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Abstract
Background: Practice facilitation is increasingly used to support guideline implementation and practice
development in primary care and there is a need to explore how this implementation approach works in real-life
settings.
We focus on a facilitation intervention from the perspective of the visited practices to gain a more detailed
understanding of how peer facilitation influenced practices and how they valued the facilitation.
Methods: The facilitation intervention was conducted in general practice in the Capital Region of Denmark with
the purpose of supporting the implementation of chronic disease management programmes. We carried out a
qualitative study, where we observed 30 facilitation visits in 13 practice settings and interviewed the visited
practices after their first and last visits. We then performed a thematic analysis.
Results: Most of the respondents reported that facilitation visits had increased their knowledge and skills as well as
their motivation and confidence to change. These positive influences were ascribed to a) the facilitation approach
b) the credibility and know-how associated with the facilitators’ being peers c) the recurring visits providing
protected time and invoking a sense of commitment. Despite these positive influences, both the facilitation and
the change process were impeded by several challenges, e.g. competing priorities, heavy workload, problems with
information technology and in some cases inadequate facilitation.
Conclusion: Practice facilitation is a multifaceted, interactive approach that may affect participants in several ways.
It is important to attune the expectations of all the involved actors through elaborate discussions of needs,
capabilities, wishes, and approaches, and to adapt facilitation interventions according to an analysis of influential
contextual conditions and change opportunities.
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Background
Various strategies are used to support guideline implementation and practice development in primary care, e.g. regulations, financial incentives, and information dissemination.
A more active and increasingly widespread strategy is practice facilitation [1–8]. This is a multifaceted intervention,
where an external person (most often a health care professional) visits the practice and supports a process of change
[1, 7]. A systematic review and meta-analysis concluded
that practice facilitation has “a moderately robust effect on
evidence-based guideline adoption within primary care”
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[1]. However, there is considerable heterogeneity between
the included studies and generally, there is no clear and
consistent operational definition of facilitation. Hence, specific facilitation interventions vary considerably in their
form and content. The literature portrays facilitators as
having multiple roles and performing multiple activities [3,
6, 8, 9]. Among these are audit and feedback, consensus
building, plan-do-study-act circles, provision of advice and
education, cross-pollination of good ideas and support of
internal discussions, and critical reflection. Recent contributions have emphasised the importance of tailoring facilitation to the specific needs and circumstances of the
targeted practices [1, 10, 11].
Given the increasing popularity of facilitation, the
flexibility of the concept, and the heterogeneity
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among interventions labelled as facilitation, there is
a need to explore how facilitation is actually performed in real-life settings, how it affects practices,
and how participants experience it. From January
2011 to December 2012, the Capital Region of
Denmark carried out a facilitation intervention to
support the implementation of chronic disease management programmes for type-2-diabetes and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) in general
practice. The intervention relied on general practitioners (GPs) as facilitators. In two previous studies,
we explored how facilitation was enacted in this
intervention and the effectiveness of the intervention
[12, 13]. First, based on observations and interviews
with facilitators we found that facilitation was
enacted through four major roles: the teacher (knowledge dissemination), the super user (hands-on
knowledge dissemination on the practice’s computer
system), the peer (facilitators conveying their experiences and information about their own practice organisation), and the process manager (selection of
topics, tasks, and status reporting at subsequent
visits). We also found that the facilitators rarely enacted a
more coaching based approach to encourage internal reflection and discussion during the visits [13]. Second, our
randomised controlled trial on the intervention’s effectiveness showed mixed results. There was no difference between the allocation groups for the primary outcome
(change in the number of annual chronic disease checkups), but differences in some of the secondary outcomes
(a higher reported use of ICPC diagnosis coding for type 2
diabetes, stratification for COPD and a faster initial signup rate for the Data Capture Module - a software program
for patient overview) [12]. With the present study, we supplement our previous results by focusing on facilitation
from the recipients’ (i.e. general practice) perspective to
gain a more detailed understanding of how peer facilitation influenced practices and how they valued the facilitation. We also identify several factors, which inhibited the
facilitation process.

