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Abstract
Background
Changes in Norwegian law and health policy require all health professionals to help safeguard the provision of information and follow-up for the children of parents with mental or physical illness, or substance abuse problems, to decrease their risk of psychosocial problems. There is a lack of knowledge on how the national changes have been received by hospital-based health professionals, and if they have led to an increase in family focused practice.

Methods
This cross-sectional study examined the adherence of health professionals’ (N = 280) in five hospitals to new guidelines for family focused practice, using a translated and generic version of Family Focused Mental Health Practice Questionnaire.

Results
Overall, health professionals scored high on knowledge and skills, and were confident in working with families and children, but reported moderate levels of family support and referrals. Comparison of the five hospitals showed significant differences in terms of workplace support, knowledge and skills and family support. The smallest hospital had less workplace support and less knowledge and skills but scored medium on family support. The two largest hospitals scored highest on family support, but with significant differences on parents refusing to have conversations with children.

Conclusions
Differences in implementation of family focused practice highlight the need to tailor improvement strategies to specific barriers at the different hospitals. The use of implementation theories and improvement strategies could promote full implementation, where all families and children in need were identified and had access to family support.
Trial registration The study is approved by the Regional Committee on Medical and Health Research Ethics South-East Q5 37 (reg. no. 2012/1176) and by the Privacy Ombudsman.
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Background
Norway [1], Finland [2] and Sweden [3, 4] now require all health professionals to encourage support for children of parents with all types of illnesses. The regulations deriving from the 2010 law in Norway require all health professionals to; (a) register dependent children in the patient’s health record, (b) have conversations with the parent about children’s need for information and support, (c) offer help in family information sharing and conversations with children, (d) ensure that children can visit parents at the hospital, (e) assess children’s and the family’s needs, and (f) gain parents’ consent to cooperate with other services in establishing necessary support [5].
These regulations are in line with international recommendations to include family focused, family centred, family sensitive, family oriented, family based, family inclusive or child cantered practices to support the children of parents ill with mental health [6–14], substance abuse [15, 16] or physical illness [17–19].
These changes in law are based on research evidence. Increasing parenting skills and improving young people’s knowledge and resilience are key elements in 13 individual, group and family interventions that were recently meta-analysed, showing that these factors reduce by 40% children’s risk of developing the same mental illness as their parents [20]. In physical health, a systematic review of 19 psychosocial interventions for families with parental cancer also showed most to be helpful, with improvements in quality of life and mental health or distress [21]. Prevention of mental illness in families is a prominent feature of recent health policies that has been found to work in mental health prevention practices.
Family focused practice supports the whole family unit, both the parents with an illness, and the children [6], and it has been suggested that it includes a continuum of practices [22], with core elements such as; family care planning, goal-setting, liaison between families and services, instrumental, emotional and social support, assessment of family members, psychoeducation, and a coordinated system of care between families and services [6].
Many children are affected by parental illness. A recent systematic review of 9 studies showed parent prevalence among patients in adult psychiatric services to range from 12.2 to 45.0% [23]. In Norway, parent prevalence is estimated to be 10.4–23.1% for severe and moderate mental disorders [24], with severe alcohol use disorder estimated to affect 2.7% of Norwegian children [24]. Physical illnesses such as cancer are estimated to affect 3.1% of Norwegian children (0–18 years), and 8.4% of young adults (19–25 years) [25]. Internationally, approximately 10% of children are estimated to have a parent with a chronic medical condition such as cancer and multiple sclerosis [26]. It should be noted that estimates of parental illness vary in whether they include severe, moderate or broader categories of illness.
Researchers have noted numerous barriers to implementing family focused practices. These include differences across countries, organisational factors such as lack of resources and inadequate procedures, professional background, cultural and educational factors such as health professionals’ attitudes and lack of expertise, lack of cooperation, and access to families [27–32]. More generally, it is recommended to tailor implementation strategies to different practice settings, and groups of practitioners to overcome implementation barriers [33, 34].
The Active Implementation Framework (AIF) [35–37] describes four implementation stages. In the exploration stage, needs are assessed, fit and feasibility of the intervention model is examined, stakeholders are involved, and an implementation plan is made. In the installation stage, implementation support is developed alongside necessary structural and instrumental changes. In the initial implementation stage, new services for families and children are delivered. At this stage it is important to use data to drive decision-making, alongside a rapid-cycle problem-solving approach to make necessary improvements. The final stage is full implementation, where systems and organisational changes are established and become part of sustained routine practice. This article pertains to the full implementation stage.
Implementation research shows that changing daily practice by introducing evidence and clinical guidelines requires comprehensive approaches at different levels. It is recommended to tailor interventions to specific settings and target groups [33]. Plans for change should be based on characteristics of the evidence or guidelines and on known barriers and facilitators of change [38–40].
Leadership plays a critical role in creating organisational readiness for change [41]. Leaders who can inspire and motivate employees have been found to predict implementation of innovative practice [42], to be associated with innovation climate and more positive staff attitudes to the adoption of evidence-based practice [43], and to be a predictor of implementation satisfaction [44]. Large organisations often have more resources than small ones, such as knowledge and skills for innovative practice and role specialisation [44–46].
Change agents [47] or champions [39, 48]) have been found to play an important role in innovative practice, and without their contributions it is less likely that new practice will be implemented [46]. Norwegian hospitals must comply with the law by having child responsible personnel (CRP). They have a common responsibility to support change across all hospitals, and to promote and coordinate support given by health professionals to parents as patients and their children. Being a CRP comes in addition to the health professional’s ordinary work and with no extra remuneration. Some of them have participated in a 2 by 2 days training programme piloted by the national competency network and/or taken an e-learning programme (http://​www.​barnsbeste.​no). Others have been offered training and supervision by their hospital.

