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Abstract
Clinical practice guidelines (CPG) provide a framework for evidence-based practice; however, few studies have assessed the 
methodological quality of CPGs relevant to child and youth mental health. This study was a systematic review of CPGs for 
the assessment, prevention and treatment of disruptive behavior, including attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), 
oppositional defiant disorder (ODD), conduct disorder (CD) and aggression in children and youth. Systematic review identi-
fied 29 CPGs meeting inclusion criteria that were appraised using the Appraisal of Guidelines for Research and Evaluation 
II (AGREE II) validated tool. Twenty-two guidelines addressed ADHD, 2 CD, 1 ODD, 2 for Behavior Disorders collectively 
and 2 for Aggression. Among the 29 guidelines, two that were developed for ADHD (NICE 2013a; Spanish Ministry of 
Health, 2010) and one practice guideline developed for CD (NICE 2013b) met high quality criteria; one guideline for behavior 
disorders (Gorman et al. 2015), two for ADHD (AAP 2011a, b; SIGN 2009a, b, c, d, e), and two for aggression (Knapp et al. 
2012; Scotto Rosato et al. 2012a, b) met minimum quality criteria. Findings from this review provide important information 
for clinicians and organizations who want to utilize guidelines to implement best-practice clinical services for children and 
youth with disruptive behavior.
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Children and youth with attention-deficit hyperactivity dis-
order (ADHD), oppositional defiant disorder (ODD), con-
duct disorder (CD) and aggression (i.e., hereafter referred to 
collectively as “disruptive behavior”), are some of the most 
frequently referred groups to mental health centers (Lin et al. 
1996; Merikangas et al. 2011), likely because they experi-
ence disproportionately high peer and family impairments, 
academic underachievement (Leadbeater and Ames 2017) 
and increased likelihood of youth and adulthood diagnoses 
of depression, anxiety, and antisocial behavior (Copeland 
et al. 2009; Nock et al. 2007). Excess mortality is also higher 
in these children compared to the general population (Scott 
et al. 2017). As such, the burden of suffering experienced by 
children with disruptive behavior and their families is sub-
stantial and results in a significant financial strain on society 
with high public costs (Foster et al. 2005). It is estimated that 
a child with disruptive behavior will cost the social system 
approximately 10 times that of a non-disruptive peer (Foster 
et al. 2005). Early and effective intervention to prevent nega-
tive outcomes and promote adaptive social, emotional and 
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behavioral functioning for these children is of paramount 
importance. However, a variety of factors, including lack 
of knowledge of evidence-based practices, organizational, 
resource and systemic barriers may prevent children with 
disruptive behavior from getting effective mental health care 
(Rushton et al. 2004).

Adoption of high quality clinical practice guidelines 
(CPG’s) for the assessment, prevention, and treatment of dis-
ruptive behavior in children may improve outcomes because 
these provide the clinician with trustworthy recommenda-
tions about interventions demonstrated to benefit patients 
in rigorous studies (Epstein et al. 2008; Leslie et al. 2004). 
This is because clinical practice guidelines provide impor-
tant information to systematically direct evidence based 
assessment, prevention, and treatment selection. Further, 
implementation of guidelines in other domains of health 
has contributed to improved patient outcomes (Grimshaw 
et al. 2012; Institute of Medicine (US) Committee on Stand-
ards for Developing Trustworthy Clinical Practice Guide-
lines 2011). Although a number of guidelines exist to direct 
intervention for child and youth mental health (CYMH), the 
methodologic rigor by which existing guidelines for specific 
categories of disorders were developed has not been evalu-
ated systematically (Bennett et al. 2016, 2018). As such, in 
addition to other notable systemic barriers that may limit 
implementation of evidence-based practice, identifying and 
selecting a good quality guideline among the many available 
is a challenge for clinicians and constitutes a barrier to their 
adoption and implementation.

Evidence-based criteria have been developed to iden-
tify high-quality practice guidelines. The most widely used 
appraisal tool, the Appraisal of Guidelines for Research 
and Evaluation (AGREE II), used in the present systematic 
review, includes six domains; scope and purpose, stake-
holder involvement, rigor of development, clarity of pres-
entation, applicability, and editorial independence. AGREE 
II was developed by an international multidisciplinary team 
and its measurement properties and validity have been docu-
mented (Brouwers et al. 2010a, b, c). Further, it has been 
identified as the international standard (Vlayen et al. 2005). 
The present study applies AGREE II methodology to the 
evaluation of practice guidelines for the assessment, pre-
vention and treatment of child and youth disruptive behav-
ior. Information from this systematic review is necessary 
to establish which existing guidelines for childhood disrup-
tive behavior difficulties were developed with rigor to help 
decision-makers choose CPGs based on quality.