Methods
Setting and intervention

The Danish health care system is primarily tax financed and offers free-of-charge access to general
practice and public hospital services. The GP serves
as the primary care provider and gatekeeper for patients’ referral to specialists and hospitals. They are
private entrepreneurs, but mainly financed through
the tax financed health care reimbursement scheme.
The service provision of general practice is regulated via the collective agreement between the Danish Regions and the Organisation of General
Practitioners [14, 15].
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Chronic disease management programmes based on
the Chronic Care Model [16, 17] have been developed in
all five regions of Denmark [18]. The programmes outline evidence based treatment and a systematic approach
to chronic care with division of tasks between GPs, hospitals and municipalities. They describe the GP’s role as
coordinator of care and outline a systematic proactive
approach with population based patient registration, annual chronic disease check-ups, and stratification of patients into three levels by risk of complications and
complexity and state of the disease [19, 20].
Diverse initiatives have been initiated to support the
implementation of the chronic disease management
programmes and to improve chronic care management. The facilitation intervention in this study was
one of these initiatives and it was developed and implemented by the Capital Region of Denmark. The
overall aim of the intervention was to support the
implementation of chronic disease management programmes for type-2-diabetes and COPD in general
practice. Fourteen GPs were hired as facilitators.
These differed concerning age, gender and practice
type. They all went through an educational
programme focused on the content of the disease
management programmes and related tools, and on
how to be a facilitator. All practices in the region
were offered up to three visits of 1 h each. Visits
were free of charge and the practices were compensated for lost income. The central principle of the
intervention was that the practices’ own interests and
choice of topics should drive the change process and
that the facilitators therefore should tailor their activities to address the particular situation and needs of
each practice. Thus, the intervention relied on the
idea of a continuum of facilitator roles. The information material sent to the practices suggested relevant
themes for the visits such as workflow procedures
and division of tasks for chronic disease management,
leadership and organisation, collaboration with municipalities and hospitals, the role of the GP as coordinator of care, and IT solutions for improved overview
and systematisation, primarily the Data Capture Module (DCM). The DCM was a software program which
automatically collected patient data from the GPs’
electronic health record system and provided individual and population based patient overview and data
for quality improvement [21]. Shortly after the initiation of the facilitation intervention, sign-up to the
DCM became mandatory and all practices were required to sign up no later than the 1st of April 2013.
The intervention has been described in more detail
elsewhere [13]. As researchers, our role was to study
the intervention and we were not involved in either
the design or the implementation of the intervention.
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Methods

We chose an explorative approach for both data collection and analysis. Practices were strategically sampled
[22], to ensure variation in geography, size, current level
of development in areas relevant to the disease management programmes (assessed by initial questionnaires),
and the associated facilitator. We observed 30 facilitation visits in 13 practice settings. Extensive notes were
written and the visits were audio recorded. Further, the
first author conducted group interviews in the 13 practice settings after their first and their last visit (4 of the
13 facilitator visits were joint visits where collaborating
practices where present; hence, a total of 18 practices
were represented). The group interviews lasted approximately 1 h, and we strived to include all GPs and staff
who had been present at the facilitation visits. Table 1
presents an overview of the data material. As shown, the
data collection was not complete in all practice settings.
We audio recorded the interviews, transcribed them verbatim, and analysed them using thematic analysis [23].
We used the software program NVivo in the coding and
theme constructing process for the interviews. We
grouped codes in themes and sub-themes and then related the themes to each other and to the entire data
material, thus refining and connecting them. The observations were primarily used to qualify the interview
guides, but from the observation notes and audio
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recordings we also obtained information about task
completion, the process between the visits, and potential
challenges.

Results
Prior to the visits, most practices only had a vague notion of what to expect from facilitation, and their understanding of the intervention was generally limited. Also
the practices did not appear to experience a strong need
for change. The dominant reasons for participating in
the intervention was to get help with the DCM (because
it became mandatory), or because the visits were seen as
an occasion to get started with developing more systematic procedures for chronic care check-ups. A few practices had merely signed-up because a colleague had
mentioned the intervention. Most of the observed practices chose the DCM as their main topic while two practices focused mainly on developing new chronic care
procedures for diabetes and COPD (i.e. written descriptions of the workflow in the practice for a given disease,
e.g. division of labour between GPs and nurses and
amount and content of systematic check-ups). The
topics of the visits are described in Table 1.
At the first visits, the practices decided on the topics
of the visits. However, there was no introductory dialogue about the practices’ expectations or preferred facilitation approach and a limited clarification of their

