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Abstract
Background  Research shows that personnel working in mental health facilities may share some of the societal prejudices 
towards mental illness. This might result in stigmatizing behaviours towards people suffering from mental disorders, under-
mining the quality of their care.
Aims  To describe and compare attitudes towards mental illness across a sample of professionals working in a wide range of 
mental health facilities in Spain, Portugal and Italy.
Method  We administered a survey to personnel including two questionnaires related to stigmatizing attitudes: The Com-
munity Attitudes toward the Mentally Ill (CAMI) and the Attribution Questionnaire (AQ-27). Data were compared according 
to professional category, work setting and country.
Results  34.06% (1525) professionals of the surveyed population responded adequately. Psychologists and social therapists 
had the most positive attitudes, and nursing assistants the most negative, on most factors of CAMI and AQ-27. Community 
staff had more positive attitudes than hospital-based professionals in most factors on CAMI and in discriminatory responses 
on AQ-27.
Conclusions  Globally, mental health professionals showed a positive attitude towards mental illness, but also a relative sup-
port to coercive treatments. There are differences in attitudes modulated by professional category and setting. Results can 
guide preventive strategies, particularly for the hospital-based and nursing staff.

Keywords  Mental illness · Stigma · Mental health professionals · Social distance · Health personnel attitude

Introduction

Stigma against mental illness is a major public health prob-
lem [1, 2] and a significant obstacle for the development of 
mental health services [3, 4], undermining the quality of life 
of people who suffer from mental disorders [5, 6]. Lowering 
stigma has become a main goal of health policies world-
wide [7] and professional associations [8]. Paradoxically, 
although they are also victims of stigmatizing attitudes [1, 

9–11], mental health professionals are also agents of stigma 
[12–15] and, therefore, contributing themselves to the same 
stereotypes and discrimination they are struggling against. 
That is, they can be stigmatized, “de-stigmatizers” and at the 
same time “stigmatizers” [16–18].

Research has found an increasing evidence of mental 
health professionals’ stigmatizing attitudes or behaviours 
[16, 17, 19, 20]. Satisfaction surveys and qualitative research 
show that users of general and mental health services com-
plain of stigmatizing and discriminatory attitudes among 
professionals. This includes low-quality services, diagnos-
tic labelling, therapeutic pessimism, poor informed con-
sent, visible side effects, excessive focus on symptoms and 
pills, disinterest in personal data and physical complaints, 
and coercive attitudes [21–23]. On the other hand, studies 
on clinicians’ decisions suggest that there is a correlation 
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between their attitudes and treatment decisions, such as 
labelling [24], coercion [25], and low referral to medical 
care [26]. There is ample evidence that user dissatisfaction 
with received services [27] and mental illness stigma hamper 
care seeking and undermines the mental health service sys-
tem [28–30]. Help-seeking attitudes in mental health have 
become even more negative in the last decades [31]. All 
these factors may have profound consequences on service 
users such as impeding recovery [32], increasing suicidality 
[33], lower quality of care [28] and higher morbidity and 
mortality [20].

Review studies comparing beliefs, attitudes and opinions 
of mental health professionals towards mental illness with 
those of the general public, other professionals and relatives 
or patients, have found that mental health professionals share 
at least some of the prejudices of the general public, and can 
be even more negative, particularly in terms of pessimistic 
outcomes and desire of social distance [16, 17, 19, 20].

The attitudes of mental health professionals towards men-
tal illness are thus a major factor impacting on the over-
all quality of care. However, studies about the attitudes of 
mental health professionals as a group may be elusive and 
inaccurate because they are generalizations about different 
groups with different background, training, experiences 
and philosophies of treatment [19]. The aim of the present 
study is to analyze the relevance of selected variables in 
shaping professionals’ attitudes towards mental illness. Per-
sonal variables, such as sociodemographic factors (sex, age, 
education), experience and familiarity with mental illness, 
are considered to be relatively important in public stigma 
literature [34–36], but their relevance is less clear in men-
tal health professionals [20, 37–42]. In contrast, as public 
stigma research also suggests, “cultural” variables may be 
more relevant than personal factors: they might influence 
attitudes more powerfully, and because of their nature, 
are more amenable to implement preventive interventions 
against stigmatizing attitudes [35, 43, 44]. We have consid-
ered the term “culture”, not in an ethnic-anthropological way 
but in an institutional sense, encompassing a mix of profes-
sional, organizational and political variables that shape dif-
ferent groups or “subcultures” in an organization, which may 
differ in attitudes and interpersonal behaviours of people 
with mental illness [20].

In this regard, professionals working in the mental health 
field vary in terms of career, theoretical model, responsi-
bility, contact with patients, etc., that may influence their 
attitudes. Previous research has studied and/or compared the 
attitudes of psychiatrists [37–39, 42, 45–49], psychologists 
[37, 39, 46, 50–52], nurses [17, 40, 46, 51, 53–59], and other 
professionals, yielding mixed results. Attitudes of profes-
sionals can also diverge according to the setting they work 
in (type of facility, institutional dependence, etc.) because 
of organizational or cultural reasons, as well the different 

severity of attended patients [37, 38, 59–62]. Also, cultural 
and political factors shape the attitudes in each country, as it 
is suggested in a limited number of previous cross-country 
comparisons of mental health staff [39, 40, 63].

Methods

The present study is part of a research project set out by a 
non-profit mental health organization (Sisters Hospitallers) 
with mental health institutions and services across Europe 
and in the rest of the world, namely in developing countries. 
The research project aimed to study and prevent stigmatiz-
ing attitudes in their professionals. It was based on institu-
tional reports and recommendations [64, 65], following the 
information retrieved from reviews of previous interventions 
targeted to prevent potentially prejudiced and discriminatory 
attitudes in health and mental health settings [16, 20]. The 
project was named “Inter Nos” (Among Us, in Latin).

Three variables were selected to measure the influence 
of professional and cultural factors on the attitudes towards 
mental illness. First, the variable “professional category” 
included clinical and non-clinical professionals. The latter 
group was composed by professionals that were not directly 
involved in health care, such as administrative and general 
service staff. Clinical staff was grouped in psychiatrists, 
psychologists, registered nurses, assistant nurses, and two 
groups named “social therapists” (that included social work-
ers, occupational therapists, rehabilitation technicians, and 
social educators), and “other clinical” (namely, people that 
could not classified themselves elsewhere). Second, “work 
setting” distinguished professionals working in hospitals 
from those in the community-based centers. Third, “coun-
try” encompassed professionals working in three different 
European Mediterranean countries: Spain, Portugal, and 
Italy.

Design

The study was a multinational, multicentre, cross-sectional 
survey. The main objectives of the study were: (a) to meas-
ure and describe the attitudes of professionals towards men-
tal illness; and (b) to compare the differences in the attitudes 
depending on the type of professional (“non-clinical”, “psy-
chiatrists”, “psychologists”, “nurses”, “nursing assistants”, 
“social therapists”, and “other clinical”), setting (“hospital” 
and “non-hospital” based services) and country (Spain, Por-
tugal and Italy).

Sample

Study population consisted of the staff of mental health 
institutions in Spain, Portugal and Italy, all belonging to 
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the same organization. The estimated number of workers, 
including clinical and non-clinical staff, was 4478, located at 
25 centers covering a heterogeneous array of mental health 
services, hospital or community-based. From the estimated 
population, 1729 (38.61%) subjects participated in the study 
and answered the survey. Only 1525 (34.06%) questionnaires 
were included in the statistical analysis since uncompleted 
questionnaires with more than 25% unanswered items were 
excluded.

Instruments

Survey questionnaire included sociodemographic data and 
scales assessing attitudes toward mental illness. Sociodemo-
graphic data included personal variables (sex, age, education 
and years of experience in the profession) and professional 
variables (place of work, professional group, and country).

Following Link’s review [66], two scales based on differ-
ent theoretical models of stigma were used to measure the 
attitudes toward the mental illness.

The first questionnaire used was Attribution Question-
naire (AQ-27) [67]. The AQ-27 provides a vignette about a 
man with schizophrenia, with 27 items that evaluate respec-
tive assertions related to the hypothetical case. Every item 
rank, in a 9-point response scale, from 1 (not at all), to 9 
(very much). The 27 questions are grouped into nine factors, 
each composed of three questions, thus every factor has a 
total score rank from 3 to 27 points. The nine factors are: 
(1) personal responsibility (people have control over and are 
responsible for their mental illness and related symptoms); 
(2) anger (irritated or annoyed because the people are to 
blame for their mental illness); (3) pity (sympathy because 
people are overcome by their illness.); (4) help (provision 
of assistance to people with mental illness); (5) danger-
ousness (people with mental illness are not safe); (6) fear 
(fright because people with mental illness are dangerous); 
(7) avoidance (stay away from people with mental illness); 
(8) segregation (send people to institutions away from their 
community); and (9) coercion (force people to participate in 
medication management or other treatments).

