM
[44, 46, 55, 57]
“I really like hospital guidelines, especially if they’re done well where they don’t limit me, yet they give me kind of
a something to stand on ... give me protection for what I think is right even though there is a small amount of
risk involved in doing it.” [55]

High confidence

Organisation- and system-related factors: Noisy or busy ward environment also makes it difficult for
clinicians and patients to engage in SDM
[47, 48, 50, 51, 53, 56]
“A number of clinicians mentioned that due to the ward being so busy, they were sometimes unable to find a
space to sit down with the patient and have a conversation” [51]

Moderate confidence

Organisation- and system-related factors: Lack of private spaces to conduct SDM conversations is a
barrier for clinicians and patients, especially those placed in hallways when there are not enough available
beds in emergency departments
[47, 48, 50, 51, 56]
“This is not a hallway thing” [56]

Moderate confidence

Social/Professional Role and Identity

Clinician-related factors: Clinician’s perceived role as educator. Clinicians who saw their role as
educators (and/or collaborators) reported being more likely to engage in SDM with their patients, proving
information to patients before helping them through the decision-making process

High confidence
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clinicians; however, this is not reported by clinicians
themselves, rather the included studies report instances
of clinician participants using incorrect working defini-
tions [46, 52, 55, 57].

Patients
Patients who are well informed prior to having SDM
conversations, either by gathering information them-
selves or being given suitable information, report feeling
better able to participate in SDM conversations and

form opinions [45, 47, 50–54, 57]. This is especially true
for patients who understand the risks and benefits of the
different treatment options [45, 47, 51–53]. However,
the way in which clinicians present information (for ex-
ample not providing adequate information [53, 55] or
purposely providing biased information [50, 55] may
prevent patients from being well informed.
Conversely, lack of knowledge for patients is a barrier

to engaging in SDM. Patients report not being provided
adequate information to understand their options. This

Table 3 Summary of review findings for dominant themes (Continued)

Summary of review findings
Studies contributing to the review finding
Illustrative quote

CERQual assessment of confidence
in the evidence

[46, 47, 49, 50, 53–55]
“making sure that they have information on the available treatment alternatives…within drug treatment, there
are a number of different options available. Giving them those options and that independence of making a
choice, that’s helpful as well.” [50]

Clinician-related factors: Clinicians perceived role as decision maker is a barrier for clinicians who feel
it is their responsibility to make decisions for their patients, with a number citing concerns over looking
indecisive to their patients.
[48, 50, 52, 56, 57]
“I think that people want to know that the doctor that they talked to had found something or was confident in
this is what’s going on, and so I think that if I don’t do a good job, of that or come in too shared decision-
making-oriented, where ‘maybe it’s this, maybe it’s that,’ …I don’t want to sound too wishy-washy” [56]

High confidence

Clinician-related factors: Interprofessional collaboration is seen as a key facilitator of SDM, clinicians feel
it is crucial that all members of the care team are communicating the same message to the patient to
enable ongoing SDM across multiple conversations with members of the team
[45, 49–51, 57]
“... you’ve got multiple doctors or multiple specialists involved who have vying opinions in relation to what’s
occurring ... what can happen is it can lead to medications being changed quite rapidly .. . which in a patient’s
mind creates this lack of confidence ... ” [50]

Moderate confidence

Patient-related factors: Patients having a trusting relationship with their clinician was seen to facilitate
SDM
[47, 50, 51, 54, 55]
“patients emphasized that being patient, having some trust in advance and giving doctors and therapies a try
might be helpful” [54]

High confidence

Beliefs about capabilities:

Clinician-related factors: Belief that the patient does not want to be involved in decision-making is
a barrier for clinicians who assume their patient does not want to engage is SDM.
[45, 50, 54, 56, 57] (barrier)
“suggesting that clinicians presume that many patients will not benefit from SDM or do not wish to take part.”
[45]
“‘Sometimes patients just want to be told what to do. “Others have clearly expressed to me that they don’t want
to have any part in that decision, ‘(You’re) the goddamn doctor, why don’t you make a decision?’” [56]
Conversely a number of clinicians hold the belief that patients should be involved in decisions about
their care and actively work to engage them
[47, 50, 52, 55](facilitator)
“I think it’s super important some of the questions that you pose for patients to think about, like is this
congruent with quality of life. I’ve been there at the eleventh hour and people have to make decisions about
what they want and don’t want, and my hope is for them to have a decision aid going into this.” [57]

High confidence

Patient-related factors: Patients belief that they should not disagree with their clinician is a barrier to
SDM
[45, 47, 56, 57]
“How can you make a decision when you’re not an expert?...The bottom line is I am not a doctor.” [47]

High confidence

Patient-related factors: Patients beliefs that they should be included in decisions about their own
care, either due to past experience in the healthcare system and/or confidence in their own knowledge of
their lived experience
[45, 47, 53, 54]
“This is my life, and I need to be able to make that decision because they are not the one who is suffering. I am
the one that is suffering.” [47]

Moderate confidence
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is also a barrier for clinicians who find it difficult to have
SDM conversations with patients who have little know-
ledge of their disease [44, 45, 50, 52, 56].
Patients’ informational capacity is both a barrier and

facilitator to SDM [45, 47, 50–52, 54, 56]. Patients with
low or no informational capacity are less likely to be in-
cluded in SDM by their clinicians. On the other hand,
clinicians report being more likely to include patients
perceived as having enough informational capacity in
decision-making. For some patients, this is due to their
past experience in the healthcare system allowing them
some sense of what to expect, and therefore increasing
self-efficacy [45, 47, 54].

Organisation and system
Lack of formal training for SDM is seen as a system-
level barrier by clinicians who believe there should be
formal training provided to clinicians to ensure all clini-
cians are working with a similar understanding of what
SDM is [46, 48, 50, 51, 56]. It is worth noting that junior
clinicians are often trained in SDM, whereas more expe-
rienced clinicians may not have received specific training
[46, 48].

Social/professional role and identity
Clinicians
“Social/professional role and identity” are important fac-
tors for clinicians across different hospital contexts. The
way clinicians see their role is an important driver of
SDM. Specifically, clinicians who see themselves as edu-
cators of patients [46, 49, 50, 52, 53] and/or collabora-
tors with patients [46, 47, 49, 50, 53–55] are more likely
to engage their patients in SDM conversations, believing
it is their responsibility to help their patients through
the decision-making process. The role of interprofes-
sional collaboration is also seen as necessary along the
care continuum, with clinicians reporting that consistent
messages give patients more time to engage in SDM
over multiple conversations with the interprofessional
team working together [45, 49–51, 57]. A barrier to
SDM is when clinicians see their role as a decision
maker for their patients [48, 50, 52, 56, 57] with many
reporting being concerned about looking indecisive to
their patients [48, 56].

Patients
For patients, a facilitator to SDM is having a positive,
trusting relationship with their clinician [47, 51, 54, 55].

Beliefs about capabilities
Clinicians
Some clinicians still hold the belief that some patients
do not want to be included in decisions about their care
[45, 50, 54, 56, 57] and therefore do not include them in

the SDM process; those who believe that patients should
be involved in decisions about their care actively work to
engage them in SDM [47, 50, 52, 55].

Patients
Many patients believe they do not have the necessary
skills or capabilities to be included in decisions about
their care, believing that their clinician knows best and
patients should not disagree with them [45, 47, 56, 57].
Others feel it is their responsibility to play an active role
in decision-making with their clinician, due to either
past experience in the healthcare system or confidence
in their own lived experience [45, 47, 53, 54].