Table 1 Participating practices and data material

“X” = Observed visits. “-” = Not observed visits or not interviewed. Shaded areas are not conducted visit
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existing level of knowledge within the chosen topic. During the visits, the facilitators mainly engaged in various
forms of knowledge dissemination, practical support and
process management. Although the intervention design
also comprised a more coaching based approach to support internal discussions and reflections (e.g. about existing and future procedures) this approach was not enacted
during the observed visits. Still, the majority of the respondents were pleased with the visits and did not wish
for this sort of facilitation approach. Several respondents
appreciated the knowledge and inspiration offered by the
facilitators, and some did not envisage that there was sufficient time at the visits for more elaborate discussions
about their practice organisation. Nevertheless, two practices were quite dissatisfied with the visits because they
had mainly expected the facilitators to engage the participants in an inspirational discussion about what changes
were needed and how to implement them. Instead, they
experienced the facilitators taking an educative stance
which did not involve asking the participants reflective
questions and which lacked a focus on implementation:
it is not what a facilitator is supposed to do. When
[the facilitator] is sitting on the side-line if you [the
practice] are sitting and talking in the group, it is primarily making sure you do not lose focus, but also providing ideas in the process, saying… So that was what
I had expected more of, more on the side-line, and
then that we as a practice had tried to talk about how
we would organise this. (GP, Practice 12)
One of these practices described that they rarely set time
aside for discussions about practice development. Therefore, they had hoped that the visits would have focused
more on supporting their internal discussions and development processes, but they related that if a temporary
doctor in training had not single-handedly taken upon
her the task of making new procedures, they would not
have accomplished much. In the other practice, the GPs
were so disappointed with the facilitation style (being
too educative and not enabling internal discussions) that
they declined more visits.
Across the observed practices, profound changes in
direct patient care were generally not initialised after
the facilitation visits, but there were several examples
of practices having initiated changes in some areas.
Several practices increased their use of diagnosis coding and some installed and signed-up for the DCM,
corrected the system set-up, and improved their data
registration. However, none came as far as using the
DCM data for quality improvement. Two practices
formulated new chronic care procedures, and one of
them had begun to implement it after the last visit.
Additionally, a few practices expressed increased
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attention towards some of the addressed issues, e.g.
annual chronic disease check-ups and the webpage
for municipal chronic care activities. However, some
practices did not express any tangible changes and
some reported limited or no impact from the visits.
Knowledge and skills

The facilitators provided factual knowledge about International Classification of Primary Care (ICPC) diagnosis
coding of individual consultations in the electronic patient records, the content of chronic disease check-ups,
the DCM, and websites on professional guidelines and
municipal chronic care services to which GPs can refer
patients. This was either done by presentations, by
showing demo versions of the DCM, by demonstrating
relevant websites, or by hands-on guidance in the practices’ electronic patient record systems [9]. Prior to the
visits, most practices had not used the DCM. Some had
not yet installed it and some had not managed to set up
the programme to generate accurate data. Further, they
rarely diagnosis-coded individual consultations and they
had little knowledge (and made little use of ) the various
websites introduced by the facilitators. On this background, the practices experienced that the facilitation
visits increased their knowledge and awareness both
of new tools and how to use them, and of errors in
the set-up of the DCM. Some respondents stated that
the knowledge provided by the facilitators ensured a
faster implementation process due to knowledge being
more easily accessible, and others perceived the
knowledge, especially about the correct set-up of the
DCM, as being essential for progress, because they
would not have figured it out themselves:
We found out that we did not do it, that the computer
was not set up properly... it turned out that the nurses’
computer was not set up to register the diagnosiscoding, which we had done through half a year.
(Nurse, Practice 7)
Respondents generally described the content of the
visits as relevant, because they had chosen the topics
themselves, and because these topics were closely related
to their daily practice and specific challenges (experienced prior to and in-between visits). The respondents
also found that conducting the facilitation meetings in
the practice constituted a beneficial frame for knowledge
provision. Contrary to lectures in larger settings, the facilitation visits focused on them, there were no disturbing questions from other practices, and they felt safe
asking questions and revealing their weak points. Likewise, some appreciated that joint meetings in the practice increased the likelihood of the knowledge being
applied, and relieved the GPs from spending time
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conveying it to the staff. However, other GPs preferred
meetings without the staff so that the meetings focused
on the needs of the GPs.
Regarding patient related data for quality improvement, the practices generally did not review their own
data prior to or in between the visits. However, practices
that looked at such data during the visits valued this experience. For them, the facilitation visits improved their
appreciation of the relevance of patient data, helped
them to identify problems, gave them an opportunity to
consider data (which they could not usually find time
for), and reinforced them to improve the registrations
even more. A few practices also improved their skills in
using their information systems due to the hands-on approach. The practices were generally satisfied with the
technical knowledge of the facilitator. Nevertheless,
some facilitators lacked knowledge about the specific IT
systems used by the practice (there are 11 IT systems in
Danish general practice), and several times they asked
practices to contact their IT-providers with questions
and problems they could not handle themselves. Some
practices would have preferred a facilitator that had experience with their specific IT system, while others did
not perceive this as a barrier. Several practices experienced IT challenges such as limited user-friendliness, errors in setting-up the DCM, and insufficient support
from their IT system providers between the visits. This
seemed to slow down the implementation process as
some practices did not complete tasks or did so at a
slower pace.
At the first visit, the facilitators did not clarify exactly
what the visited practices wanted to focus on within a
given topic or the level of their existing knowledge. Thus,
although most practices reported that they obtained new
knowledge from the facilitation visits, some of the knowledge provided was not new to everyone in the practices.
While the GPs had generally gained little new knowledge
from the presentations on medical and organisational aspects of chronic care, the practice staff often found this
knowledge more relevant; not because it directly affected
their own work, but because it improved their understanding of the GPs’ work. There were also several examples of participants forgetting the knowledge provided
during the visits and several participants still had questions about the correct use of the DCM after the last visit.
Some felt that too little time had been spent on some of
the topics, that the visits had not been sufficiently structured and requested more written material on both the
DCM and the facilitators’ organisation:
One might have been given a sort of a template.
Because the problem is that you forget it a bit
afterwards…what is it you need to remember to
implement it… perhaps one might have needed that.
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So a small action card. How to do it… because we
cannot remember it now, right. (GP, Practice 13)