These factors are key constructs of the Corrigan’s social 
cognitive model of stigma [68], based on attribution theory, 
which holds that behaviour is determined by a cognitive-
emotional process: people make attributions about the cause 
and controllability of a person illness that lead to inferences 
about responsibility. These inferences lead to emotional 
reactions such as anger or pity that affect the likelihood of 
helping, avoidant, or coercive behaviours [67].

AQ-27 scale has shown good levels of internal con-
sistency with alfa ranging from 0.7 to 0.96. Corrigan also 
showed some evidence of construct validity by correlating 
subscales as his attributional model predicted [67]. This 
scale has been widely used in the general public [69, 70], 

but less often in mental health professionals [41, 71]. For 
the purposes of the present study, validated versions in Por-
tuguese [70, 72], Italian [69] and a non-published Spanish 
version [41] were used for the respective countries.

The second scale was The Community Attitudes toward 
the Mentally Ill (CAMI) [56, 73]. It consists of 40 state-
ments that measure the attitudes and opinions towards peo-
ple with mental illness and their community care. The level 
of agreement/disagreement to every statement is measured 
on a 5-point scale (1, strongly disagree; 2, disagree; 3, neu-
tral; 4, agree; and 5, strongly agree). The 40 questions are 
grouped into four factors, each consisting of 10 questions, 
thus scoring from 10 to 50 points. (1) Authoritarianism (a 
view that people with mental illness are inferior and require 
a coercive approach); (2) benevolence (a sympathetic view 
for those experiencing mental illness and is based on human-
istic parameters); (3) social restrictiveness: a view that the 
mentally ill are a threat to society; and (4) Community Men-
tal Health Ideology (concerned with the therapeutic value 
of the community and acceptance of de-institutionalized 
care). Although recently some modifications to the scale 
have been proposed [74], we have used the original scale, 
for being more widely used and for possessing good levels 
of internal consistency (ranging from alpha 0.68 to 0.88) and 
good construct validity [56, 73]. Although it was originally 
developed for use with the general public, it has also been 
used with various samples of mental health professionals 
[40, 59, 75–79].

The original CAMI scale has been validated in Italian 
[80] and Portuguese [74], so the local researchers in Italy 
and Portugal used their respective versions. There is a recent 
Spanish version [81] unavailable at the time when our study 
was planned, so the original author was contacted to obtain 
the English version, that was further translated into Spanish 
and then blindly back-translated, followed by an assessment 
of the face-validity of the translated tool.

Data collection

Data were collected between June and September 2013. 
All staff at the centers involved was invited to participate 
voluntarily in an anonymous survey. The survey could be 
completed in paper or in an electronic format, through a 
link to a web page.

Statistical analysis

Means and SDs were used to describe continuous variables, 
and frequencies and percentages to describe categorical 
variables.

Differences in sociodemographic variables were analyzed 
by between-group differences. Categorical variables were 
compared using Pearson’s Chi-squared tests. Continuous 
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variables were analyzed by T test for independent samples 
or by ANOVA test.

Results for AQ-27 and CAMI in every group were 
reported by means and SDs and compared, reporting p as 
the level of statistical significance. ANOVAs were used to 
compare the attitudes of professional categories or coun-
tries and T-tests were used to compare them according to 
work-setting.

In addition, a linear multiple regression was performed 
including possibly confounding sociodemographic variables 
of age, gender, working experience, assessment method and 
education, to further determine the difference of attitudes 
between professions, work setting and countries. For any of 
these categories, one of the groups was taken as the refer-
ence level (intercept) and the rest of groups were compared 
against. While regression coefficients (β) of the intercepts 
equal their adjusted means, β coefficients of the other groups 
equal the adjusted difference of means relative to the inter-
cept, so comparisons between group pairs can be made. 
Thus, regression coefficients (β) and its standard errors, sta-
tistical significance p, and adjusted R squared were reported 
for each regression.

Open-source, statistical package “R” v3.0.2 (R Founda-
tion for Statistical Computing, Vienne, Austria, 2013) was 
used to perform analysis [82].

Ethical issues

Permission for the study was obtained accordingly with local 
committees. Formal ethical approval was not deemed neces-
sary under the laws of any of the implicated countries, since 
this study was concerned with staff and did not involve any 
issue related with the participants’ health. It was stressed 
that participation was voluntary and anonymous and that all 
information was confidentially stored.

Results

Total sample was composed by 1525 participants, in which 
995 (65.2%) completed the survey online, and 531 (34.8%) 
were handwritten. Response rates varied according to coun-
try (Spain: 34.2%; Portugal: 30.3% and Italy: 52.2%) and 
work setting (hospital: 27.2%; community: 60%).

Sample characteristics

Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are summa-
rized in Table 1. The majority of respondents were female 
(75.15%). Mean age was 39.17 years (SD = 10.04). 54.36% 
of them attained university education (29.84% graduate and 
24.52% postgraduate) and 45.64% did not reach university 
(10.43% with primary education and 35.21% secondary 

studies). Most professionals (63.15%) worked in a hospital-
based settings, and the remain (36.85%) in various commu-
nity resources: 6.56% in outpatient or mental health centers, 
9.84% in community rehabilitation or day centers, 7.08% in 
community residential facilities and 13.38% in other com-
munity resources. The professional’s length of working 
experience was, on average, 11.47 years (SD = 8.7). Accord-
ing to professional category, they were grouped into 201 
(13.2%) of non-clinical professionals, 97 (6.4%) psychia-
trists, 159 (10.4%) psychologists, 203 (13.3%) social thera-
pists, 232 (15.2%) nurses, 361 (23.7%) nursing assistants, 
and 201 (13.2%) of other clinical professionals. According 
to country, 65.9% were Spanish, 25.7% Portuguese and 8.4% 
Italian.

There were statistically significant sociodemographic 
differences among the studied categories (Table 1). Profes-
sional groups significantly differed along all variables, i.e. 
age, gender, experience, education, work setting, country, 
and survey format (p < 0,001). Hospital-based staff had less 
often university education (p < 0.001), and differed in coun-
try of origin (p < 0.001), professional category (p < 0.001) 
and surveying method (p < 0.001), from community-based 
professionals. Finally, sample from the different countries 
differed in gender (p < 0.001), age (p = 0.02), education 
(p < 0.001), professional category (p < 0.001), work setting 
(p < 0.001) and method of survey (p < 0.001).

Sample attitudes

Table 2 shows sample attitudes, measured using mean scores 
of every factor of both AQ-27 and CAMI scales.

As measured on AQ-27 in the total sample, factors 
that measure personal responsibility (9.13 ± 3.7), nega-
tive emotions, [anger (5.8 ± 3.15) fear (6 ± 3.72), or per-
ceived dangerousness (7.5 ± 4)], negative behaviours [seg-
regation (8.6 ± 5.23), or avoidance (12.8 ± 5.8)] were the 
least reported. On the other hand, factors measuring pity 
(16.2 ± 4.5), coercion (17.5 ± 5.3), and help (22.9 ± 3.9) were 
more endorsed with higher scores.

According to CAMI factors, participants ranked higher in 
the factors of benevolence (41.2 ± 4) and community men-
tal health ideology (42.4 ± 5.2) compared with the factors 
of authoritarianism (24.7 ± 4.1) and social restrictiveness 
(21.3 ± 4.5).

Tables 2 and 3 show comparisons of groups’ attitudes 
within the categories of professional category, work setting 
and country. In Table 2, mean scores of attitudes of every 
group are reported, and they are compared within each cat-
egory. Table 3 shows the results of the multiple linear regres-
sions, adjusted for confounding variables. “Non-clinical”, 
“Hospital”, and “Spain” were respectively taken as the refer-
ence level (intercepts) and the rest of groups were compared 
against.
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Differences of attitudes across professional category

On AQ-27, most of clinical professionals differed from 
non-clinical ones in having less discriminatory attitudes 
and responses, with two relevant exceptions: nursing assis-
tants and “other clinical” did not show significant differ-
ences from non-clinical staff, besides help factor, in which 
both are slightly better (1.3 ± 0.4 and 1 ± 0.4, respectively), 
and coercive responses, in which nursing assistants scored 
even higher than non-clinical (1.9 ± 0.5). On the other hand, 
psychologists and social therapists had the lowest scores in 
negative emotions (anger, perceived dangerousness and fear) 
and in negative behavioural responses (coercion, segrega-
tion, and avoidance), with β ranging from − 1.3 to − 2.6. 
Psychiatrists and nurses ranked somehow in the middle: they 
scored lower than non-clinical professionals (but higher than 
psychologists and social assistants) in negative emotions 
and segregation (with β ranging from − 0.8 to − 1.7), but 
they did not differ with non-clinical staff in coercive and 
avoidant responses. Both psychiatrists (1.9 ± 0.5) and nurses 
(1.9 ± 0.4) excelled in the positive factors help, but only psy-
chiatrists were above of non-clinical staff in pity.