Previous findings from members of our group using the 
broader child and youth mental health literature showed that 
the methods used by organizations to develop guidelines are 
often weak (Bennett et al. 2016). Using systematic review 
methods, five sets of eligible guideline development meth-
ods were identified in 70 CPG’s addressing child and youth 

mental health. Three of these sets adhered to all (National 
Institute for Health and Care Excellence; Scottish Inter-
collegiate Guidelines Network) or most (U.S. Preventive 
Services Task Force) AGREE II domains and Institute of 
Medicine (IOM) standards, but were only used to develop 
31.4% of CPGs. Important weaknesses were found in the 
two remaining sets of development methods (e.g. lack of 
mandatory rigorous systematic reviews, lack of multidis-
ciplinary development groups, or lack of transparent meth-
ods to manage conflict of interest) and were associated with 
21.4% of CPGs. No development methods could be iden-
tified in 40.0% of available CPGs. These findings suggest 
that roughly 60% of the methodologic frameworks used to 
develop guidelines for CYMH show low evidence of meth-
odological rigor. This is concerning given that guidelines 
are designed to influence clinical practice, and as such may 
be adopted by clinicians who are unable to identify poten-
tially flawed CPGs due to lack of time or necessary skills. 
Appraising the methodological rigor of individual guidelines 
is necessary to identify which of the many available are of 
high quality, and should be recommended to clinicians.

For the purpose of the present systematic review, we 
group ADHD, ODD, CD and aggression collectively as 
disruptive behavior difficulties. Although this grouping 
approach differs from existing categorization systems (i.e., 
DSM-5), this decision was made to enhance the usefulness 
of findings based on the following logic. First, these diag-
noses/problems are highly comorbid, especially in clinical 
samples of children and youth to which the reviewed prac-
tice guidelines apply (Acosta et al. 2008). For example, epi-
demiologic studies suggest that ADHD co-occurs with other 
disorders at rates between 50% and 90% (Biederman et al. 
1991; Spencer et al. 1999). Second, although the risk factors 
for these disorders may be somewhat distinct, the behavioral 
impairments reported by families presenting to clinics with 
these disorders overlap. For instance, children with ADHD, 
ODD, or CD show dysregulated behavior that interferes 
with their home, school and peer functioning (Burke et al. 
2002). Further, parents and children may be less concerned 
about a specific diagnosis and more about an intervention 
that matches the child’s emotional and developmental skills 
needs (Miller and Prinz 2003). Third, clinicians who assess 
and treat children with disruptive behavior frequently work 
with each of these diagnosed groups, so collectively review-
ing guidelines that represent each of these disorders, and 
providing more general recommendations that are applica-
ble to all categories may be highly relevant to ‘real world’ 
clinical practice. Fourth, factor analyses document that 
these disorders group together in the externalizing spec-
trum (Bezdjian et al. 2011). Finally, newer approaches to 
the classification of disorders, like the National Institutes of 
Mental Health (NIMH) Research Domains Criteria (RDoC) 
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taxonomy emphasize cross-cutting processes that are rel-
evant to multiple disorders (NiMH 2008).

Methods

Literature Search

A research librarian (MR) developed and conducted a 
detailed literature search to identify potentially eligible 
guidelines as described below. Search strategies and meth-
ods used in this study are similar to those used previously 
(Courtney et al. 2018) and follow the Preferred Reporting 
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
guidelines. PRISMA guidelines are an evidence-based mini-
mum set of items to help authors report findings from sys-
tematic reviews. Further details of the search strategies are 
available in Supplement 1, available online.

Electronic Databases of Health Literature

Medline (OVID), EMBASE (OVID), PsycINFO (OVID; 
including Dissertation Abstracts International) and CINAHL 
(EBSCO) were searched from January 2005 to June 2017. 
Subject heading and text terms for mental health AND 
guidelines AND children/youth were searched. The search 
strategy was developed in Medline, and was then adapted 
for terms appropriate for each database. Peer review of the 
search strategy was completed using the Canadian Agency 
for Drugs and Technology in Health (CADTH) Peer Review 
Checklist for Search Strategies (Canadian Agency for Drugs 
and Technologies in Health.). The search terms for guide-
lines are from the CADTH guidelines search filter (Canadian 
Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health 2014).

Grey Literature

Guideline databases including the National Guideline Clear-
inghouse, Canadian Medical Association Infobase, National 
Institute for Health Care Excellence (NICE), Scottish Inter-
collegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN), Guidelines Inter-
national Network (G-I-N) International Guideline Library, 
and Australia’s Clinical Practice Guidelines Portal were 
searched. Text word terms for mental health AND children/
youth were searched. Google Advanced Search engine was 
used for a broader search and a search of mental health-
related organizations (e.g., American Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry, the Canadian Mental Health Asso-
ciation) was also completed. Complete list of grey literature 
sources searched can be found in Supplement 1, available 
online.