Aims
This study examines the level of family focused practice in Norway following the 2010 changes according to the law. The study is part of a large multicentre study (The CHIP-study) [49] of patients’, partners’, and children‘s satisfaction with the implementation of the changes to the law, and of the follow up on children´s needs when parents have a mental illness, a serious physical illness, or substance abuse. The first aim was to describe the type and extent of family focused practice in the five hospitals taking part in the study. The second aim was to explore any differences in family focused practices between the five hospitals.

Methods
Design
This was an exploratory cross-sectional study.

Context
The five hospitals in this study serve 34% of the total Norwegian population of 5.2 million. To get maximum diversity we included five hospitals of different sizes, from three regions across Norway, including both rural and urban areas. Hospital 1 (H1) serves 136,000 inhabitants, and the others serve 290,000 (H2), 358,000 (H3), 480,000 (H4) and 493,000 (H5) inhabitants respectively [50]. H1 is the smallest hospital and provides health services to a large rural area, and H3 and H5 are university hospitals. Each hospital had appointed CRPs to support and systematise the work. Four of the hospitals had appointed a hospital coordinator (H-CRP), with H1 having coordinators at a lower level. Hospital 5 was the only hospital with a full-time H-CRP. There were from 21 to 45 CRPs per 100,000 inhabitants served, with the two largest hospitals having a smaller number of CRPs per 100,000 (H1: 39, H2: 45, H3: 41, H4: 21, H5: 24).

Sample
The 280 health professionals participating in this study were recruited from stratified, randomly selected outpatient and inpatient units for physical illness (cancer and neurological illness), mental illness and substance abuse in the five hospitals. A group of CRPs, (n = 104, 72% response rate) with one CRP per unit. A second group was recruited from other clinicians (C) treating patients who were recruited for the larger part of the CHIP-study (n = 176, 52% response rate). Among them, 32 were also CRP who was subsequently added to the CRP above.
There were significant differences between the hospitals regarding professional background and age. Participants at H5 were on average 6 years younger than at H2. More social workers participated from H4 than from H3, more physicians from H2 than from H3, and more others (e.g. family therapists, physical therapists, occupational therapists, hospital chaplains and nurse assistants) from H1 than from H5. There was no significant difference between the hospitals in the number of CRPs, or whether health professionals had received specific training after changes to the law, see Table 1. The online questionnaire was designed to avoid missing values when completing the FFPQ.Table 1Differences across Hospitals of participants’ background and role (N = 280)


	 	Total
	H1 (n = 73)
	H2 (n = 41
	H3 (n = 43)
	H4 (n = 65)
	H5 (n = 58)
	
                              p
                            

	Gender

	 Women (%)
	224 (80)
	62 (84.9)
	28 (68.3)
	33 (76.7)
	52 (80.0)
	49 (84.5)
	.228

	 Men (%)
	56 (20)
	11 (15.1)
	13 (31.7)
	10 (23.3)
	13 (20.0)
	9 (15.5)
	.228

	Age (SD)
	45.4 (10.2)
	45.0 (9.5)
	49.5 (8.5)
	44.2 (10.1)
	46.2 (10.7)
	43.1 (10.7)
	.029*

	Length of exp. (SD)
	18 (10.1)
	17 (9.9)
	21 (10.7)
	18 (9.8)
	17 (10.3)
	15 (9.7)
	.109

	Years in post (SD)
	6.1 (5.6)
	6.3 (5.6)
	8.2 (6.2)
	5.5 (5.7)
	6.4 (5.3)
	4.6 (5.2)
	.118

	Profession

	 Nurse (%)
	101 (36.1)
	29 (39.7)
	17 (41.5)
	17 (39.5)
	16 (24.6)
	22 (37.9)
	.292

	 Social worker (%)
	42 (15.0)
	6 (8.2)
	3 (7.3)
	6 (14.0)
	17 (26.2)
	10 (17.2)
	.025*

	 Psychologist (%)
	71 (25. 4)
	15 (20.5)
	5 (12.2)
	13 (30.2)
	17 (26.2)
	21 (36.2)
	.066

	 Physician (%)
	32 (11.4)
	9 (12.3)
	9 (22.0)
	0 (0)
	10 (15.4)
	4 (6.9)
	.015*

	 Other (%)
	34 (12.1)
	14 (19.2)
	7 (17.1)
	7 (16.3)
	5 (7.7)
	4 (1.7)
	.016*

	Role

	 CRP (%)
	136 (48.6)
	33 (45.2)
	21 (51.2)
	27 (62.8))
	28 (43.1))
	27 (46.8)
	.308

	 C (%)
	144 (51.4)
	40 (54.8)
	20 (48.8)
	16 (37.2)
	37 (56.2)
	31 (53.4)
	.308

	Specific training (SD)
	1.04 (.85)
	1.07 (.82)
	1.05 (.90)
	1.16 (.80)
	1.08 (.80)
	.84 (.83)
	.385


* p < .05





Data collection
The data were collected from June 2013 to December 2014. Health professionals (child responsible personnel and other clinicians) received an e-mail invitation with reminders. Link and password to the web-based version of the FFPQ [51] were distributed after confirmation of participation.