On CAMI scale, nursing assistants and “other clini-
cal” again had the most stigmatizing score of professional 
groups, with no differences with non-clinical staff, but a dif-
ference of β = 1.1 in benevolence for nursing assistants. On 
the other hand, psychologists and social assistants, (again 
but this time also with psychiatrists) had the best scores, 
with similar profiles: their regression coefficients were the 
lowest in authoritarianism (− 2.3 ± 0.4 social therapists; 
β = − 1.9 ± 0.5 psychiatrists; and − 1.8 ± 0.4 psychologists) 
and social restriction (− 2.4 psychologists ± 0.5 ; − 2.3 ± 0.6 
psychiatrists; and − 2.2 ± 0.4 social therapists) and the high-
est in benevolence (1.8 ± 0.4 psychologists; and β = 1.7 for 
social therapists ± 0.4 and psychiatrists ± 0.5) and support 
of community mental health (β = 2 for psychologists ± 0.5 
and social therapists ± 0.5; and 1.3 ± 0.6 psychiatrists). 
Finally, nurses again had an intermediate profile: they had 
slightly lower responses than non-clinical to negative fac-
tors such as authoritarianism (− 1.2 ± 0.4), and social restric-
tion (0.9 ± 0.4) but they did not show differences with non-
clinical in the positive factors (benevolence and community 
support).

Hospital vs community

On AQ-27, professionals working in hospitals gave more 
discriminatory behavioural responses, especially in coer-
cion (− 1.5 ± 0.3) and segregation (− 1 ± 0.3), and slightly 
less help responses (− 0.5 ± 0.2). Moreover, hospital-based 
professionals were more stigmatizing on most factors of 
CAMI scale: they showed more agreement with restrictive 
opinions (− 0.7 ± 0.2) and they disagreed more often with 

benevolent assertions (0.7 ± 0.2) and support of community 
mental health (0.8 ± 0.3).

Differences of attitudes across countries

Comparison of the three countries on AQ-27 showed that 
Spanish professionals had the highest inference of attribu-
tion of responsibility for the illness, and held more coercive 
approaches, but felt more pity and less fear than their coun-
terparts. On the other hand, Italian professionals were at 
the lowest end of the dimensions of pity (− 3.1 ± 0.4) and 
help (− 1.2 ± 0.4), and they ranked the highest in avoidant 
behaviours (2.2 ± 0.5). Anger, perceived dangerousness, 
and segregation did not significantly differ along the three 
countries. On CAMI scale, Spanish professionals supported 
more positive attitudes toward benevolence and communi-
tarian ideology, Italians were the least supportive of com-
munity treatment (− 3.1 ± 0.5) and most supportive of social 
restriction (0.9 ± 0.4), while Portuguese ranked the highest 
in authoritarianism (0.6 ± 0.2).

Discussion

The aims of this study were to measure and describe the 
attitudes of professionals towards mental illness, and to com-
pare their differences depending on the type of professional 
category, setting and country.

As measured on AQ-27 in the total sample, factors weigh-
ing negative attitudes to mental illness, i.e. that measure 
support to blaming people for their mental illness (personal 
responsibility), negative emotions (anger, fear, and perceived 
dangerousness) and negative behaviours (as tendency to seg-
regation and avoidance toward the mentally ill) were all less 
endorsed than positive factors. On the contrary, positive fac-
tors as pity (or sympathy toward people experiencing mental 
health problems) and help (that refers to the provision of 
assistance to people with mental illness) were more endorsed 
with higher scores. So, most factors weighing negative atti-
tudes to mental illness scored lower than the positive ones. 
The only exception to this positive trend was a slight support 
of coercive treatment and admission. In all comparisons, 
ANOVA and multiple regressions shows similar findings 
reflecting the lack of influence of possible sociodemographic 
variables in the main results.

Results on AQ-27 are comparable to the only (to our 
knowledge) previous study of mental health profession-
als using this scale [41], with the only difference that our 
sample had slightly more support to coercive treatment. 
However, this might be partially explained by the fact that 
the sample of this previous study was composed mostly 
of psychologists and social therapists working in commu-
nity rehabilitation centers and, as shown in the present 
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study, they tend to score lower in coercive approaches than 
hospital-based and sanitary professionals such as nurses.

On CAMI, professionals of the total sample strongly 
agreed with the positive dimensions of benevolence 
towards those experiencing mental illness and support of 
the community mental health ideology or de-institutional-
ized care. On the contrary, they tend to disagree with the 
negative views that people with mental illness are inferior 
and require a coercive approach (authoritarianism) or that 
they are a threat to society (social restrictiveness).

The positive opinions measured by CAMI in our sample 
are in accordance with the results of previous studies using 
this scale in a number of samples of mental health pro-
fessionals [40, 59, 75–79]. Direct comparisons of results, 
however, are difficult because of the heterogeneity of sam-
ples and different versions of the scale. Only one study 
[40] measured the attitudes of a comparable sample (810 
registered psychiatric nurses from five European coun-
tries) with the same version of CAMI. Our sample seems 
to have slightly higher punctuations in authoritarianism, 
benevolence and communitarian ideology, and similar 
results in social restriction.

Globally, the attitudes of our total sample of profes-
sionals, as measured by the AQ-27 and CAMI and when 
compared with equivalent research, seem to be positive 
and non-stigmatizing towards mental illness. The only 
possible exception seems to be on the support to coercive 
treatments or compulsory admissions (measured by factors 
coercion in AQ-27 and authoritarianism in CAMI). This 
finding is not unique since previous research using other 
methods and samples has also showed that mental health 
professionals tend to support coercive treatments [39, 60].

Regarding comparison of attitudes across different 
professional categories, we found that clinical profes-
sionals had more positive and less negative attitudes than 
non-clinical on AQ-27 and CAMI, with the exceptions of 
nursing assistants and “other clinical”, that did not differ 
on most factors. Despite not being comparable to general 
public, the group of non-clinical professionals has been 
studied before [54, 77], namely as a control group to meas-
ure the difference of attitudes in comparison with clinical 
professional groups. Results of these studies, however, are 
inconclusive: one study in Rwanda showed that clinical 
professionals were more positive in CAMI factors [77], 
but the other did not find any difference between Japanese 
clinical and non-clinical staff in stereotypes and social 
distance [54]. Also, reviews of studies comparing atti-
tudes of mental health professionals with general public 
have showed mixed results, suggesting that the relation of 
stigma and mental health professionals is more “intricate” 
than expected [16, 17, 19, 20]. Some of these inconclusive 
results could be due to the heterogeneity of professions in 

our sample, so different mental health professionals were 
compared and analyzed separately to interpret the results.

Psychiatrists ranked on AQ-27 moderately lower than 
non-clinical professionals in negative emotions and seg-
regation (but slightly higher than psychologists and social 
therapists), and showed the most positive emotions, as pity 
(in which only psychiatrists were above non-clinical staff), 
and the most positive behaviours as help. However, they 
did not differ with non-clinical staff in coercive and avoid-
ant responses. On CAMI, psychiatrists had similar results to 
psychologists and social therapists and, compared to non-
clinical staff, they clearly agreed more with positive factors 
and disagreed with negative ones.

Research comparing psychiatrists with other health pro-
fessionals have yielded positive but mixed results [37–39, 
42, 45–50]. Studies have found that psychiatrists had less 
stigmatizing beliefs and were more supportive of civil rights 
when compared with nonmental health professionals [42, 
48]. When compared to other mental health professionals, 
results depend on the studied variable or sample. Psychi-
atrists seem to have a more pessimistic view on progno-
sis and outcome of severe mental illness than the rest of 
mental health professionals [38, 49, 50]. In one study they 
showed more negative stereotypes compared to psycholo-
gists, mental health nurses, and other therapists [46, 60], but 
in other study they showed more positive attitudes namely 
on patients’ unpredictability and political rights, and rec-
ognition of patients’ affective rights when compared with 
mental health nurses [47, 53]. They tend to support involun-
tary admission more than the general public and other thera-
pists [39, 46]. These inconsistencies have been attributed 
to the biomedical model that sometimes psychiatrist tend 
to adhere, the severity of the patients they treat, or simply 
because psychiatrists are a heterogeneous group regarding 
stigma toward severe mental disorders [16, 83–85].