Motivation and confidence to change

According to most respondents the facilitation visits increased their motivation and confidence to change. They
experienced the process of change as demystified and
more manageable because the facilitators showed that
the DCM was easier to use than they had assumed, and
the facilitators’ descriptions of their own chronic care
procedures gave them something to build upon:
It might seem a bit less unmanageable and hopefully a
little less time consuming than I feared it would be.
(GP, Practice 5)
And
It was really good to get it [description of facilitators’
chronic care procedures], so you did not have to
reinvent the wheel. (Nurse, Practice 7)
Further, the facilitators’ descriptions of the benefits
they had gained from making the changes in their
own practices as well as the content of their chronic
care procedures inspired the practices by increasing
their sense of the changes being usefulness in daily
practice. Most GPs found that it added to the credibility of the facilitators that they were peers with
personal experience and knowledge of life in general
practice. This meant that the GPs generally perceived
the facilitators’ statements as relevant, trustworthy,
and transferable to their own practice:
I think it is true that a general practitioner will reach
us more easily. We listen because there is a
professional respect ... We listen more sharply and take
it more seriously … than if it was a nurse… she would
initially have to struggle against whether we could use
it for anything. (GP, Practice 2)
The GPs did not perceive the descriptions of the facilitators’ own practice organisation as something to be directly
copied, but as a credible source of inspiration. The practices generally did not experience disadvantages from the
facilitators being peers. Some could not see how the facilitators could have other professional backgrounds, while a
few did not regard the peer component as crucial for the
process. However, one of the previously mentioned dissatisfied practices felt provoked when the facilitator presented them with factual and experience-based knowledge
because they did not perceive the facilitator as an expert
or someone with an outstanding practice but just as a
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random GP. Also, while most GPs were motivated by
the visits, some still expressed a feeling of obligation
toward the DCM and doubted whether they would
use the system beyond the required registrations:
Well, it is the obligation that does it, because it is
something that we have to do. If we had not had to,
the question is whether we would have done it. That I
don’t know. (GP, practice 3)
Additionally, the technical problems experienced in
the process triggered increased frustration with the
DCM:
Well it is just difficult to mobilise any energy among
the doctors, who are to sit and code, if the shit does
not work, excuse my directness. Then I bloody do not
want to, and again I swear. Then I do not want to sit
there and spend my time on something like that. Then
it must be left to its own device until it is working. (GP,
Practice 1)