Environment, context, and resources
Clinicians
There are a range of “Environmental context and re-
source” factors that inhibit clinicians practising SDM.
Barriers identified include lack of time, busy and noisy
ward surroundings, lack of private spaces, and the pres-
ence of family members. Lack of time is cited in nine of
the fourteen studies [44, 45, 47–50, 56, 57] with clini-
cians and patients citing ongoing interruptions, overall
workload (including administrative tasks), and acuity of
other patients. Additionally, busy and noisy ward envi-
ronments also make it difficult for clinicians and patients
to engage in SDM [47, 48, 50, 51, 53, 56], with some
specifically citing lack of private spaces to conduct SDM
conversations [47, 50, 51, 56]—for example patients in
emergency departments placed in hallways due to lack
of space [47, 48, 56]. The presence of family members is
seen as a barrier by some clinicians [49, 51, 56] who feel
their presence can create additional complexities in
decision-making; conversely, other clinicians recognise
that having family members present provides an add-
itional resource for patients to discuss options [45, 47,
50, 54] or even to translate [54].

Patients
Patient characteristics include those that are difficult to
change or modify and can either work as barriers or fa-
cilitators to SDM. These include low socio-economic
status, multiple comorbidities, language barriers, and
past negative healthcare experiences. Conversely, pa-
tients who have higher socio-economic status, higher
education level, and past positive experiences with
healthcare are more likely to engage in and be engaged
in SDM [45–51, 55, 56].
The presence of a carer or family member may provide

support for some patients during their time in the hos-
pital included during the SDM process. Patients report
feeling that they can rely on their carer/family member
to help provide clinicians with their preferences and as a
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sounding board during decision-making conversations
[45, 47, 49, 51, 53].

Organisation and system
System-level factors that inhibit SDM included lack of
or fragmented availability of clinical guidelines that sup-
port the use of SDM [44, 46, 55, 57]. Some see the solu-
tion to this as changing clinical guidelines to support the
use of SDM by explicitly mentioning SDM [44, 46, 55,
57] and making locally based, context-specific SDM im-
plementation evidence [44, 46]. Noisy and busy ward en-
vironment [47, 48, 50, 51, 53, 56] and a lack of private
space to conduct SDM conversations [47, 48, 50, 51, 56]
are also reported as potential organisational-related fac-
tors that could change the likelihood of conducing SDM
conversations.

Additional factors not shared across clinician-, patient-,
organisation-, system-, and stakeholder-related factors
Additional clinician-related factors
“Beliefs about consequences” are other factors with high
confidence found in the review findings (Table 3). Clini-
cians report not engaging in SDM when they believe
there may be a negative outcome for their patient either
due to the acuity of the patient’s disease and treatment
options [45, 52, 55, 56], for example in cardiology or the
emergency department, or the potential risks of making
“the wrong decision” [47, 52, 56, 57].

Additional patient-related factors
For patient-related factors other dominant themes in-
clude, “Emotion”, and “Social/Professional Role and
Identity” (Table 5). Fear of negative outcomes is a bar-
rier for patients, with some reporting they purposely do
not engage in decisions about their care for fear that
doing so would result in a negative outcome by making
the “wrong” decisions [45, 49, 55, 56]; however, this re-
view finding has low confidence.

Additional organisation- and system-related factors
“Social influence” is one of the most reported facilitators
of SDM at the organisational level. The culture of the
organisation is seen as crucial to the success of SDM be-
ing used by clinicians (Table 6). Clinicians and other
stakeholders report when there is a clear organisational
shift toward SDM, it is easier to facilitate SDM in prac-
tice [46, 48, 55–57]. Additionally, when leaders are seen
as engaging in SDM, participants report feeling sup-
ported to try SDM, and for health service decision
makers and administrators, leadership support was key
in promoting the implementation of their SDM
programme with clinicians [44, 46, 48, 57].

Stakeholder-related factors beyond the patient-clinician
dyad
Only three of the 14 included studies included stake-
holders outside the patient-clinician dyad [45, 46, 57]; as
such, these findings should be interpreted with caution.
Stakeholder-related dominant themes were “Knowledge”,
“Social/professional role and influence”, “Environment,
context and resources”, and “Social influence”. Stake-
holders see their role as one of facilitator—monitoring
SDM implementation [46] and encouraging implementa-
tion of SDM through education of clinicians and pa-
tients [57], while anticipating personnel and budget
requirements to ensure ongoing implementation efforts
[46]. The importance of having site champions and other
leaders who are willing to encourage the workforce to
engage in SDM delivery was recognised [46, 48, 57].