Compared with previous research, psychiatrists of our 
sample also had mixed results. They tend to have positive 
attitudes, especially when compared with non-clinical and 
nursing staff. However, compared to non-sanitary thera-
pists (psychologists and social therapists), they relatively 
had more negative emotional responses and more support of 
coercive treatments. On the other hand, although views on 
prognosis and outcome of mental illness were not reported 
in this study, it might be that psychiatrists’ highest support to 
positive humanitarian attitudes of pity, help and benevolence 
is related with a more pessimistic stance (and so more care 
needs) described in the literature.

In our study, professional groups that seem to have the 
most positive attitudes toward mental illness were psy-
chologists and what we called social therapists, a group 
that included social workers, occupational therapists, reha-
bilitation technicians, and social educators. Both groups had 
on AQ-27 the lowest scores in negative emotions (anger, 
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perceived dangerousness and fear) and in negative behav-
ioural responses (coercion to treatment, segregation from 
community, and social avoidance). On CAMI, they ranked 
the lowest in authoritarian and restrictive opinions, and the 
highest in benevolent assertions and support of community 
mental health.

Although previous research has shown that psychologists 
may have some prejudices towards persons with schizophre-
nia [52], comparisons with other mental health professionals 
are similar to our results in which psychologists are more 
optimistic about long-term outcomes [38, 51], have less 
negative attitudes toward mental illness [46], and support 
less involuntary admissions [39] than psychiatrists or mental 
health nurses. Regarding social therapists, the literature is 
scarce, but it also shows that social workers or occupational 
therapists seem to have similar attitudes than psychologists 
on mental illness and compulsory admission [38, 39, 46].

Nurses ranked on AQ-27 lower than non-clinical profes-
sionals in negative emotions and segregation, and supported 
more positive behaviours as help. However, they did not dif-
fer with non-clinical staff in coercive and avoidant responses 
and in positive emotions as pity. On CAMI, they disagreed 
more than non-clinical professionals with negative asser-
tions related to authoritarianism and social restriction (but 
with less strength than psychologist, social therapist, and 
psychiatrist) but they did not differ with non-clinical staff in 
positive factors of benevolence and mental health ideology.

Previous research suggest that psychiatric nurses have 
in general positive attitudes toward mental illness [40, 59], 
especially compared to general nurses [17], but the results 
are mixed or intermediate when compared with other mental 
health professionals. They are less pessimistic about long-
term outcomes than the other professionals [38, 51], but they 
seem to support more legal restrictions [46, 53], and are 
similar to psychiatrists in their support of involuntary admis-
sions [39] and clinical restraint [86].

Our results support this previous research in which psy-
chiatric nurses held more coercive, restrictive and authori-
tarian approaches than other mental health professionals. 
Another potentially relevant result is their lower support of 
community mental health, a factor not previously described. 
On the other hand, the somewhat surprising findings of their 
relatively low scores on pity and benevolence might be ten-
tatively related to a putative more optimistic view of nurses 
on prognosis, but this hypothesis contradicts the fact that 
they rank amongst the highest on help, the other humanitar-
ian factor.

Nursing assistants and “other clinical” were the profes-
sional groups with the least positive attitudes. Nursing assis-
tants did not show significant differences from non-clinical 
staff, except slight positive trends in AQ-27’s help factor and 
CAMI’s benevolence, but they scored even higher than non-
clinical in AQ-27 coercion factor. Compared to the rest of 

mental health professionals, nursing assistants had the most 
negative emotions (such as anger, perceived dangerousness 
and fear) and the most coercive, segregational, authoritarian 
and restrictive attitudes.

Research on attitudes of assistant or unregistered nurses is 
scarce, it comes mainly from comparisons with registered or 
qualified nurses, and it seems to support our findings. Most 
studies found more negative attitudes in assistants regard-
ing incapability and need to control [55, 57, 87]. On the 
other hand, only one study did not find differences between 
registered and unregistered nurses, but results can be due 
to the fact that the sample mixed general and psychiatric 
nurses [58].

The other group with the least positive attitudes was 
called “other clinical”, and includes the professionals that 
marked this option because they did not classify themselves 
elsewhere. This group did not differ with non-clinical pro-
fessionals in any factor but in a slightly better response in 
helping attitudes. Since this group has not characterized 
professionals, it is difficult to make any interpretation of its 
results or even its size.

Interestingly, there were only two variables in which 
no differences were found among professional categories 
and with non-clinical staff. On one hand, all the groups had 
the same scores on personal responsibility, i.e., they had 
similar views on the level of control over and responsibility 
for the symptoms of mental illness. This unexpected result 
conflicts with research using AQ-27 and the attributional 
model in which is based, in which different levels of attrib-
uted responsibility mediate different cognitive, emotional 
and behavioural responses towards persons with mental ill-
ness [67, 68].

On the other hand, none of the professional categories, 
except social therapists, differed on social avoidance. This 
is consistent with previous literature that have stressed that 
mental health professionals tend to hold a relative social dis-
tance with patients at least similar to general public, and that 
specifically psychiatrists and nurses had more tendency to 
stay away from people with mental illness in close encoun-
ters [45, 46, 54, 60, 88].

Overall, professionals working in hospitals had more stig-
matizing attitudes than those working in community-based 
resources. On AQ-27, the first group held more discrimi-
natory behaviours, especially in coercion to treatment and 
segregation from community, and on CAMI they were more 
stigmatizing on all variables, except for authoritarianism. 
Although previous studies comparing both populations and 
measuring expectations on treatment and prognosis did not 
find differences between them [37, 38, 60], recent studies 
from Scandinavian countries, [59, 61, 62] using measures 
of negative beliefs, opinions and attitudes, found that staff 
working at hospital and residential posts had more nega-
tive responses than community-based staff. This evidence 
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has been attributed to both organizational reasons, and the 
extrapolation of the severity of the illness of hospital patients 
compared to the rest of people suffering from mental illness.

Country was the variable in which the magnitude of the 
differences was less intelligible. Results slightly favoured 
Spanish professionals on CAMI, but on the AQ-27 were 
mixed and somewhat contradictory with Corrigan’s attribu-
tional theory [67].

Recent cross-national research on social profiles of stigma 
showed that there are important differences between coun-
tries due to cultural reasons, and that social stigmatizing 
attitudes are associated with individual attitudes at a micro-
level [43]. Although research on stigma of professionals 
comes from many countries, the number of cross-country 
comparisons is already sparse [39, 40, 63], and difficult to 
compare as they use different measures. One exception was 
the study [40] that compared nurses from five European 
countries using CAMI, which found that Portuguese nurses 
had the most positive, and Lithuanians the most negative, 
opinions towards people with mental problems, being the 
Italian nurses between both.

Overall, the differences of the attitudes between the 
compared subgroups (measured by difference of means or 
regression coefficients) were low to moderate. Moreover, 
adjusted r-squared were all under 0.17, so the adjusted pro-
portion of variance explained by the models was lower than 
17% (Table 3). Therefore, one might consider that the rel-
evance of these differences would be limited, but given the 
results, however, some suggestions can be advanced. Global 
results and differences across professional categories and 
work setting suggest that efforts should be made to reduce 
coercive attitudes in clinical staff, in hospital-based person-
nel, and particularly in nurses. This might be achieved by 
enhancing professionals’ knowledge of alternatives and their 
skills for co-operative clinical decision-making [16]. More 
intensive interventions, such as combination of education, 
contact with trained ex-patients, and teamwork, might tar-
get this group [20]. Also, more specific variables, such as 
professional burnout [89, 90], should be studied as potential 
mediators of stigmatizing attitudes [91, 92]. This is espe-
cially important for nurses, as they can have a powerful 
impact on recovery, since their close and supportive contact 
with their patients [17].

Another important point regards the question of what type 
of professionals could lead anti-stigma efforts based on their 
relative positive attitudes. Traditionally, psychiatrists are 
likely to be in positions to make important executive deci-
sions about people with mental illnesses and to act as role 
models for public opinion [1, 8, 19]. Results of our study and 
other studies, however, suggest that other professionals, such 
as psychologists, can be in a similar if not better position to 
help in those corporate efforts acting as de-stigmatizers of 
mental illness and those suffering from them [16].