Other Sources

In addition, we considered the following (i) CPGs referenced 
in ineligible CPG summaries or CPG announcements iden-
tified in database or grey literature searches; (ii) reference 
lists of eligible CPGs; and (iii) CPGs suggested by team 
members.

Removal of Duplicate Records

All records identified by the literature search were compiled 
into a single database using Reference Manager software and 
duplicate records were removed.

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria

Eligible records were identified that met the following inclu-
sion criteria: (i) English language; (ii) documents labeled 
practice guideline, practice parameter, or consensus or 
expert committee recommendations, or documents with the 
explicit objective or methods to develop original guidance/
recommendations; (iii) published, revised, updated or reaf-
firmed between 2005 and 2017; (iv) addressed the assess-
ment, prevention or treatment of disruptive behavior difficul-
ties, specifically ADHD, CD, ODD, or aggression; and (v) 
relevant to children and youth ≤ 18 years of age. Documents 
meeting the inclusion criteria were excluded if determined 
to be a literature review that contained summary statements 
regarding clinical implications/recommendations.

Designating CPGs as Up‑to‑Date

Consensus regarding whether or not a CPG is up-to-date 
and still valid has not been achieved in the literature. Given 
the practice of the National Guideline Clearinghouse (The 
National Guideline Clearinghouse 2014), we designate 
guidelines published or renewed from June 2005, and on or 
before June 2017, as ‘up-to-date’.

Title, Abstract and Full Text Screening

Members of the research team (SD, BA) who have exper-
tise in the identification and quality assessment of CPGs 
independently screened titles and abstracts of all undupli-
cated identified records and those that did not meet inclu-
sion criteria were excluded at this stage. Full-text records 
for all potentially relevant articles identified during title 
and abstract screening were obtained by a research assis-
tant. Three members of the research team with expertise in 
methodology (KB, SD, BA) then applied inclusion criteria 
to full-text documents to identify eligible CPGs.



530 Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review (2019) 22:527–548

1 3

Guideline Quality Assessment Tool: AGREE II

The AGREE II tool was used to assess the quality of eligible 
CPGs (Brouwers et al. 2010a, b, c). AGREE II includes 23 
items that assess six domains: scope and purpose (overall 
aim of the guideline, health questions and target popula-
tion—3 items); stakeholder involvement, (whether the 
guideline was developed by the appropriate stakeholders—
three items); rigor of development (quality of the methods 
used to gather and synthesize the evidence, formulate and 
update recommendations—eight items); clarity of presen-
tation (language, structure, and format of the CPG—three 
items); applicability (likely barriers and facilitators to imple-
mentation, resource implications and strategies to improve 
uptake—four items); and editorial independence (methods 
used to manage conflict of interest and insure recommenda-
tions are not unduly influenced by bias or competing finan-
cial or intellectual interests—2 items) (3–6). Items are rated 
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = strongly disagree’ 
to ‘7 = strongly agree’ (3–6). Two additional items assess: 
(i) overall quality (‘1 = lowest possible quality’ to ‘7 = high-
est possible quality’) and (ii) whether the CPG should be 
recommended for use (yes, yes with modifications, or no) 
(Brouwers et al. 2010a, b, c).

Quality Assessment Process

Quality assessment was performed by two sets of trained 
reviewers—a child and adolescent psychiatrist (DC) and a 
methodologist (SD) and two psychology post-doctoral fel-
lows (MA and SC). The training exercise involved comple-
tion of the online AGREE II Overview Tutorial (The AGREE 
Research Trust), a detailed review of the AGREE II User’s 
Manual (AGREE Next Steps Consortium 2013), followed 
by an online practice assessment of an example CPG (The 
AGREE Research Trust). Following training, the four review-
ers independently applied AGREE II criteria to each eligible 
CPG (The AGREE Research Trust). For each item, reviewers 
indicated their score and justified it by recording page and 
paragraph numbers for the information supporting each item in 
the comment box. When applying AGREE II criteria, review-
ers ensured that any companion documents for a given CPG 
(e.g., tools and resources to aid CPG implementation, techni-
cal reports, health economic analyses, CPG evaluation tools, 
etc.) were considered in addition to the main CPG document. 
Inter-rater differences ≥ 2 points on initial item scores were 
identified and discussed. This cut-point was chosen as it is 
both pragmatic and conservative with respect to capturing 
scoring differences that arise from misinformation (Courtney 
et al. 2018). After discussion, reviewers were allowed to revise 
their item scores; however, no attempt was made to reach 
numerical agreement on the score assigned for each AGREE 
II item. Thus, any scoring differences that remained following 

discussion represent between rater differences in judgment 
rather than failure to detect specific pieces of information 
within CPG documents. These item scores were then con-
sidered final for each reviewer and used to calculate domain 
scores using the method described in the preceding section.