Discussion
This is the first known systematic review of barriers and
facilitators to implementing SDM in hospital settings
that aimed to examine barriers and facilitators including
and beyond the patient-clinician dyad. Using the Best Fit
Framework Synthesis, this review builds on previous
work by extracting data to previous reviews taxonomies
[14, 15], then extracted to the TDF. The most salient
TDF domains were “Knowledge” and “Skills”, “Environ-
mental Context and Resources”, “Social/Professional
Role and Identity”, and “Beliefs about Capabilities”.
Six electronic databases were searched, which allowed

for the most relevant articles to be picked up by the
search strategy. Additionally, a comprehensive search
was undertaken as reflected by the n = 8724 articles
screened for their title and abstract and a further n =
520 reviewed in full text. Only English language articles
were included in the review and grey literature search
was not conducted which are limitations. Implementa-
tion programmes may have been missed that have not
been published in academic literature. However, an add-
itional search of systematic reviews included in the last
stage of screening was undertaken to ensure no relevant
peer-reviewed articles meeting inclusion and exclusion
criteria were missed. Two reviewers conducted data as-
sessment for title and abstract screening and full-text in-
clusion; however, only one reviewer conducted data
extraction for the included studies. The review method-
ology attempted to mitigate bias by having a second re-
viewer assess over 10% of the studies, and when there
was any doubt, the first reviewer asked for the second
reviewer’s input until consensus was reached. One iden-
tified study was not included as the study author did not
respond to requests for information pertaining to eligi-
bility criteria. The current review includes and synthe-
sises studies published since 2008, building on the last
substantive review conducted by Légaré et al.’s (2008)
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Table 4 Summary of review findings for clinician-related factors

Summary of review findings for additional clinician-related factors
Illustrative quote

CERQual assessment of confidence
in the evidence

Intentions:

Predetermined treatment decision
A number of clinicians decide on the treatment plan before engaging in decision-making conversations,
with the intention of “selling” the patient on the treatment they have selected for them
[47, 48, 50–52, 55, 56]
“In most cases, the physicians made the treatment decisions. Either one physician made the treatment decision
by himself or several physicians made medical decisions jointly (especially in inpatient wards). For example, one
observer noted, …‘Most decisions during ward rounds [at inpatient wards] are taken in front of the computer
before entering the patient’s room’.” [53]

High confidence

Beliefs about Consequences:

Negative Outcomes
Clinicians reported not engaging in SDM when they are concerned about the potential of a negative
outcome, sometimes this is due to the acuity of the decision or the potential risks
[45, 52, 55, 56]
[47, 52, 56, 57]
“[Interviewer: Tell about times you don’t use SDM?] ‘STEMIs [ST segment elevation myocardial infarction], I’m not
asking a lot of questions, I’m going forward.’” [56]

High confidence

Table 5 Summary of review findings for patient-related factors

Summary of review finding for additional patient-related factors
Illustrative quote

CERQual assessment of confidence
in the evidence

Emotion:

Fear of negative outcomes is a barrier to SDM for patients, with some patients reporting not wanting to
engage because of a fear that doing so will result in negative outcomes and believing there is a right or
wrong decision to be made
[45, 47, 49, 55, 56]
“Maybe sometimes I’m afraid to say something because it will be something worse than I think it is. [You don’t
want to bring it up because you’re afraid you might get bad news?] Yes.” [47]

Low confidence

Table 6 Summary of review findings for organisation- and system-related factors

Summary of review finding for additional organisation- and system-related factors
Illustrative quote

CERQual assessment of confidence
in the evidence

Social Influence:

Culture of the organisation is seen as an important organisational-related factor with participants report-
ing feeling more supported to engage in SDM when it is clear that their organisation supports them to do
so.
[46, 48, 55–57]
“‘What is more powerful is the culture of the institution, right? Where I trained before, at a county hospital, we
didn’t admit anybody for chest pain… you’d talk to them about the risk and … that was what the institution,
and…the population, expected” [56]

Moderate confidence

Leaders engaging in SDM is seen as an important organisational-related factor with participants reporting
feeling more supported to engage in SDM when it is clear that their leaders use and support the use of
SDM
[44, 46, 48, 57]
“I know [surgical director] feels pretty strongly that it’s a good tool and was the one who pushed the initial use
of it . . . he says to us “make sure you’re using this.” [57]

High confidence
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[14] review of clinician’s barriers and facilitators to
SDM. The exclusion of articles prior to 2008 is a limita-
tion; however, the current review aims to focus on arti-
cles produced during the exponential growth in the field
since 2008 [25].
At the study level, some studies did not adequately re-

port on the relationship between researcher and partici-
pants [44, 48, 50, 52, 53] while two studies were of low
quality [44, 48], not attributing findings to participants
or using quotes. This was considered when assessing the
overall confidence in the evidence. At the review level,
there were minor concerns with coherence. Adequacy
and relevance tended to be of no or very minor concern,
except for findings including studies by Schoenfeld et al.
[47, 54, 55] were of moderate or low confidence.
Exploration of barriers and facilitators to SDM from

an organisational and system level is still in its infancy
[13, 18, 19]. This review adds to Scholl et al.’s [13] scop-
ing review of organisational- and system-level character-
istics that influence the implementation of SDM by
going beyond the patient-clinician dyad. Scholl et al.’s
[13] scoping review of influential characteristics at the
organisation and system levels found that factors associ-
ated with the success of SDM implementation include
adequate resourcing, setting of SDM as a priority, inte-
gration of SDM into teams and workflow, and cultural
and organisational leadership, whereas at the system
level, factors include clinical guidelines, incentives, edu-
cation, licencing, culture, and policy. The present study
corroborated the same factors reported by Scholl et al.
[13] at the organisation and system level; however, one
main difference in this study was the call for changing
organisational- and system-level guidelines to promote
and allow for the use of SDM in practice.
The addition of individual-level factors in this review

mapped to the TDF shows that clinician barriers to
SDM, such as a lack of knowledge and skills to practice
SDM and a belief that SDM is not being used by col-
leagues, may be changed through the use of changing
organisation- and system-level guidelines. It is important
to bear in mind that not all factors have been reported
by the population themselves—for example clinicians,
rather than patients, reported that patients have a poor
understanding of risk. This should be taken into account
when interpreting findings.
Further differences exist between this review’s findings

for clinician-related factors and organisational- and
system-related factors when compared to existing litera-
ture. For example, Légaré et al. (2008) [14] reported bar-
riers such as time constraints, patient characteristics,
and the clinical situation. This review found the most
frequently reported barriers were “Skills”, including a
lack of training in communication and SDM and trust in
one’s own clinical ability. Additionally, the busy and

noisy environments (for example, wards) and a lack of
private spaces to conduct SDM is a barrier not previ-
ously reported and which is less likely to be encountered
in non-hospital settings. This demonstrates how focus-
ing on hospital settings has built upon the understand-
ing of SDM.
Many similarities were identified between existing litera-

ture on primary and secondary care settings and that of
tertiary care explored in this review. The lack of time is
consistent across settings with clinicians reporting strug-
gling to fit SDM conversations into busy work schedules
[13–16]. Additionally, many of the “Beliefs About Capabil-
ities” were shared across settings, for example clinicians’
belief that patients do not want to be included in decisions
about their care or patient beliefs that they should not dis-
agree with their clinicians’ recommendations [14, 15]. Bar-
riers related to “Knowledge” and “Skills” were also seen
across settings with clinicians’ lack of awareness of the
correct definition of SDM [14]. Support of SDM also var-
ied in line with existing literature with some clinicians in
favour of and some not in favour of using SDM, depend-
ing on the perceived feasibility of including patients given
the clinical context and patient characteristics [58]. For
patient-related factors, this review did not find any differ-
ences in results to that of Joseph-Williams et al. [15], ex-
cept for the stressful environment due to the busy and
noisy ward environment with little private spaces in which
to conduct a SDM conversation.
This review reinforces previous research stating that