One limitation of the study is the representability of the 
sample and the generalization of results. Since the study 
is devoted to measure the attitudes of the staff of a mental 
health organization, results are not generalizable to profes-
sionals working in those countries. Only 6.6% of participants 
were working in outpatient or mental health centers, what 
is the main place where mental disorders are treated. Also, 
the level of participation of professionals and the attrition 
of uncompleted surveys does not fully let the results as rep-
resentative of the professionals of the population, i.e. the 
entire organization. Lastly, response rates varied according 
to country and work-setting. Differences between respond-
ents and non-respondents could not be compared statisti-
cally but admittedly higher relative participation of Italian 
and community-based professionals could have biased the 
results.

Another important problem is the validity of the stigma 
measures in mental health professionals, as this is too 
complex due to the difficulty in selecting a gold standard 
[19, 20]. We tried to minimize this limitation using two 
scales based on different, but putatively complementary, 
paradigms. Our study suggests that results of CAMI were 
coherent, which is consistent with the fact that this scale 
was already validated with mental health professionals [74]. 
On the contrary, results of AQ-27 were less coherent with 
the theory in which it was based. It seems that AQ-27 and 
its construct need to be further validated in mental health 
professionals. For instance, attributional theory considers 
that familiarity with persons with mental illness is a pro-
tector factor against stigma, by diminishing attribution of 
responsibility and danger appraisal [67, 68, 93]. However, 
review studies showed the opposite by demonstrating that 
increased contact with patients do not protect against stig-
matizing attitudes [16, 17, 20].

Inconclusive results of cross-country comparisons might 
also be related with another limitation of our study, as inter-
national comparisons might be better implemented using 
more homogeneous and comparable subgroups of profes-
sionals than our heterogeneous sample. Differences might 
also be more conclusive when different country regions are 
compared (e.g. Southern vs Northern, or Western vs Eastern 
countries). Our organization (Sisters Hospitallers) has its 
main activity based in Mediterranean and Southern Euro-
pean countries and, therefore, we were not able to include 
centers from other regions.

Another limitation related to the validity of the scales 
was the difference in levels of validation between languages 
(especially in the Spanish versions) which possibly impaired 
cross-country comparisons. Additionally, the use of self-
administered measures casts doubts on the social desirability 
of responses, although it is difficult to evaluate the direction 
of this bias [20]. A promising trend is the use of implicit 
attitudes [94] as a possible way to minimize this bias.
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Lastly, it is important to note that statistical and signifi-
cant differences could have been obtained because of the 
large samples recruited for this study. On the other hand, 
it means that error estimates could be more precise. The 
predictive power of linear models as assessed by R2 ranged 
from 1 to 17% in line with values obtained in similar models 
assessing psychosocial constructs as stigma.

Conclusion

The aims of this study were to measure and describe the 
attitudes of professionals towards mental illness, and to 
compare their differences depending on cultural variables 
such as professional category, work setting and country. In 
this study, attitudes of mental health professionals towards 
mental illness were mainly positive but they also showed a 
relative support to coercive treatments. There are differences 
in attitudes modulated by professional category and setting 
that which might guide preventive suggestions: hospital-
based staff, and particularly nurses, should be encouraged 
to discuss non-coercive alternatives to treatment and admis-
sion. Professionals different from psychiatrists seem to be 
able to also help and to act as role models on this discus-
sion. Further research, with increased generalizability of 
samples, more valid measures and distinct countries should 
be undertaken.

Acknowledgements  THE INTER NOS WORKING GROUP included 
professionals of Sisters Hospitallers that collaborated as key managers 
of research at every center: Ana Moreno-Alcazar: FIDMAG Herma-
nas Hospitalarias Research Foundation, Barcelona, Spain; Isabel Feria: 
FIDMAG Hermanas Hospitalarias Research Foundation, Barcelona, 
Spain; Pedro P. Padilla: Centro Neuropsiquiátrico Nuestra Sra. Del 
Carmen, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Zaragoza, Spain; José A. Larraz: 
Hospital Sagrat Cor, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Martorell, Spain, Josep 
Treserra: Benito Menni Complex Assistencial en Salut Mental, Her-
manas Hospitalarias, Sant Boi de Llobregat, Barcelona, Spain; Ana 
C. Pérez: Hospital Sant Rafael, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Barcelona, 
Spain; Pedro Roy: Hospital Mare de Déu de la Mercé, Hermanas Hos-
pitalarias, Barcelona, Spain; Ana Morais: Casa de Saúde da Idanha, 
Irmãs Hospitaleiras, Lisbon, Portugal; Carla Costa: Casa de Saúde 
Bento Menni, Irmãs Hospitaleiras, Guarda, Portugal; Cecília Vilas- 
Boas: Casa de Saúde do Bom Jesus, Irmãs Hospitaleiras, Braga, Por-
tugal; Mariana Correia: Casa de Saúde do Espírito Santo, Irmãs Hos-
pitaleiras, Angra do Heroísmo (Azores), Portugal; Nuno Nunes: Casa 
de Saúde N. Sra. da Conceição, Irmãs Hospitaleiras, Ponta Delgada 
(Azores), Portugal; Rosa Simões: Casa de Saúde Rainha Santa Isa-
bel, Irmãs Hospitaleiras, Condeixa-a-Nova, Portugal; Paula Carneiro: 
Irmãs Hospitaleiras, Lisbon, Portugal; Adolfo Lander: Hospital Aita 
Menni, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Mondragón, Spain; Javier Remirez: 
Hospital Psiquiátrico Padre Menni, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Pamplona, 
Spain; Javier Arellano: Complejo Hospitalario San Luís, Hermanas 
Hospitalarias, Palencia, Spain; Carlos V. Pajares: Centro Hospitalario 
Padre Menni, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Santander, Spain; Antonio 
Rodríguez: Centro Hospitalario Benito Menni, Hermanas Hospital-
arias, Valladolid, Spain; Raúl Huerta: Complejo Asistencial Benito 
Menni, ,Hermanas Hospitalarias, Madrid, Spain; María Jáñez: Clinica 
San Miguel, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Madrid, Spain; David Porta: 

Complejo Asistencial Málaga, Hermanas Hospitalarias, Málaga, Spain; 
Alessandro Valchera: Villa San Giuseppe, Suore Ospedaliere, Ascoli, 
Italy; Paolo Carbonetti: Casa di Cura Villa Rosa, Suore Ospedaliere, 
Viterbo, Italy.

Funding  Funding for the study was provided by Sisters Hospitallers 
with resources of their own.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no competing 
interest.

References

	 1.	 Sartorius N, Gaebel W, Cleveland H-R, Stuart H, Akiyama T, 
Arboleda-Flórez J et al (2010) WPA guidance on how to combat 
stigmatization of psychiatry and psychiatrists. World Psychiatry 
Off J World Psychiatr Assoc WPA 9:131–144

	 2.	 Hatzenbuehler ML, Phelan JC, Link BG (2013) Stigma as a fun-
damental cause of population health inequalities. Am J Public 
Health 103:813–821. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.301069

	 3.	 Corrigan PW, Markowitz FE, Watson AC (2004) Structural lev-
els of mental illness stigma and discrimination. Schizophr Bull 
30:481–491

	 4.	 Corrigan PW, Druss BG, Perlick DA (2014) The impact of 
mental illness stigma on seeking and participating in men-
tal health care. Psychol Sci Public Interest. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1529100614531398

	 5.	 Schmitt MT, Branscombe NR, Postmes T, Garcia A (2014) The 
consequences of perceived discrimination for psychological well-
being: a meta-analytic review. Psychol Bull 140:921–948. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0035754

	 6.	 Rüsch N, Angermeyer MC, Corrigan PW (2005) Mental illness 
stigma: concepts, consequences, and initiatives to reduce stigma. 
Eur Psychiatry J Assoc Eur Psychiatr 20:529–539. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2005.04.004

	 7.	 World Health Organization. Stigma and discrimination against the 
mentally ill in Europe. Helsinki: Ment. Health Facing Callenges 
Build. Solut. Rep. WHO Eur. Minist. Conf., Helsinki: World 
Health Organization. Regional Office for Europe.; 2005, pp 41–48

	 8.	 World Psychiatric Association. Open the Doors: WPA Global Pro-
gramme to reduce stigma and discriminiation Because schizophre-
nia. 1998

	 9.	 Möller-Leimkühler AM, Möller H-J, Maier W, Gaebel W, Falkai 
P (2016) EPA guidance on improving the image of psychiatry. 
Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 266:139–154. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00406-016-0678-5