Internal conditions for change

Three aspects of the intervention, which did not relate to the specific content of the visits nor to the
specific skills and actions of the facilitator, influenced the change process and how the practices
assessed the intervention.
First, the visits offered an occasion to focus on
and initiate changes and provided protected time for
this, which was much valued by the respondents,
who reported on busy workdays where time was
usually not set aside for practice development meetings with both GPs and staff attending. Thus, the
visits were described as a timeout for development
that accentuated the focus on the chosen topics:
It also just helps quite a lot by creating a focus,
because we devote an hour to it and sit here all of us
together. Instead of in our busy workdays, where we
just quickly went in and looked, and had set aside half
an hour and then were fifteen minutes late and just
got to look at something. Then this gives it much focus.
(GP in training, Practice 2)
However, sometimes the observed visits were delayed and sometimes people were absent or left during the meeting. Thus, while most respondents –
for practical reasons – appreciated having the facilitator meetings in the clinic, some mentioned that
this also increased the risk of interruptions and delays since patients were waiting before, during, or
after the visits.
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Second, practices reported that the visits supported
task definition and delegation and increased the sense of
obligation, agreement, and mutual responsibility because
the whole practice attended the visits. However, from
the observations it was clear that the clarity and systematisation of task definition and delegation varied and occasionally clear tasks were not explicitly defined.
Third, several practices described how the return of
the facilitator at subsequent visits came to function as a
reminder and deadline during the process. According to
some respondents this speeded up the change process
and ensured the completion of initiated projects that
otherwise might not have been prioritised in a busy
working day:
So you knew, that you had a meeting at this and that
date and suddenly, you were a bit more motivated to
go in and code and do things…. So the meetings have
another function than just being a meeting, they also
have the function of keeping you up to scratch. (GP,
practice 3)
Thus, several practices managed to perform their delegated tasks and/or to set a deadline for their implementation before the next visit. Still, most practices rarely
discussed the tasks or changes in the time between the
visits and they explained this limited attention to the
change process by referring to the daily time pressure in
general practice.

Discussion
Most of the respondents from general practice reported
that facilitation visits had increased their knowledge and
skills in relevant areas as well as their awareness of the
need for change and their belief that change was possible
and manageable. They also described having carried out
tasks that otherwise would not have been completed,
and they pointed to various features of the intervention
that helped to generate these influences. Nevertheless,
the impact of the facilitation visits mostly concerned intentions to change (or initial changes) rather than actual
changes in chronic care management, and the study
identified several factors which impeded the change
process. Below we discuss these results using the theoretical model of behavior change proposed by Michie et
al. [24], the COM-B model. According to the COM-B
model, the three critical prerequisites for behavior
change are: Capability (knowledge and skills required
for change), Opportunity (enabling environmental resources), and Motivation [24]. Applying the COM-B
model to our results, the various enablers and inhibitors
of change in the facilitation intervention and its context
may be characterized and understood as follows:
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1. Motivation: The visits generally increased the
participants’ desire and confidence to make
changes. Most of the GPs found it important that
the facilitators were peers, because this helped to
establish the credibility of the facilitators and to
increase the GPs’ perceptions of manageability and
usefulness. This resembles the value that has often
been ascribed to opinion leaders as change agents
[25]. In both cases, much of the influence of the
change agent is linked to the legitimacy and
credibility gained by having worked under similar
conditions. The participants’ motivation to change
was also augmented by the recurrent visits which
served as deadlines for the completion of the
agreed-upon tasks. This sometimes appeared to be
more influential for generating engagement and
commitment than the specific content of the facilitation visits. Further, the DCM being mandatory
often motivated the practices to focus on this
change area. However, the motivation of some participants was negatively affected during the process
due to the technical problems with the DCM. Further, the practices had diverse understandings and
expectations in relation to the facilitation visits, and
in some cases where these expectations were not
fulfilled, motivation dropped.
2. Capability: The capabilities of the participants
improved when the facilitators addressed the
experienced challenges of the participants and
engaged in a hands-on approach to knowledge dissemination. The facilitators also helped some participants to focus their change efforts and define
specific tasks in practices with limited traditions for
engaging in structured improvement processes. Yet,
in some cases tasks were not made specific enough
to promote change, and further some of the knowledge provided by the facilitators was redundant, inadequate, or forgotten. This latter problem with
insufficient tailoring (which also concerned the motivational dimension, cf. above) suggests that a more
thorough dialogue about current knowledge and
preferred facilitation approach should have been
initiated as the first step in the process. Such an approach could have optimized the perceived relevance of the knowledge provision and the style of
facilitation and thereby increased the impact of the
visits on both capability and motivation. A study by
Watkins et al. likewise discussed the importance of
an introductory talk about objectives and rules of
engagement [26].
3. Opportunity: The opportunities of the participants
for discussing and engaging in change were to some
extent enhanced by the formal frames of the
intervention providing protected time at three
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recurring visits. Still, the intervention did not
provide additional resources (time or money) for
the change process in between visits where most of
the work was supposed to take place. This lack of
influence of the participants’ opportunities for
change seem critical for understanding the limited
amount of actual changes in chronic care
management generated by the intervention. Thus,
contextual conditions inhibited the opportunities of
the participants in several ways: First, the visits
were sometimes delayed or interrupted due to
urgencies in the clinic; second, the technical
problems with the DCM wasted precious time; and
third, some practices found it difficult to prioritize
change efforts in between visits due to busy work
schedules.
Previous studies have found that GPs appreciate facilitation visits for some of the same reasons as identified in this study, i.e. due to the contributions of
the facilitators (motivating; giving advice and guidance
in relation to specific problems; and helping with data
mining and data correction) as well as the facilitation
frames (offering protected time from the demands of
daily work life and supporting a focus on change
through recurrent visits) [6, 27–31]. Meanwhile several of the points mentioned above illustrate how
contextual conditions may affect a facilitation process
negatively, and similar impeding conditions (competing priorities, heavy workload and problems with information technology) have been identified in other
studies [6, 28, 32, 33]. Since facilitation interventions
always support change within a given context it is important to consider how the context will enable or
weaken the capabilities, motivations and opportunities
of the participants and how to deal with these influences when preparing the intervention – either by
attempting to affect the context or by providing additional support as part of the intervention.
Berta et al. [34] have argued that the promise of facilitation lies in its potential to stimulate higher-order
learning in organizations, and not just in supporting
single-loop learning defined as corrective actions that
“focus exclusively on improving efficiency of existing
routines or processes” [34]. In contrast, double-loop
learning occurs when organizations question the “initial goals, assumptions, and values that led to a particular workplace process” and this type of learning
may “manifest as significant adaptive changes to
workplace behaviours and routines and to goals, assumptions, and underlying values”. Furthermore,
triple-loop learning is reflective “learning about learning” where learners “focus on learning that improves
their learning processes, in addition to adaptive
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learning that improves production processes and optimizes behaviours” [34]. However, in our study it appeared that the learning which emerged from the
facilitation visits only corresponded to single loop
learning. Thus, the participants mostly focused on
concrete practical changes and they did not seem to
obtain tools to ensure future improved learning processes, or to challenge their existing values, objectives,
or ways of working. While it is possible that a greater
‘dose’ of the coaching approach (encouraging practices to engage in more internal reflections and discussions of current practices) delivered over an
extended period of time might have generated the
kinds of higher order learning described by Bertha et
al., this cannot be determined on the basis of our
data. Nonetheless, the study also demonstrated that
support on the level of single-loop learning was crucial for the improvement process in the practices, and
hence the importance of single-loop learning should
also be considered in future interventions.
Strengths and limitations