SDM research in tertiary settings and beyond the
patient-clinician dyad is in its infancy [13]. There were
few (N = 14) articles that looked at the hospital inpatient
setting, and only three of these included stakeholders in
addition to the patient-clinician dyad. The perspectives
of these additional stakeholders illuminate factors not
reported by patients and clinicians such as facilitating
implementation strategies, budgets and personnel re-
quirements. These insights may further support the im-
plementation of SDM by enabling consideration of
factors beyond the patient and clinician, but which are
critical to ensuring that patients and clinicians have an
opportunity to participate in SDM.
Results from this study show that the majority of bar-

riers and facilitators to implementing SDM in practice
are shared across primary, secondary, and tertiary care.
However, there are some contextual factors that make
SDM even more difficult in tertiary care, including busy
and noisy ward environments and a lack of private
spaces in which to conduct SDM conversations.
Given the small yield in this review, additional studies

in tertiary settings and beyond the clinician-patient dyad
are needed. These may further facilitate the exploration
of organisation-and system-level characteristics that can
be the target of future implementation of SDM.
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This review focused on SDM in developed countries.
Low and middle-income countries may have additional
barriers and facilitators specific to their context. Further
research is needed to explore SDM implementation in
low and middle-income countries.
This review carries a number of implications for pa-

tients, clinicians, and other stakeholders. Patients who
are able to prepare for SDM encounters may experience
fewer barriers. For example, patients who believe they
should be included in decisions, are well informed prior
to the SDM encounter, and have adequate informational
capacity report feeling better able to engage in SDM
conversations while clinicians are more likely to engage
them. Additionally, patients who have a carer or family
member present, and a trusting relationship with their
clinician report feeling supported through the SDM
process. It is important to note that these factors are diffi-
cult for patients to alter themselves, especially in the high-
stress context of the tertiary healthcare setting where they
may be acutely ill and under time pressures. Therefore, an
important implication is the need for clinicians and other
stakeholders to facilitate SDM. Clinicians should consider
their underlying beliefs about patients prior to excluding
them from the SDM process; and can also facilitate SDM
through SDM and communication skills training, inter-
professional collaboration, and promoting SDM among
colleagues and junior clinicians. Healthcare decision
makers and administrators can facilitate SDM by provid-
ing an enabling environment—quiet, private spaces for
SDM conversations; time for SDM conversations in clini-
cians’ busy workloads; and ongoing training for clinicians
in SDM and communication. Government policy makers
can facilitate SDM through updating clinical guidelines to
include recommendations to embed SDM into routine
practice and provide training for all clinicians (both junior
and senior) in SDM and communication.

Conclusion
This systematic review explored barriers and facilitators to
SDM in the hospital setting and from the perspective of
those within and beyond the clinician-patient dyad. A range
of barriers and facilitators across individual, organisational,
and system levels were reported. Based on analysis using the
TDF, the dominant themes were “Knowledge”, “Skills”, “En-
vironmental Context and Resources”, “Social/Professional
Role and Identity”, and “Beliefs about Capabilities”. Barriers
specific to hospital setting were noisy and busy ward envi-
ronments and lack of private spaces in which to conduct
SDM conversations. Based on this review findings, health-
care organisations and governments should consider the
role of additional stakeholders outside the patient-clinician
dyad. Additionally, those working to implement SDM in the
hospital setting should consider the contextual factors that
are different from those seen in primary and secondary care.

Further research is needed to explore SDM implementation
in hospital settings, while including the perspectives of add-
itional stakeholders to explore how barriers may be over-
come and facilitators enhanced.
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