Measure
The measure employed in this study was adapted from the Family Focused Mental Health Questionnaire [51]. The questionnaire has been used regarding family focused practice in relation to parental mental health problems in Australia [31, 52, 53], Ireland [27] and Thailand [54]. The 49-item measure with 17 subscales employs a seven-point Likert Scale. Scores ranged from 1 to 7, from strongly disagree = 1 to strongly agree = 7, and in addition not applicable (N/A).
The measure was translated into Norwegian and made generic, to focus health professionals’ work with parents affected by all kinds of illnesses (not solely mental health), which makes it possible to use the same questionnaire also in somatic clinics and in substance abuse clinics. The translation was made by two persons separately, and differences were discussed with three colleges/supervisors to reach consensus. Back-translation was conducted by a native English-speaking person, followed by further discussions with the authors before finalising the Norwegian version.
Content validity of the items in the questionnaire was discussed with a sample of experts in this area, and the clarity of the questions and layout was tested in a pilot study with health professionals and user consultants. The main changes from the original questionnaire were that mental illness were replaced by illness, mental health workers were replaced by health professionals, and the explanation before the questionnaire stated that the aim was to explore family focused practice within all types of illnesses (mental illness, physical illness and substance abuse), as required by the Norwegian changes to the law.
Reliability of the measure was analysed using Cronbach’s alpha reliability analysis, using SPSS (version 24). Three items were removed from subscales, to increase reliability on the training, confidence and family support subscales. Reliability of the subscales ranged from .17 to .80, with seven scales scoring under .60. In this article, we report only the ten subscales that scored over .60, with five of them scoring over .70 (see Table 2).Table 2Descriptive statistics of family focused practice subscales, definitions, and reliability (Cronbach’s alphas) (N = 280)


	Subscale
	Subscale definition
	α
	
                              M (SD)
                            

	Workplace support
	The workplace provides support (e.g. supervision) for family focused practice.
	.67
	4.52 (1.54)

	Co-worker support
	The support from other workers regarding family focused work
	.62
	5.08 (1.13)

	Time family work
	Time or workload constraints regarding family focused practice
	.80
	4.50 (1.45)

	Service available
	There are programmes to refer families to
	.62
	4.85 (1.34)

	Knowledge skills
	Worker skill and knowledge regarding impact of parental mental illness on children
	.76
	4.93 (1.00)

	Connectedness
	Workers’ assessment of parent awareness of child connectedness
	.71
	5.12 (.95)

	Confidence
	The level of confidence the worker has in working with families, parents and children
	.72
	5.71 (1.15)

	Need training
	Worker willing to undertake further training
	.74
	5.42 (1.05)

	Family support
	Providing resources and referral information to consumers and their families
	.67
	3.91 (1.27)

	Referrals
	Referring family members to other programmes
	.69
	4.09 (1.56)


FFPQ subscales, range 0–7



Health professionals were also asked about the number of conversations with parents, the number of conversations with children, and how many parents that had refused conversations with their children during the last 2 months. These were rated; none = 0, one to two = 1, three to five = 2, over five = 3. Health professionals were also asked if they had participated in specific training to deliver family focused practice in accordance with changes to the law. These where rated; no = 0, to some degree = 1, yes = 2.
The participants were asked whether their unit had made improvements to better support children while visiting their parents, like a better play area or family room.
During the recruitment process for the larger part of the CHIP-study, 594 registration forms were collected, with anonymous data of the number of patients’ children available for recruitment, controlling whether children were documented in patients’ health records, as required.

Analysis
Descriptive statistics for characteristics of the participants were calculated and differences between hospitals explored (Table 1). Mean and standard deviations for each of the ten FFPQ subscales with acceptable reliability was calculated (Table 2). A two-way between groups analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed to determine differences between hospitals at the level of family focused practice, controlling for the demographics, professional background, role (CRP and C), and having received specific training (Table 3). As there were no statistically significant interaction effects between the role of personnel and hospitals on any of the subscales, only differences among hospitals are reported. The hospitals also were compared on other aspects of family focused practice. ANOVA was used to calculate differences between hospitals in establishing play areas and family rooms. The number of patient’s children found in the registration forms at the recruitment days, were compared with documentation of patient’s children (in the patient’s electronic health record) and descriptive statistics were used to calculate differences between hospitals and types of services.Table 3Mean differences (ANCOVA) of Family Focused Practice on Hospitals, adjusted for demographics, professional background, role (CRP or C) and specific training (N = 280)


	 	H1
(n = 73)
	H2
(n = 41)
	H3
(n = 43)
	H4
(n = 65)
	H5
(n = 58)
	df
	
                              F
                            
	eff.
size
	Sig.

                              p
                            
	Hospital differences

	
                              Mean
                            
95% CI
	
                              Mean
                            
95% CI
	
                              Mean
                            
95% CI
	
                              Mean
                            
95% CI
	
                              Mean
                            
95% CI

	Organisation

	 Workplace support
	4.02
3.65–4.40
	4.35
3.83–4.87
	4.57
4.08–5.06
	4.78
4.39–5.17
	4.76
4.35–5.18
	4.235|
	2.463
	.04
	.046*
	H4, H5 > H1

	 Co-worker support
	4.86
4.61–5.16
	4.77
4.39–5.44
	5.07
4.71–5.44
	5.20
4.91–5.49
	5.20
4.90–5.51
	4.249
	1.298
	 	.271
	 
	 Time family work
	4.53
4.21–4.86
	4.42
3.95–4.89
	3.95
3.51–4.39
	4.74
4.39–5.08
	4.47
4.10–4.84
	4.246
	1.964
	 	.101
	 
	 Service available
	4.56
4.25–4.86
	5.09
4.67–5.51
	4.92
4.51–5.33
	4.90
4.58–5.22
	4.88
4.54–5.22
	4.248
	1.284
	 	.277
	 
	Worker

	 Knowledge skills
	4.63
4.41–4.84
	4.83
4.53–5.13
	4.96
4.67–5.24
	5.10
4.87–5.32
	5.09
4.87–5.32
	4.249
	2.943
	.05
	.021*
	H4, H5 > H1

	 Connectedness
	5.04
4.83–5.26
	4.92
4.62–5.22
	4.96
4.67–5.26
	5.29
5.06–5.52
	5.27
5.02–5.51
	4.250
	1.607
	 	.173
	 
	 Confidence
	5.34
5.27–5.80
	5.61
5.23–5.99
	5.62
5.26–5.97
	6.01
5.72–6.29
	5.62
5.33–5.92
	4.249
	1.613
	 	.171
	 
	 Need training
	5.68
5.44–5.92
	5.40
5.04–5.75
	5.35
4.92–5.58
	5.19
4.94–5.45
	5.54
5.27–5.81
	4.243
	2.352
	 	 	 