	10.	 Gaebel W, Zäske H, Cleveland H-R, Zielasek J, Stuart H, Arbo-
leda-Florez J et al (2011) Measuring the stigma of psychiatry 
and psychiatrists: development of a questionnaire. Eur Arch 
Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 261:119–123. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00406-011-0252-0

	11.	 Reich-Erkelenz D, Schmitt A, Falkai P (2015) Psychiatrists’ self-
stigma, the DGPPN guideline for psychosocial interventions, and 
contemporary treatment strategies. Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neu-
rosci 265:171–172. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-015-0586-0

	12.	 Thornicroft G, Rose D, Kassam A (2007) Discrimina-
tion in health care against people with mental illness. Int 
Rev Psychiatry Abingdon Engl 19:113–122. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09540260701278937

	13.	 Sartorius N (2002) Iatrogenic stigma of mental illness. BMJ 
324:1470–1471

https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.301069
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614531398
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614531398
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2005.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2005.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-016-0678-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-016-0678-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-011-0252-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-011-0252-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-015-0586-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540260701278937
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540260701278937


337European Archives of Psychiatry and Clinical Neuroscience (2019) 269:325–339	

1 3

	14.	 Ping Tsao CI, Tummala A, Roberts LW (2008) Stigma in mental 
health care. Acad Psychiatry J Am Assoc Dir Psychiatr Resid 
Train Assoc Acad Psychiatry 32:70–72. https://doi.org/10.1176/
appi.ap.32.2.70

	15.	 Horsfall J, Cleary M, Hunt GE (2010) Stigma in mental health: 
clients and professionals. Issues Ment Health Nurs 31:450–455. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/01612840903537167

	16.	 Schulze B (2007) Stigma and mental health profession-
als: a review of the evidence on an intricate relationship. 
Int Rev Psychiatry Abingdon Engl 19:137–155. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09540260701278929

	17.	 Ross CA, Goldner EM (2009) Stigma, negative attitudes and dis-
crimination towards mental illness within the nursing profession: a 
review of the literature. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs 16:558–567. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2009.01399.x

	18.	 Schlosberg A (1993) Psychiatric stigma and mental health profes-
sionals (stigmatizers and destigmatizers). Med Law 12:409–416

	19.	 Wahl O, Aroesty-Cohen E (2010) Attitudes of mental health 
professionals about mental illness: a review of the recent litera-
ture. J Community Psychol 38:49–62. https://doi.org/10.1002/
jcop.20351

	20.	 Henderson C, Noblett J, Parke H, Clement S, Caffrey A, Gale-
Grant O et al (2014) Mental health-related stigma in health care 
and mental health-care settings. Lancet Psychiatry 1:467–482. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(14)00023-6

	21.	 Pinfold V, Byrne P, Toulmin H (2005) Challenging stigma and 
discrimination in communities: a focus group study identifying 
UK mental health service users’ main campaign priorities. Int J 
Soc Psychiatry 51:128–138

	22.	 González-Torres MA, Oraa R, Arístegui M, Fernández-Rivas 
A, Guimon J (2007) Stigma and discrimination towards people 
with schizophrenia and their family members. A qualitative study 
with focus groups. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 42:14–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-006-0126-3

	23.	 Schulze B, Angermeyer MC (1982 2003) Subjective experiences 
of stigma. A focus group study of schizophrenic patients, their rel-
atives and mental health professionals. Soc Sci Med 56:299–312

	24.	 Flanagan EH, Miller R, Davidson L (2009) “Unfortunately, we 
treat the chart:” sources of stigma in mental health settings. Psy-
chiatr Q 80:55–64. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11126-009-9093-7

	25.	 Flanagan E, Corrigan P, Davidson L (2010) Mechanisms of stigma 
in mental health settings. Compr Psychiatry 51:e4. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2010.06.025

	26.	 Corrigan PW, Mittal D, Reaves CM, Haynes TF, Han X, Mor-
ris S et al (2014) Mental health stigma and primary health care 
decisions. Psychiatry Res 218:35–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
psychres.2014.04.028

	27.	 Tehrani E, Krussel J, Borg L, Munk-Jørgensen P (1996) Drop-
ping out of psychiatric treatment: a prospective study of a first-
admission cohort. Acta Psychiatr Scand 94:266–271

	28.	 The Impact of Mental Illness Stigma on Seeking and Participating 
in Mental Health Care - Association for Psychological Science 
n.d. http://www.psychologicalscience.org/index.php/publications/
mental-illness-stigma.html Accessed July 23 2016

	29.	 Clement S, Schauman O, Graham T, Maggioni F, Evans-Lacko S, 
Bezborodovs N et al (2015) What is the impact of mental health-
related stigma on help-seeking? A systematic review of quantita-
tive and qualitative studies. Psychol Med 45:11–27. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0033291714000129

	30.	 Xu Z, Müller M, Heekeren K, Theodoridou A, Dvorsky D, Met-
zler S et al (2016) Self-labelling and stigma as predictors of atti-
tudes towards help-seeking among people at risk of psychosis: 
1-year follow-up. Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 266:79–82. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-015-0576-2

	31.	 Mackenzie CS, Erickson J, Deane FP, Wright M (2014) Changes 
in attitudes toward seeking mental health services: a 40-year 

cross-temporal meta-analysis. Clin Psychol Rev 34:99–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2013.12.001

	32.	 Perlick DA, Rosenheck RA, Clarkin JF, Sirey JA, Salahi J, Stru-
ening EL et al (2001) Stigma as a barrier to recovery: adverse 
effects of perceived stigma on social adaptation of persons diag-
nosed with bipolar affective disorder. Psychiatr Serv Wash DC 
52:1627–1632. https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.52.12.1627

	33.	 Oexle N, Rüsch N, Viering S, Wyss C, Seifritz E, Xu Z et al (2016) 
Self-stigma and suicidality: a longitudinal study. Eur Arch Psy-
chiatry Clin Neurosci. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-016-0698-1

	34.	 Farina A (1998) Stigma. In: Mueser KT, Tarrier N (eds) Hand-
book of social functioning in schizophrenia. Allyn and Bacon, 
Needham Heights, MA, pp 247–279

	35.	 Angermeyer MC, Dietrich S (2006) Public beliefs about and 
attitudes towards people with mental illness: a review of popu-
lation studies. Acta Psychiatr Scand 113:163–179. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00699.x

	36.	 López M, Laviana M, Fernández L, López A, Rodríguez AM, 
Aparicio A (2008) La lucha contra el estigma y la discriminación 
en salud mental. Una estrategia compleja basada en la información 
disponible. Rev Asoc Esp Neuropsiquiatría XXVIII:43–83

	37.	 Jorm AF, Korten AE, Jacomb PA, Christensen H, Henderson S 
(1999) Attitudes towards people with a mental disorder: a survey 
of the Australian public and health professionals. Aust N Z J Psy-
chiatry 33:77–83

	38.	 Hugo M (2001) Mental health professionals’ attitudes towards 
people who have experienced a mental health disorder. J Psychiatr 
Ment Health Nurs 8:419–425

	39.	 Lepping P, Steinert T, Gebhardt R-P, Röttgers HR (2004) Attitudes 
of mental health professionals and lay-people towards involuntary 
admission and treatment in England and Germany—a question-
naire analysis. Eur Psychiatry J Assoc Eur Psychiatr 19:91–95. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2003.11.001

	40.	 Chambers M, Guise V, Välimäki M, Botelho MAR, Scott A, Stani-
uliené V et al (2010) Nurses’ attitudes to mental illness: a compar-
ison of a sample of nurses from five European countries. Int J Nurs 
Stud 47:350–362. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2009.08.008

	41.	 Manuel, Nuñoz (2009) Eloisa Perez Santos, Maria Crespo, 
Ana Isabel Guillen. Estigma y Enfermedad Mental: análisis del 
rechazo social que sufren las personas con enfermedad mental. 
Editorial Complutense, SA, Madrid

	42.	 Chin SH, Balon R (2006) Attitudes and perceptions toward 
depression and schizophrenia among residents in different medi-
cal specialties. Acad Psychiatry J Am Assoc Dir Psychiatr Resid 
Train Assoc Acad Psychiatry 30:262–263. https://doi.org/10.1176/
appi.ap.30.3.262

	43.	 Pescosolido BA. The public stigma of mental illness what 
do we think; what do we know; what can we prove?. J 
Health Soc Behav 2013:0022146512471197. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0022146512471197