Using interviews with participants as well as observations of facilitation visits is a strength of this study. Although rarely used in facilitation studies, observations
provide a more nuanced picture of the facilitation
process when combined with the practices’ reported experiences. Thus, the observations made it possible to explore less idealized versions of the facilitation process
and to pose more nuanced and critical questions to the
practices. It is also a strength that data was collected
prospectively while the intervention was carried out
since this reduced recollection bias among the participants and made it possible to explore the entire process.
Potential limitations are that not all practices were interviewed twice and that the group interviews (where GPs
and staff were interviewed together) might have inclined
staff not to state conflicting opinions and made GPs
more careful about criticizing the peer facilitator. Still,
we deemed it important to give room for dialogue about
a common experience between the various participants.
Using qualitative methods, we generated detailed knowledge on how practices can be influenced by facilitation,
connecting intervention activities and their impact, and
uncovering types of influences, e.g. the sense of deadline,
which likely would not have been identified with other
methods. On the other hand, we do not know to what
extend these findings apply to all the practices in the
intervention, and the described impacts are not quantitative or standardized and therefore less comparable.
However, a quantitative RCT based assessment of the
intervention impact is previously reported [12].
Regarding the transferability of the findings beyond
the specific setting both the enactment and the impact
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of facilitation are dependent on the content of the intervention as well as the institutional context and the the
facilitators’ skills and professional background. Since facilitation interventions vary in their purpose and content
and since they always take place in a specific context this
put certain limits on transferability. However, as described in the discussion, some of the ways that the
practices were affected by facilitation in this study and
some of the influential contextual conditions have also
been identified in other studies and should therefore be
considered in future facilitation projects.