	Practice

	 Family support
	3.81
3.54–4.08
	3.63
3.20–4.05
	3.32
2.96–3.68
	4.03
3.73–4.32
	4.27
3.96–4.58
	4.218
	4.393
	.08
	.002*
	H5 > H1, H2, H3
H1, H4 > H3

	 Referrals
	4.01
3.63–4.39
	4.21
3.68–4.74
	3.85
3.37–4.33
	4.27
3.87–4.68
	4.18
3.77–4.58
	4.208
	.549
	 	.700
	 
	Additional questions

	 Conversation parents
	1.37
1.15–1.60
	1.46
1.15–1.77
	1.56
1.26–1.87
	1.81
1.56–2.05
	1.80
1.56–2.05
	4.258
	2.378
	 	.052
	 
	 Conversations children
	.36
.21–.52
	.32
.11–.54
	.24
.03–.45
	.45
.28–.61
	.40
.22–.57
	4.258
	.633
	 	.639
	 
	 Parents refused conversation children
	.29
.13–.45
	− 38
.16–.60
	.56
.34–.77
	.36
.19–.53
	.70
.52–88
	4.258
	3.249
	.05
	.011*
	H5 > H1, H2, H4


FFPQ subscales, range 1–7, Additional questions, range 0–3, * p < .05






Results
Descriptive statistics
The highest ratings by the total group of health professionals (N = 280) were given on the confidence subscale (M = 5.71, range 0–7), in which they stated that they were confident in working with families (Table 2). Nevertheless, they wanted more training (M = 5. 42). The lowest total ratings were given on the family support subscale (M = 3.91), as when they delivered family support or referred families/children to other services (M = 4.09). They agreed to some extent that they had time to work with families (M = 4.50).

Differences of family focused practice on hospitals
Table 3 shows significant differences when the hospitals were compared on workplace support, knowledge and skills, family support. The ANCOVA analyses controlled for demographics, professional background, role (CRP or C) and specific training. There were also significant differences with respect to age, length of experience, professional background, role, and specific training.
Post Hoc Bonferroni analyses showed that H1 scored significantly lower on workplace support than H4 and H5. Significant other differences were found for; specific training and professional background, with social workers receiving less support than nurses. On knowledge and skills, H1 scored significantly lower than H4 and H5. Other significant effects were age, having received specific training and role, with child responsible personnel having more knowledge than other clinicians. On family support, H5 scored significantly higher than H1, H2 and H3, and H1 and H4 scored significantly higher than H3. Significant effects were also found for specific training and professional background, with social workers delivering more family support than nurses, and psychologists delivering less family support than nurses. On parents refusing conversations with children, H5 had significantly more refusals than H1, H2 and H4. Other significant effects were age and received specific training, with younger and less trained health professionals receiving more refusals to include children in the conversations.

Comparing hospitals on other aspects of family focused practice
As reported by Skogøy [44], the hospitals had to some degree improved the support for children visiting parents at the hospital, e.g. establishing family rooms, establishing play areas or improving routines for welcoming children. We found no significant differences between the hospitals on these variables.
All hospitals had made changes in their data systems to register if the patients had minor children (0–18 years) [44]. Overall, 61% (1540 of 2529 children) were registered in the patient’s health record. However, there were differences between somatic clinics (51%), mental health clinics (61%), and substance abuse clinics (71%) [44]. There were also differences between the hospitals (51–82%), with the highest registrations at the two university hospitals (H3, 77% and H5, 82%) [44], which also scored highest on giving specific training in registration procedures. H4 also had high registration rates in mental health clinics (80%), and substance abuse clinics (69%), but the somatic clinics (cancer and neurology), registered none of the children.


Discussion
This study examined the type and extent of family focused practice in five Norwegian hospitals following changes to the law and explored differences between the five hospitals. Overall, health professionals in Norway had high knowledge and confidence in working with families and children. However, they showed moderate family support and made few referrals, indicating that the hospitals are still in the installation stage of the policy changes. When the five hospitals were compared, there were significant differences on three family focused practice subscales: workplace support, knowledge and skills, and family support. In addition, there were differences in how many parents refused to have conversations with their children.
Differences of family focused practice on hospitals
Norwegian health professionals gave high ratings on knowledge and skills, and connectedness, with the highest rating on the confidence scale. This is encouraging and contrasts earlier studies where mental health professionals have been found to lack enough knowledge and skills on how to support patients’ children [30, 55]. However, the implementation of family focused practice was still moderate, with the lowest ratings on family support and referrals. Compared to a study of Australian and Irish psychiatric nurses [27], the health professionals in Norwegian hospitals are more confident in working with families and children than are Australian and Irish psychiatric nurses. However, they score lower than Australian psychiatric nurses on both family support and referrals, while scores on the time for family work, service available and need training subscales are quite similar. Though knowledge and skills, and confidence are high in Norway, this has not yet led to increased family support and referrals for the total group, which indicate that Norwegian hospitals are still in an initial implementation stage of the policy changes
However, there were significant differences between the hospitals on three of the ten FFP-subscales; workplace support, knowledge and skills, and family support. Hospital 1 scored significantly lower than H4 and H5 on workplace support and on knowledge and skills, suggesting that the quality of training and supervision has been poorer at H1. This is supported by earlier findings [44], with this hospital lacking a hospital coordinator, and having the lowest implementation scores, especially on leadership, decision support data systems and supervision.
Despite these lower results on workplace support and knowledge and skills, Hospital 1 scored medium on family support, being significantly higher than H3. It is notable that both professional background and having received specific training also had significant effects on the level of family support, with social workers and nurses giving more family support than psychologists. These results confirm earlier studies showing that family support can be influenced by both organisational and worker-related factors [32, 56].
We expected that H3, with high implementation scores [44], would have scored higher on family support. However, one explanation might be the less time for family work at H3, as time has been identified in earlier studies as predictor of family support [56]. Another explanation might be that the clinicians relay on other services available, with this area having a Next of kin Centre [57]. There are some research showing that working in a rural area can predict FFP [58], suggesting that if there is a lack of other services available, the health professionals might try to support the families. However, these suggestion needs to be further explored, and there might be other important explanations of these differences.
Another notable finding was that both H4 and H5 scored high on having conversations with parents, and giving family support, but H4 had significantly fewer parents who refused to have conversations with children, compared to H5. Barriers to parents’ and children’s’, willingness to take part in conversations have been identified in earlier studies [21, 30]. However, the timing for the conversations might be important [21], if they were planned when patients felt overwhelmed, and needed time to adjust to a severe diagnosis. The patient and their next of kin may also have different needs, as when patient needed treatment and rest, and their next of kin needed information and family support [59]. Family related development projects at H4 have highlighted the importance of health professionals being able to build a trustful relationship in which patients worries and the children’s situation can be discussed [59].
The findings highlight the importance of understanding why parents refuse to have conversations with their children, and whether this is related to health professionals’ attitude, knowledge and skills, supervision, profession or other factors.