	44.	 Yang LH, Thornicroft G, Alvarado R, Vega E, Link BG (2014) 
Recent advances in cross-cultural measurement in psychiatric 
epidemiology: utilizing “what matters most” to identify culture-
specific aspects of stigma. Int J Epidemiol 43:494–510. https://
doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyu039

	45.	 Lauber C, Anthony M, Ajdacic-Gross V, Rössler W (2004) What 
about psychiatrists’ attitude to mentally ill people? Eur Psychia-
try J Assoc Eur Psychiatr 19:423–427. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
eurpsy.2004.06.019

	46.	 Nordt C, Rössler W, Lauber C (2006) Attitudes of mental health 
professionals toward people with schizophrenia and major depres-
sion. Schizophr Bull 32:709–714. https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/
sbj065

	47.	 Magliano L, Fiorillo A, De Rosa C, Malangone C, Maj M (2004) 
Beliefs about schizophrenia in Italy: a comparative nation-
wide survey of the general public, mental health professionals, 

https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ap.32.2.70
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ap.32.2.70
https://doi.org/10.3109/01612840903537167
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540260701278929
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540260701278929
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2009.01399.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20351
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20351
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(14)00023-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-006-0126-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11126-009-9093-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2010.06.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2010.06.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.04.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.04.028
http://www.psychologicalscience.org/index.php/publications/mental-illness-stigma.html
http://www.psychologicalscience.org/index.php/publications/mental-illness-stigma.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291714000129
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291714000129
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-015-0576-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2013.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.52.12.1627
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00406-016-0698-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00699.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00699.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2009.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ap.30.3.262
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ap.30.3.262
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146512471197
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146512471197
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyu039
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyu039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2004.06.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2004.06.019
https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbj065
https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbj065


338	 European Archives of Psychiatry and Clinical Neuroscience (2019) 269:325–339

1 3

and patients’ relatives. Can J Psychiatry Rev Can Psychiatr 
49:322–330

	48.	 Hori H, Richards M, Kawamoto Y, Kunugi H (2011) Atti-
tudes toward schizophrenia in the general population, psychi-
atric staff, physicians, and psychiatrists: a web-based survey in 
Japan. Psychiatry Res 186:183–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
psychres.2010.08.019

	49.	 Kua JH, Parker G, Lee C, Jorm AF (2000) Beliefs about out-
comes for mental disorders: a comparative study of primary health 
practitioners and psychiatrists in Singapore. Singapore Med J 
41:542–547

	50.	 Jorm AF, Korten AE, Jacomb PA, Rodgers B, Pollitt P, Chris-
tensen H et al (1997) Helpfulness of interventions for mental dis-
orders: beliefs of health professionals compared with the general 
public. Br J Psychiatry J Ment Sci 171:233–237

	51.	 Caldwell TM, Jorm AF (2000) Mental health nurses’ beliefs about 
interventions for schizophrenia and depression: a comparison with 
psychiatrists and the public. Aust N Z J Psychiatry 34:602–611

	52.	 Servais LM, Saunders SM (2007) Clinical psychologists’ per-
ceptions of persons with mental illness. Prof Psychol Res Pract 
38:214–219. https://doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.38.2.214

	53.	 Magliano L, De Rosa C, Fiorillo A, Malangone C, Guarneri M, 
Marasco C et al (2004) Beliefs of psychiatric nurses about schizo-
phrenia: a comparison with patients’ relatives and psychiatrists. 
Int J Soc Psychiatry 50:319–330

	54.	 Ishige N, Hayashi N (2005) Occupation and social experi-
ence: factors influencing attitude towards people with schizo-
phrenia. Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 59:89–95. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1440-1819.2005.01337.x

	55.	 Munro S, Baker JA (2007) Surveying the attitudes of acute mental 
health nurses. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs 14:196–202. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2007.01063.x

	56.	 Taylor SM, Dear MJ, Hall GB (1979) Attitudes toward the men-
tally ill and reactions to mental health facilities. Soc Sci Med 
[Med Geogr] 13D:281–290

	57.	 Foster K, Kim U, Baker JA, Gadai (2008) Sainimere, Ali, Samsun. 
Mental health workers’ attitudes toward mental illness in Fiji. Aust 
J Adv Nurs 25(3):25:72–79

	58.	 Björkman T, Angelman T, Jönsson M (2008) Attitudes towards 
people with mental illness: a cross-sectional study among nursing 
staff in psychiatric and somatic care. Scand J Caring Sci 22:170–
177. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.2007.00509.x

	59.	 Mårtensson G, Jacobsson JW, Engström M (2014) Mental health 
nursing staff’s attitudes towards mental illness: an analysis of 
related factors. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs 21:782–788. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jpm.12145

	60.	 Lauber C, Nordt C, Braunschweig C, Rössler W. Do 
mental health professionals stigmatize their patients?. 
Acta Psychiatr Scand Suppl 2006:51–59. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00718.x

	61.	 Hansson L, Jormfeldt H, Svedberg P, Svensson B (2013) Men-
tal health professionals’ attitudes towards people with men-
tal illness: do they differ from attitudes held by people with 
mental illness? Int J Soc Psychiatry 59:48–54. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0020764011423176

	62.	 Vendsborg P, Bratbo J, Dannevang A, Hagedorn-Møller J, Kistrup 
K, Lindhardt A et al (2013) Staff attitudes towards patients with 
schizophrenia. Dan Med J 60:A4710

	63.	 Des Courtis N, Lauber C, Costa CT, Cattapan-Ludewig K 
(2008) Beliefs about the mentally ill: a comparative study 
between healthcare professionals in Brazil and in Switzerland. 
Int Rev Psychiatry Abingdon Engl 20:503–509. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09540260802565125

	64.	 Royal College of Psychiatrists (2001) Mental Illness: stigmati-
zation and discrimination, Within the medical profession. Royal 

College of Psychiatrists, Royal College of Physicians of London, 
British Medical Association, London

	65.	 Confederación Española de Agrupaciones de Familiares y Perso-
nas con Enfermedad Mental (FEAFES). La reducción del estigma 
de las personas con enfermedad mental grave en la asistencia 
sanitaria: síntesis y conclusiones. Confederación Española de 
Agrupaciones de Familiares y Personas con Enfermedad Mental 
(FEAFES); 2008

	66.	 Link BG, Yang LH, Phelan JC, Collins PY (2004) Measuring 
mental illness stigma. Schizophr Bull 30:511–541

	67.	 Corrigan P, Markowitz FE, Watson A, Rowan D, Kubiak MA 
(2003) An attribution model of public discrimination towards 
persons with mental illness. J Health Soc Behav 44:162–179

	68.	 Corrigan PW (2000) Mental health stigma as social attribution: 
implications for research methods and attitude change. Clin Psy-
chol Sci Pract 7:48–67. https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.7.1.48

	69.	 Pingani L, Forghieri M, Ferrari S, Ben-Zeev D, Artoni P, Mazzi 
F et al (2012) Stigma and discrimination toward mental illness: 
translation and validation of the Italian version of the Attribution 
Questionnaire-27 (AQ-27-I). Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 
47:993–999. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-011-0407-3

	70.	 Sousa S de, Marques A, Rosário C, Queirós C (2012) Stig-
matizing attitudes in relatives of people with schizophrenia: 
a study using the Attribution Questionnaire AQ-27. Trends 
Psychiatry Psychother 34:186–197. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S2237-60892012000400004

	71.	 Granados-Gamez G, Lopez Rodriguez MDM, Corral Granados 
A, Marquez-Hernandez VV (2017 Apr) Attitudes and beliefs of 
nursing students toward mental disorder: the significance of direct 
experience with patients. Perspect Psychiatr Care 53(2):135–143

	72.	 Sousa S, Queirós C, Marques A, Rocha N, Fernandes A (2008) 
Versão preliminar portuguesa do Attribution Questionnaire (AQ-
27), adaptada com autorização de P. Corrigan. FPCEUP/EST-
SPIPP, Porto

	73.	 Taylor SM, Dear MJ (1981) Scaling community attitudes toward 
the mentally ill. Schizophr Bull 7:225–240

	74.	 Morris R, Scott PA, Cocoman A, Chambers M, Guise V, 
Välimäki M et al (2012) Is the Community attitudes towards 
the mentally ill scale valid for use in the investigation of Euro-
pean nurses’ attitudes towards the mentally ill? A confirmatory 
factor analytic approach. J Adv Nurs 68:460–470. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05739.x

	75.	 Sévigny R, Yang W, Zhang P, Marleau JD, Yang Z, Su L et al 
(1999) Attitudes toward the mentally ill in a sample of profession-
als working in a psychiatric hospital in Beijing (China). Int J Soc 
Psychiatry 45:41–55