Conclusion
In this study of practice facilitation in a real-life setting,
most of the participants from general practice experienced that facilitation had increased their knowledge in
some areas of chronic care and changed their perceptions of the relevance and manageability of making
changes in these areas. Several elements of the intervention influenced the process positively such as the flexibility of the intervention (allowing participants to choose
among several different topics), the provision of protected meeting time, the legitimacy and know-how of
the peer facilitators, the focus on defining and delegating
tasks, and the commitment associated with the deadlines
set by recurrent visits. Despite the overall positive assessments of the participants, a number of internal and
external factors impeded the facilitation process. Some
of these challenges may be alleviated by a thorough initial discussion of the needs, capabilities, and wishes of
the involved practices; by employing facilitators with diverse skills so that the different needs and starting points
may be optimally matched by the individual facilitators;
and by adapting the intervention according to an analysis of influential contextual conditions and change
opportunities.
Abbreviations
COPD: Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; DCM: Data capture module;
GP: General practitioner; ICPC: International classification of primary care
Acknowledgments
Our thanks go to the practices for participating in the study and the funding
bodies for funding the study.
Funding
The study was funded by The Danish Research Foundation for General
Practice, The Health Foundation, and the Research Foundation for Primary
Care in the Capital Region of Denmark. These funding bodies played no role
in the design of the study, the collection, analysis, and interpretation of data
or in writing the manuscript.
Availability of data and materials
The anonymised audio files and transcribed interviews from the current
study are available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.
Authors’ contributions
TDD designed the study, collected the data, analysed and interpreted the
data, and drafted the manuscript. MBK participated in the interpretation of
the data and the drafting of the manuscript. FBW Participated in the

Due et al. BMC Family Practice (2018) 19:75

interpretation of the data and the drafting of the manuscript. TT supervised
the study, and participated in the design of the study, the interpretation of
the data, and the drafting of the manuscript. All authors read and approved
the final manuscript.
Ethics approval and consent to participate
According to Danish law a qualitative study like this one does not require
ethical approval by the research ethics committee or written consent by the
participants [35]. All participants were promised anonymity and
confidentiality.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
Author details
1
The Research Unit for General Practice and Section of General Practice,
Department of Public Health, University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen,
Denmark. 2Research Unit for General Practice, Institute of Public Health,
University of Southern Denmark, Odense, Denmark.
Received: 22 January 2018 Accepted: 2 May 2018

References
1. Baskerville NB, Liddy C, Hogg W. Systematic review and meta-analysis of practice
facilitation within primary care settings. Ann Fam Med. 2012;10(1):63–74.
2. Bidassie B, Williams LS, Woodward-Hagg H, Matthias MS, Damush TM.
Key components of external facilitation in an acute stroke quality
improvement collaborative in the veterans health administration.
Implement Sci. 2015;10:69.
3. Dogherty EJ, Harrison MB, Graham ID. Facilitation as a role and process in
achieving evidence-based practice in nursing: a focused review of concept
and meaning. Worldviews Evid-Based Nurs. 2010;7(2):76–89.
4. Harvey G. KA: implementing evidence-based practice in healthcare: a
facilitation guide. 1st ed. London: Routledge; 2015.
5. Kauth MR, Sullivan G, Blevins D, Cully JA, Landes RD, Said Q, Teasdale TA.
Employing external facilitation to implement cognitive behavioral therapy
in VA clinics: a pilot study. Implement Sci. 2010;5:75.
6. Kotecha J, Han H, Green M, Russell G, Martin MI, Birtwhistle R. The role of
the practice facilitators in Ontario primary healthcare quality improvement.
BMC Fam Pract. 2015;16:93.
7. Liddy C, Laferriere D, Baskerville B, Dahrouge S, Knox L, Hogg W. An
overview of practice facilitation programs in Canada: current perspectives
and future directions. Healthc Policy. 2013;8(3):58–67.
8. Nagykaldi Z, Mold JW, Aspy CB. Practice facilitators: a review of the
literature. Fam Med. 2005;37(8):581–8.
9. Harvey G, Loftus-Hills A, Rycroft-Malone J, Titchen A, Kitson A, McCormack B,
Seers K. Getting evidence into practice: the role and function of facilitation.
J Adv Nurs. 2002;37(6):577–88.
10. Liddy CE, Blazhko V, Dingwall M, Singh J, Hogg WE. Primary care
quality improvement from a practice facilitator's perspective. BMC Fam
Pract. 2014;15:23.
11. Stetler CB, Legro MW, Rycroft-Malone J, Bowman C, Curran G, Guihan M,
Hagedorn H, Pineros S, Wallace CM. Role of “external facilitation” in
implementation of research findings: a qualitative evaluation of facilitation
experiences in the veterans health administration. Implement Sci. 2006;1:23.
12. Due TD, Thorsen T, Kousgaard MB, Siersma VD, Waldorff FB. The
effectiveness of a semi-tailored facilitator-based intervention to optimise
chronic care management in general practice: a stepped-wedge
randomised controlled trial. BMC Fam Pract. 2014;15:65.
13. Due TD, Thorsen T, Waldorff FB, Kousgaard MB. Role enactment of
facilitation in primary care - a qualitative study. BMC Health Serv Res. 2017;
17(1):593.
14. Pedersen KM, Andersen JS, Sondergaard J. General practice and primary
health care in Denmark. J Am Board Fam Med. 2012;25(Suppl 1):S34–8.
15. Christiansen T. Organization and financing of the Danish health care system.
Health Policy. 2002;59(2):107–18.