Comparing hospitals on other aspects of family focused practice
Improved routines for children to visit their sick parents were a positive finding in all hospitals included in the study and have been recommended in guidelines for oncology [17], and mental health [30, 60]. Family friendly visiting facilities may also give health professionals more possibilities to interact with children and enable family focused practice [30, 60, 61].
Registration of children in the parent’s health record were considerably higher (61%) than the 44% found in 2012 (only one mental hospital included) [62]. This suggests that in contrast to being described as “hidden children” [63], children have become more visible as next of kin. However, the differences between hospitals (51–82%), and types of services (51–71%) signal that there is room for improvement. Internationally, identification of the parents as consumers of health services, along with their children, is thought to be a key step to integrating a family focused approach [7, 64]. As international estimates of children affected by parental illness vary, high registration rates could give more precise information regarding patients as parents, and the number of children potentially in need of support.

Implementation stages of family focused practice
Implementation of new practice may conflict with other demands in the hospital, which can affect organisational readiness for change [41]. In the installation stage, all implementation team members should be trained and gain a shared understanding of the intervention and of their implementation role [35, 65]. However, if a hospital has not fully addressed all aspects of the installation stage, e.g. established leadership/implementation teams, secured supervision or established data support systems, these weaknesses could affect the implementation of the next stage. This seems to be the situation at H1, where health professionals scored significantly lower than the other hospitals on workplace support and on knowledge and skills. This is not surprising, as this hospital was found to s score significantly lower than other hospitals on implementation drivers [44], especially on the subscales leadership, decision support data system and supervision.
All hospitals in this study seem to still be in an initial implementation stage, in which they are beginning to deliver new services to families and children. At this stage, it is critical to collect data to determine whether the interventions are being delivered as intended [37]. There were differences between hospitals on registration of children in patient’s health record, family support, and parents refusing conversations with children, which highlight the need for hospitals to use data to determine how to target their improvement strategies. Though health professionals have high knowledge and confidence in their ability to support families, other barriers like lack of workplace support, time and workload constrains or lack of co-worker support and supervision might hinder new family practice behaviour. There is still some time before implementation of the new regulation reaches the full implementation stage, where family focused practice is integrated into usual practice, and it takes time to be able to measure if the intervention leads to long term outcome effects for families [20], and lower societal costs [4].

Recommendations
Some important recommendations regarding policy, practice and research can be made from the findings of this study. They are as follows:
Policy
The findings highlight the need to establish national quality indicators in relation to the law changes, and these could include (a) number of patients registered as parents (b) the registration of children in parents’ health record, suggested by BarnsBeste (Children’s Best Interests)—National Competence Network for Children as Next of Kin in Norway.
The high risk and societal cost of children with parental illness [4] also make it important to discuss whether enough resources have been deployed to establish the preventive efforts stated in the new law. To achieve better results more quickly, special implementation teams are recommended [66, 67].

Practice
It is important to tailor improvement strategies to the situation at the hospitals and the specific services. Performance assessment and data systems are found to be important to support implementation of new practices [35, 65]. Creating a structure for implementation, ongoing implementation support strategies and process evaluation, with supportive feedback mechanisms and learning from experience are critical aspects of implementation, as highlighted in a summary of different frameworks and models [68].

Research
There is a need to further define the concept of family focused practice, and how this can be measured. Especially, it would be useful to include more detailed questions regarding conversations with parents, parents and children together, and conversations with children alone. It could also be useful to differentiate between knowledge and skills in measurements, as knowledge alone does not necessarily lead to a change of practice.


Strengths and limitations
The two groups of personnel were recruited from stratified, randomly selected units -from mental health, substance abuse and physical health. This is a key strength of the study. The response rate for child responsible personnel was high (73%). Lower, however (52%) for the sample of clinicians reponsible for the treatment of patients recruited for the larger part of the study. One reason for the lower response rate, was that the second group was recruited via their patients who consented to participate in the larger part of the study. This might have given a recruitment bias, with lower participation from health professionals with less interest in this topic, or with a higher workload (e.g. psychologists and psychicians).
Another limitation was that the family focused practice data relied on personnel self-reports, which might potentially be biased. However, the objective outcome data of children documented in patients’ health records was a strength. This is in line with the recommendation [69, 46] to include other outcomes, like adoption and penetration within an organisation.
A strength of this study is that this measure has been used in other countries, which enables comparisons in both use of the measure and outcomes.


Conclusion
Overall, health professionals in Norway reported high levels of knowledge and confidence in working with families and children, but the reports on their ability to support family and make referrals were more modest. There were clear differences between hospitals on key variables like workplace support, knowledge and skills, family support and parents refusing conversations with children. The differences highlight the need for leadership to actively follow implementation progress in real time, and to tailor improvement strategies to hospital-specific needs. The findings allowed several recommendations for future policy, practice and research.