	76.	 Zárate C, Ceballos ME, Contardo MV, Florenzano R (2006) 
Influencia de dos factores en la percepción hacia los enfer-
mos mentales; contacto cercano y educación en salud. Rev 
Chil Neuro-Psiquiatr 44:205–214. https://doi.org/10.4067/
S0717-92272006000300006

	77.	 Ngirababyeyi A. Attitudes towards mentally ill in professionals 
working in Ndera neuropsychiatric hospital in Rwanda. Univer-
sidade Nova, 2012

	78.	 Browne DT (2010) Attitudes of Mental Health Professionals 
toward mental illness: comparisons and predictors. Smith Col-
lege School for Social Work, Northampton

	79.	 Vibha P, Saddichha S, Kumar R (2008) Attitudes of ward 
attendants towards mental illness: comparisons and pre-
dictors. Int J Soc Psychiatry 54:469–478. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0020764008092190

	80.	 Buizza C, Pioli R, Ponteri M, Vittorielli M, Corradi A, Minicuci 
N et al (2005) [Community attitudes towards mental illness and 
socio-demographic characteristics: an Italian study]. Epidemiol 
Psichiatr Soc 14:154–162

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2010.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2010.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.38.2.214
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1819.2005.01337.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1819.2005.01337.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2007.01063.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2007.01063.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.2007.00509.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpm.12145
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpm.12145
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00718.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00718.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764011423176
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764011423176
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540260802565125
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540260802565125
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.7.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-011-0407-3
https://doi.org/10.1590/S2237-60892012000400004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S2237-60892012000400004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05739.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05739.x
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0717-92272006000300006
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0717-92272006000300006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764008092190
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764008092190


339European Archives of Psychiatry and Clinical Neuroscience (2019) 269:325–339	

1 3

	81.	 Ochoa S, Martínez-Zambrano F, Vila-Badia R, Arenas O, 
Casas-Anguera E, García-Morales E et al (2016) Spanish vali-
dation of the social stigma scale: community attitudes towards 
mental illness. Rev Psiquiatr Salud Ment 9:150–157. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rpsm.2015.02.002

	82.	 Dalgaard P (2008) Introductory statistics with R. Springer New 
York

	83.	 Loch AA, Guarniero FB, Lawson FL, Hengartner MP, Rössler 
W, Gattaz WF et al (2013) Stigma toward schizophrenia: do all 
psychiatrists behave the same? Latent profile analysis of a national 
sample of psychiatrists in Brazil. BMC Psychiatry 13:92. https://
doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-13-92

	84.	 Loch AA, Hengartner MP, Guarniero FB, Lawson FL, Wang Y-P, 
Gattaz WF et al (2011) Psychiatrists’ stigma towards individuals 
with schizophrenia. Arch Clin Psychiatry 38:173–177. https://doi.
org/10.1590/S0101-60832011000500001

	85.	 Loch AA, Hengartner MP, Guarniero FB, Lawson FL, Wang Y-P, 
Gattaz WF et al (2013) The more information, the more negative 
stigma towards schizophrenia: Brazilian general population and 
psychiatrists compared. Psychiatry Res 205:185–191. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.11.023

	86.	 Lemonidou C, Priami M, Merkouris A, Kalafati M, Tafas C, Plati 
C (2002) Evaluación de las técnicas de aislamiento y contención 
por parte de los equipos de enfermería en los hospitales psiquiátri-
cos griegos. Eur J Psychiatry Ed En Esp 16:87–98

	87.	 Tay S-EC, Pariyasami S, Ravindran K, Ali MIA, Rowsudeen MT 
(2004) Nurses’ attitudes toward people with mental illnesses in a 
psychiatric hospital in Singapore. J Psychosoc Nurs Ment Health 
Serv 42:40–47

	88.	 Üçok A, Polat A, Sartorius N, Erkoç S, Atakli C (2004) 
Attitudes of psychiatrists toward patients with schizo-
phrenia. Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 58:89–91. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1440-1819.2004.01198.x

	89.	 Edwards D, Burnard P, Coyle D, Fothergill A, Hannigan B (2000) 
Stress and burnout in community mental health nursing: a review 
of the literature. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs 7:7–14

	90.	 Paris M, Hoge MA (2010) Burnout in the mental health work-
force: a review. J Behav Health Serv Res 37:519–528. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11414-009-9202-2

	91.	 Holmqvist R, Jeanneau M (2006) Burnout and psychiatric staff’s 
feelings towards patients. Psychiatry Res 145:207–213. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2004.08.012

	92.	 Bowers L, Nijman H, Simpson A, Jones J (2011) The relation-
ship between leadership, teamworking, structure, burnout and 
attitude to patients on acute psychiatric wards. Soc Psychia-
try Psychiatr Epidemiol 46:143–148. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00127-010-0180-8

	93.	 Holmes EP, Corrigan PW, Williams P, Canar J, Kubiak MA 
(1999) Changing attitudes about schizophrenia. Schizophr Bull 
25:447–456

	94.	 Kopera M, Suszek H, Bonar E, Myszka M, Gmaj B, Ilgen M 
et  al (2015) Evaluating explicit and implicit stigma of men-
tal illness in mental health professionals and medical students. 
Community Ment Health J 51:628–634. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10597-014-9796-6

Affiliations

Francisco Del Olmo‑Romero1 · María González‑Blanco2 · Salvador Sarró3,4   · Jaime Grácio5,6,7 · 
Manuel Martín‑Carrasco4,8   · Ana C. Martinez‑Cabezón9 · Giampaolo Perna10,11,12   · Edith Pomarol‑Clotet3,4   · 
Pedro Varandas5,13 · Javier Ballesteros‑Rodríguez4,8,14,15   · Carlos Rebolleda‑Gil16   · Giovanna Vanni10 · 
Eduardo González‑Fraile15,17   · The INTER NOS group

1	 Complejo Asistencial Benito Menni and Clínica San Miguel, 
Sisters Hospitallers, Madrid, Spain

2	 Miniresidencia Aravaca, Línea de Rehabilitación, Sisters 
Hospitallers, Madrid, Spain

3	 FIDMAG Research Foundation, Sisters Hospitallers, 
Barcelona, Spain

4	 CIBERSAM (Centro de Investigación Biomédica en Red de 
Salud Mental), Madrid, Spain

5	 Clínica Psiquiátrica de S. José, Sisters Hospitallers, Lisbon, 
Portugal

6	 Nova Medical School/Faculdade De Ciências Médicas, 
Universidade Nova De Lisboa, Lisbon, Portugal

7	 Champalimaud Clinical Centre, Fundação Champalimaud, 
Lisbon, Portugal

8	 Institute of Psychiatric Research, Sisters Hospitallers, Bilbao, 
Spain

9	 Centro De Día Villaverde, Línea De Rehabilitación, Sisters 
Hospitallers, Madrid, Spain

10	 Vila San Benedetto, Sisters Hospitallers, Albese con Casano, 
Italy

11	 Department of Psychiatry and Neuropsychology, Maastricht 
University, Maastricht, The Netherlands

12	 Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, Leonard 
Miller School of Medicine, University of Miami, Miami, 
USA

13	 Casa de Saúde da Idanha, Sisters Hospitallers, Lisbon, 
Portugal

14	 University of the Basque Country, UPV/EHU, Leioa, Spain
15	 Cochrane Associated Group UPV/EHU, Leioa, Spain
16	 Centro De Rehabilitacion Psicosocial Aranjuez, Línea De 

Rehabilitación, Sisters Hospitallers, Madrid, Spain
17	 International University of La Rioja (UNIR), C/ Gran Vía 

Rey Juan Carlos I, 41, 26002 Logroño, La Rioja, Spain

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rpsm.2015.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rpsm.2015.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-13-92
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-13-92
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0101-60832011000500001
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0101-60832011000500001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1819.2004.01198.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1819.2004.01198.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-009-9202-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-009-9202-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2004.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2004.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-010-0180-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-010-0180-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-014-9796-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-014-9796-6
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1835-2189
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3861-7589
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8166-0785
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8159-8563
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6713-1916
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7284-1851
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9381-3358

	Mental health professionals’ attitudes towards mental illness: professional and cultural factors in the INTER NOS study
	Abstract
	Background 
	Aims 
	Method 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Design
	Sample
	Instruments
	Data collection
	Statistical analysis
	Ethical issues

	Results
	Sample characteristics
	Sample attitudes
	Differences of attitudes across professional category
	Hospital vs community
	Differences of attitudes across countries

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