Page 9 of 9

16. Bodenheimer T, Wagner EH, Grumbach K. Improving primary care for
patients with chronic illness. JAMA. 2002;288(14):1775–9.
17. Bodenheimer T, Wagner EH, Grumbach K. Improving primary care for
patients with chronic illness: the chronic care model, part 2. JAMA. 2002;
288(15):1909–14.
18. Forløbsprogrammer for kronisk sygdom - Generisk model og
forløbsprogram for diabetes [Disease management programmes - generic
model and Disease management programmes for Type 2 Diabetes].
Copenhagen: The Danish Health and Medicines Authority; 2008.
19. Forløbsprogram for Type 2 Diabetes - Hospitaler, almen praksis og
kommunerne i Region Hovedstaden [Disease management programme For
Type 2 Diabetes - Hospitals, general practice and municipalities in the
Capital Region of Denmark]. Hilleroed; 2009.
20. Forløbsprogram for KOL - Hospitaler, almen praksis og kommunerne i
Region Hovedstaden [Disease management programme for COPD Hospitals, general practice and municipalities in the Capital Region of
Denmark]. Hilleroed; 2009.
21. Schroll H, Christensen RD, Thomsen JL, Andersen M, Friborg S, Sondergaard
J. The danish model for improvement of diabetes care in general practice:
impact of automated collection and feedback of patient data. Int J Family
Med. 2012;2012:208123.
22. Patton M. Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods. 3rd ed. United States
of America: Sage publication; 2002.
23. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol.
2006;3(2):77–101.
24. Michie S, van Stralen MM, West R. The behaviour change wheel: a new
method for characterising and designing behaviour change interventions.
Implement Sci. 2011;6:42.
25. Locock L, Dopson S, Chambers D, Gabbay J. Understanding the role of opinion
leaders in improving clinical effectiveness. Soc Sci Med. 2001;53(6):745–57.
26. Watkins C, Timm A, Gooberman-Hill R, Harvey I, Haines A, Donovan J.
Factors affecting feasibility and acceptability of a practice-based educational
intervention to support evidence-based prescribing: a qualitative study. Fam
Pract. 2004;21(6):661–9.
27. Bunniss S, Gray F, Kelly D. Collective learning, change and improvement in
health care: trialling a facilitated learning initiative with general practice
teams. J Eval Clin Pract. 2012;18(3):630–6.
28. Buch MS, Edwards A, Eriksson T. Participants’ evaluation of a group-based
organisational assessment tool in Danish general practice: the maturity
matrix. Qual Prim Care. 2009;17(5):311–22.
29. Dalsgaard T, Kallerup H, Rosendal M. Outreach visits to improve
dementia care in general practice: a qualitative study. Int J Qual Health
Care. 2007;19(5):267–73.
30. Kousgaard MB, Thorsen T. Positive experiences with a specialist as facilitator
in general practice. Dan Med J. 2012;59(6):A4443.
31. Mader EM, Fox CH, Epling JW, Noronha GJ, Swanger CM, Wisniewski AM,
Vitale K, Norton AL, Morley CP. A practice facilitation and academic detailing
intervention can improve Cancer screening rates in primary care safety net
clinics. J Am Board Fam Med. 2016;29(5):533–42.
32. Hogg W, Baskerville N, Nykiforuk C, Mallen D. Improved preventive care in
family practices with outreach facilitation: understanding success and
failure. J Health Serv Res Policy. 2002;7(4):195–201.
33. Tierney S, Kislov R, Deaton C. A qualitative study of a primary-care based
intervention to improve the management of patients with heart failure: the
dynamic relationship between facilitation and context. BMC Fam Pract.
2014;15:153.
34. Berta W, Cranley L, Dearing JW, Dogherty EJ, Squires JE, Estabrooks CA. Why
(we think) facilitation works: insights from organizational learning theory.
Implement Sci. 2015;10:141.
35. NATIONAL VIDENSKABSETISK KOMITÉ (The National Committee on Health
Research Ethics). http://www.nvk.dk. Accessed 30 April 2018.