Authors’ contributions
BES designed the study, performed data collection, the statistical analysis and drafted the manuscript. KS, GCP, EK and ET participated in the design of the study. KS, GCP and EK participated in data collection. TR was the project manager in the multicentre study in which this study was a part. KS and DM co-supervised design of the study and TO was the main supervisor in the design of the study. All authors helped in drafting the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgements
We would like to thank the managers and health personnel who participated in the study, and the cooperation partners: Akershus University Hospital, Nordland Hospital Trust, Stavanger University Hospital, Rogaland A-centre, Sørlandet Hospital Trust and Vestre Viken Hospital Trust. We would also like to thank the Regional Centre for Child and Adolescent Mental Health, Eastern and Southern Norway for technical support in collection of data and the National Competency Network, BarnsBeste (Children’s Best Interests).
Thanks also to Jonas Christoffer Lindstrøm, Akershus University Hospital for statistical supervision.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Availability of data and materials
Data is stored at Akershus University Hospital. The data cannot be freely used, as the study is part of a PhD thesis, with the candidate currently working on the remaining data.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Ethical approval and consent to participate
The study was approved by the Regional Committee on Medical and Health Research Ethics South-East (reg. no. 2012/1176) and by the Privacy Ombudsman in each of the five hospitals. Participants received an information letter and gave their consent to participate before answering the questionnaire.

Funding
This study was funded by a research grant from the Northern Norway Regional Health Authority and was part of a large multicentre study funded by the Research Council of Norway (ID: 213477) with additional funding from the Norwegian Directorate of Health, and the participating partners in the study. The publication charges for this article have been funded by a grant from the publication fund of UiT, The Arctic University of Norway.

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


[image: Creative Commons]Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
Helse- og omsorgsdepartementet. Ot.prp. nr. 84. Om lov om endringar i helsepersonell loven m.m. (oppfølging av born som pårørande) (About changes in the Health Personnel Act, children as next of kin) Oslo: Ministry of Health and Care Services; 2008–2009. p. 44.

2.
Solantaus T, Puras D. Caring for children of parents with mental health problems—a venture into historical and cultural processes in Europe. Int J Ment Health Promot. 2010;12(4):27–36. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14623730.​2010.​9721823.Crossref

3.
Nationellt kompetenscentrum anhoriga. Om vårt uppdrag (About our mission—National competence centrum next of kin) Nka. 2014. http://​www.​anhoriga.​se/​anhorigomraden/​barn-som-anhoriga/​om-oss/​. Accessed 03 Dec 2018.

4.
Hjern A, Berg L, Arat A, Klöfvermark J, Manhica H, Rostila M, et al. Children as next of kin in Sweden. Kalmar: Nationellt kompetenscentrum anhöriga; 2017.

5.
Helsedirektoratet. Barn som pårørende (Children as next of kin) Oslo: Directorate of Health; 2010.

6.
Foster K, Maybery D, Reupert A, Gladstone B, Grant A, Ruud T, et al. Family-focused practice in mental health care: an integrative review. Child Youth Serv. 2016;37(2):129–55. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​0145935x.​2016.​1104048.Crossref

7.
Goodyear M, Hill TL, Allchin B, McCormick F, Hine R, Cuff R, et al. Standards of practice for the adult mental health workforce: meeting the needs of families where a parent has a mental illness. Int J Ment Health Nurs. 2015;24(2):169–80. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​inm.​12120.CrossrefPubMed

8.
Nicholson J. Helping parents with mental illness. Behav Healthc. 2007;27(5):32–4.PubMed

9.
Liangas G, Falkov A. Use of structured clinical documentation to identify patients’ parental concerns and their childrens’ wellbeing. Community Ment Health J. 2014;50(6):646–55.Crossref

10.
Solantaus T, Toikka S, Alasuutari M, Beardslee WR, Paavonen EJ. Safety, feasibility and family experiences of preventive interventions for children and families with parental depression. Int J Ment Health Promot. 2009;11(4):15–24.Crossref

11.
Bayer J, Hiscock H, Scalzo K, Mathers M, McDonald M, Morris A, et al. Systematic review of preventive interventions for children’s mental health: what would work in Australian contexts? Aust N Z J Psychiatry. 2009;43(8):695–710. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​0004867090300189​3.CrossrefPubMed

12.
Beardslee WR, Gladstone TRG, Wright EJ, Cooper AB. A family-based approach to the prevention of depressive symptoms in children at risk: evidence of parental and child change. Pediatrics. 2003;112(2):e119–31.Crossref

13.
Beardslee WR, Wright EJ, Gladstone TRG, Forbes P. Long-term effects from a randomized trial of two public health preventive interventions for parental depression. J Fam Psychol. 2007;2007(21):703–13.Crossref

14.
Beardslee W, Lester P, Klosinski L, Saltzman W, Woodward K, Nash W, et al. Family-centered preventive intervention for military families: implications for implementation science. Prev Sci. 2011;12(4):339–48. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11121-011-0234-5.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

15.
Hjern A, Arat A, Vinnerljung B. Att växa upp med föräldrar som har missbruksproblem eller psykisk sjukdom – hur ser livet ut i ung vuxen ålder? Projektet”Barn som anhöriga”.. http://​www.​anhoriga.​se: CHESS, Stockholms universitet/Karolinska Institutet i samarbete med Institutionen för socialt arbete vid Stockholms universitet.2014.

16.
Berggren UJ, Hanson E. Stödprogram riktade till barn och/eller föräldrar när en förälder missbrukar alkohol eller andra droger—en kunskapsöversikt. (Programs to support children and/or parents with substance abuse problems—an overview). Sweden: Nka Linnéuniversitetet.2016.

17.
Rauch PK, Muriel AC. The importance of parenting concerns among patients with cancer. Crit Rev Oncol Hematol. 2004;49(1):37–42.Crossref

18.
Järkestig Berggren U, Hanson E. Children as next of kin: a scoping review of support interventions for children who have a parent with a serious physical illness. Child Care Pract. 2015;22(3):277–95. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13575279.​2015.​1102125.Crossref

19.
Niemela M, Hakko H, Rasanen S. A systematic narrative review of the studies on structured child-centred interventions for families with a parent with cancer. Psycho-oncology. 2010;19(5):451–61. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​pon.​1620.CrossrefPubMed

20.
Siegenthaler E, Munder T, Egger M. Effect of preventive interventions in mentally ill parents on the mental health of the offspring: systematic review and meta-analysis. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2012. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​jaac.​2011.​10.​018.CrossrefPubMed

21.
Inhestern L, Haller A-C, Wlodarczyk O, Bergelt C. Psychosocial interventions for families with parental cancer and barriers and facilitators to implementation and use—a systematic review. PLoS ONE. 2016;11(6):e0156967.Crossref

22.
Maybery D, Foster K, Goodyear M, Grant A, Tungpunkom P, Skogøy BE, et al. How can we make the psychiatric workforce more family focused? In: Reupert A, Maybery D, Nicholson J, Gopfert M, Seeman M, editors. Parental psychiatric disorder: distressed parents and their families. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 2015.

23.
Maybery D, Reupert AE. The number of parents who are patients attending adult psychiatric services. Curr Opin Psychiatry. 2018;31(4):358–62.Crossref

24.
Torvik FA, Rognmo K. Barn av foreldre med psykiske lidelser eller alkoholmisbruk. Edited by: Folkehelseinstitutt. 2011(2011).

25.
Syse A, Aas GB, Loge JH. Children and young adults with parents with cancer: a population-based study. Clin Epidemiol. 2012;4:41–52. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2147/​CLEP.​S28984.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

26.
Sieh D, Meijer A, Oort F, Visser-Meily J, Van der Leij D. Problem behavior in children of chronically ill parents: a meta-analysis. Clin Child Fam Psychol Rev. 2010;13(4):384–97.Crossref

27.
Grant A, Goodyear M, Maybery D, Reupert A. Differences between Irish and Australian psychiatric nurses’ family-focused practice in adult mental health services. Arch Psychiatr Nurs. 2016;30(2):132–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​apnu.​2015.​07.​005.CrossrefPubMed

28.
Korhonen T, Vehvilainen-Julkunen K, Pietila AM. Implementing child-focused family nursing into routine adult psychiatric practice: hindering factors evaluated by nurses. J Clin Nurs. 2008;17(4):499–508. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​j.​1365-2702.​2007.​02008.​x.CrossrefPubMed

29.
Slack K, Webber M. Do we care? Adult mental health professionals’ attitudes towards supporting service users’ children. Child Fam Soc Work. 2008;13(1):72–9.Crossref

30.
Maybery DJ, Reupert AE. Parental mental illness: a review of barriers and issues for working with families and children. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs. 2009. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​j.​1365-2850.​2009.​01456.​x.CrossrefPubMed

31.
Maybery D, Goodyear M, O’Hanlon B, Cuff R, Reupert A. Profession differences in family focused practice in the adult mental health system. Fam Process. 2014;53(4):608–17.PubMed

32.
Maybery D, Goodyear M, Reupert A, Grant A. Worker, workplace or families: what influences family focused practices in adult mental health? J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs. 2016;23(3–4):163–71.Crossref

33.
Baker R, Camosso-Stefinovic J, Gillies C, Shaw EJ, Cheater F, Flottorp S et al. Tailored interventions to address determinants of practice. 2015.

34.
Durlak JA, DuPre EP. Implementation matters: a review of research on the influence of implementation on program outcomes and the factors affecting implementation. Am J Community Psychol. 2008;41(3–4):327–50. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10464-008-9165-0.Crossref

35.
Bertram RM, Blase KA, Fixsen DL. Improving programs and outcomes implementation frameworks and organization change. Res Soc Work Pract. 2015;25(4):477–87.Crossref

36.
Fixsen DL, Naoom SF, Blase KA, Friedman RM, Wallace F. Implementation research: a synthesis of the literature. Tampa, FL: University of South Florida, Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute, The National Implementation Research Network.; 2005.

37.
Fixsen DL, Blase KA, Naoom SF, Wallace F. Core implementation components. Res Soc Work Pract. 2009;19(5):531–40. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​1049731509335549​.Crossref

38.
Grol R, Grimshaw J. From best evidence to best practice: effective implementation of change in patients’ care. Lancet. 2003;362(9391):1225–30. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0140-6736(03)14546-1.CrossrefPubMed

39.
Ploeg J, Davies B, Edwards N, Gifford W, Miller PE. Factors influencing best-practice guideline implementation: lessons learned from administrators, nursing staff, and project leaders. Worldviews Evid Based Nurs. 2007;4(4):210–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​j.​1741-6787.​2007.​00106.​x.CrossrefPubMed

40.
Grimshaw JM, Schunemann HJ, Burgers J, Cruz AA, Heffner J, Metersky M, et al. Disseminating and implementing guidelines: article 13 in integrating and coordinating efforts in COPD guideline development. An official ATS/ERS workshop report. Proc Am Thorac Soc. 2012;9(5):298–303. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1513/​pats.​201208-066st.CrossrefPubMed

41.
Weiner B. A theory of organizational readiness for change. Implement Sci IS. 2009;4:67.Crossref

42.
Michaelis B, Stegmaier R, Sonntag K. Shedding light on followers’ innovation implementation behavior: the role of transformational leadership, commitment to change, and climate for initiative. J Manage Psychol. 2010;25(4):408–29. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​0268394101103530​4.Crossref

43.
Aarons GA, Sommerfeld DH. Leadership, innovation climate, and attitudes toward evidence-based practice during a statewide implementation. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2012;51(4):423–31. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​jaac.​2012.​01.​018.CrossrefPubMed

44.
Skogøy BE, Sørgaard K, Maybery D, Ruud T, Stavnes K, Kufås E, et al. Hospitals implementing changes in law to protect children of ill parents: a cross-sectional study. BMC Health Services Res. 2018;18(1):609.Crossref

45.
Damanpour F. Organizational innovation: a meta-analysis of effects of determinants and moderators. Acad Manage J. 1991;34(3):555–90.

46.
Aarons GA, Hurlburt M, Horwitz SM. Advancing a conceptual model of evidence-based practice implementation in public service sectors. Adm Policy Ment Health. 2011;38(1):4–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10488-010-0327-7.CrossrefPubMed

47.
Watson MC, Bond CM, Grimshaw J, Johnston M. Factors predicting the guideline compliant supply (or non-supply) of non-prescription medicines in the community pharmacy setting. Qual Saf Health Care. 2006;15(1):53–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1136/​qshc.​2005.​014720.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

48.
Rogers EM. Diffusion of innovations. New York: Simon and Schuster; 2010.

49.
Ruud T, Birkeland B, Faugli A, Hagen KA, Hellman A, Hilsen M et al. Barn som pårørende -Resultater fra en multisenterstudie (Children as next of kin -Results from a multicenter study) IS-05022. Oslo: Akershus universitetssykehus HF2015.

50.
Statistisk Sentralbyrå. Statistikkbanken. 2014. Accessed 21 Nov 2016 2016.

51.
Maybery D, Goodyear M, Reupert A. The family-focused mental health practice questionnaire. Arch Psychiatr Nurs. 2012;26(2):135–44. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​apnu.​2011.​09.​001.CrossrefPubMed

52.
Laletas S, Goodyear M, Reupert A. Parental mental illness: cross-sectional analysis of family focused practice within the early childhood sector. J Child Fam Stud. 2018;27(5):1650–60.Crossref

53.
Tchernegovski P, Reupert A, Maybery D. “Let’s talk about children”: a pilot evaluation of an e-learning resource for mental health clinicians. Clin Psychol. 2015;19(1):49–58.Crossref

54.
Tungpunkom P, Maybery D, Reupert A, Kowalenko N, Foster K. Mental health professionals’ family-focused practice with families with dependent children: a survey study. BMC Health Serv Res. 2017;17(1):818.Crossref

55.
Lauritzen C, Reedtz C, Van Doesum KT, Martinussen M. Implementing new routines in adult mental health care to identify and support children of mentally ill parents. BMC Health Serv Res. 2014;14(1):58.Crossref

56.
Grant A, Reupert A, Maybery D, Goodyear M. Predictors and enablers of mental health nurses’ family-focused practice. Int J Ment Health Nurs. 2018. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​inm.​12503.CrossrefPubMed

57.
Pårørendesenteret Stavanger. Om oss, et lavterskeltilbud for alle pårørende (About us, low treshold support for next of kin). Next of kin Centre, Stavanger. 1998. http://​www.​parorendesentere​t.​no/​om-oss. Accessed 3 Dec 2018.

58.
Goodyear M, Maybery D, Reupert A, Allchin R, Fraser C, Fernbacher S, et al. Thinking families: a study of the characteristics of the workforce that delivers family-focussed practice. Int J Ment Health Nurs. 2017;26(3):238–48.Crossref

59.
Kufås E, Lund K, Rynning L. Foreldre med psykiske problemer. Om å styrke muligheter for vekst og redusere belastninger for barn og ungdom. I: AJW Andersen, & B. E. Karlsson (red.). Variasjon og dialog Perspektiver på psykisk helsearbeid. 2011.

60.
O’brien L, Anand M, Brady P, Gillies D. Children visiting parents in inpatient psychiatric facilities: perspectives of parents, carers, and children. Int J Ment Health Nurs. 2011;20(2):137–43.Crossref

61.
Foster KP, Hills D, Foster KN. Addressing the support needs of families during the acute hospitalization of a parent with mental illness: a narrative literature review. Int J Ment Health Nurs. 2018;27(2):470–82.Crossref

62.
Lauritzen C, Reedtz C, Van Doesum K, Martinussen M. Factors that may facilitate or hinder a family-focus in the treatment of parents with a mental illness. J Child Fam Stud. 2015;24(4):864–71.Crossref

63.
Fudge E, Falkov A, Kowalenko N, Robinson P. Parenting is a mental health issue. Australas Psychiatry. 2004;12(2):166–71.Crossref

64.
Niemelä M, Paananen R, Hakko H, Merikukka M, Gissler M, Räsänen S. The prevalence of children affected by parental cancer and their use of specialized psychiatric services: the 1987 Finnish Birth Cohort study. Int J Cancer. 2012;131(9):2117–25. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ijc.​27466.CrossrefPubMed

65.
Fixsen D, Blase K, Naoom S, Van Dyke M. Stage-based measures of implementation components. Cell. 2010;727:409–1931.

66.
Bumbarger BK, Campbell EM. A state agency-university partnership for translational research and the dissemination of evidence-based prevention and intervention. Adm Policy Ment Health. 2012;39(4):268–77. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10488-011-0372-x.CrossrefPubMed

67.
Fixsen D, Blase K, Metz A, Van Dyke M. Statewide implementation of evidence-based programs. Except Child. 2013;79(2):213–30.Crossref

68.
Colquhoun HL, Squires JE, Kolehmainen N, Fraser C, Grimshaw JM. Methods for designing interventions to change healthcare professionals’ behaviour: a systematic review. Implement Sci. 2017;12(1):30.Crossref

69.
Ogden T, Bjornebekk G, Kjobli J, Patras J, Christiansen T, Taraldsen K, et al. Measurement of implementation components ten years after a nationwide introduction of empirically supported programs–a pilot study. Implement Sci IS. 2012;7:49. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​1748-5908-7-49.CrossrefPubMed




OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/contact.gif