Inter‑rater Agreement

The one-way random intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) 
for average measures was calculated to assess inter-rater 
agreement (Fleiss and Cohen 1973) and classified as per 
Fleiss’ categories: poor (0–0.40), fair to good (0.41–0.75), 
and excellent (> 0.75) (11). Analyses were performed using 
the statistical software SPSS, version 23 and in Microsoft 
Excel.

PG Quality Ratings

The AGREE II User’s Manual does not provide criteria to 
designate CPGs as high or low quality (AGREE Next Steps 
Consortium). Thus, the interpretation of domain scores are 
determined by the user (AGREE Next Steps Consortium 
2013). We used scores on three AGREE II domains—stake-
holder involvement, rigor of development and editorial inde-
pendence—to classify CPGs according to methodological 
quality. These three domains were selected because they 
address the extent to which risk of bias was minimized in 
the identification and interpretation of the evidence used 
to derive guideline recommendations. The remaining three 
domains, although important, do not evaluate risk of bias 
in the assessment of the relevant research evidence; rather 
they focus on the problem statement, clarity of presentation, 
and implementation. Minimum quality CPGs were defined 
as those that received a domain score ≥ 50% on all three 
domains. High-quality CPGs were defined as those that 
obtained a domain score ≥ 70% on all three domains.

AGREE II Domain Score Quality Ratings

Again, the AGREE II User’s Manual does not provide cri-
teria to denote high or low quality for each domain score 
obtained by a CPG. Therefore, to evaluate the performance 
of the eligible CPGs on each of the six AGREE II domains 
we report for each domain the proportion of guidelines 
achieving domain score cut-points of ≥ 50% and ≥ 70%.

Results

Search and Screening

The search identified 5261 unduplicated records (see Fig. 1). 
Following screening, 29 guidelines met inclusion criteria: 2 
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addressed diagnoses as a group (including ADHD, CD and 
ODD); 22 addressed ADHD; 2 addressed CD; 1 addressed 
ODD; and 2 addressed aggression.

PG Characteristics

Table 1 presents the characteristics of the 29 eligible guide-
lines. Those developed for ADHD (n = 22) represented the 
largest number of eligible guidelines. These were roughly 
equally developed by government, specialty society or 
independent expert groups and were developed for the 
purpose of assessment, treatment, screening/diagnoses, 
psychosocial intervention, and medication. Guidelines for 
CD (n = 2) and ODD (n = 1) were developed by government 
or specialty societies. These guidelines covered screening/
diagnosis, assessment, prevention, psychosocial interven-
tion, and medication treatment. Guidelines for aggression 
(n = 2) were developed by independent expert groups for 

the purpose of assessment and treatment and focused on 
screening/diagnosis, psychosocial intervention, and medica-
tion treatment. Guidelines for behavior disorders as a group 
(n = 2) were developed by an independent expert group and 
university-based psychiatric research institute. Both of these 
guidelines covered treatment and medication with the lat-
ter also describing assessment, screening, and psychosocial 
intervention.

PG Quality Ratings: Minimum and High Quality

Among the 29 eligible guidelines, five met criteria for 
minimum quality and three met criteria for high qual-
ity. Table 2 lists the 29 guidelines and indicates which 
ones met these designations. Those meeting minimum 
quality included two for ADHD (Scottish Intercollegi-
ate Guidelines Network 2008) (American Academy of 
Pediatrics 2011b) two for aggression (Knapp et al. 2012; 

Fig. 1  PRISMA flow diagram
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Scotto Rosato et al. 2012a), and one guideline for behavior 
disorders (Gorman et al. 2015). High-quality guidelines 
included two for ADHD (Clinical practice guidelines in 
the Spanish NHS 2010; National Institute for Health and 
Care Excellence 2013d) and one for CD (National Institute 
for Health and Care Excellence 2013d).

Table 2  Guideline quality

a Domain score ≥ 50% on all three domains: stakeholder involvement, 
rigor of development, and editorial independence
b Domain score ≥ 70% on all three domains: stakeholder involvement, 
rigor of development, and editorial independence

Guideline Mini-
mum 
 qualitya

High  qualityb

Behaviour disorders as a group (n = 2) 1/2 0/2
 Gorman et al. (2015) ✓ X
 Gathright and Tyler (2014) X X

ADHD (n = 22) 4/22 2/22
 Bolea-Alamanac et al. (2014) X X
 Cortese et al. (2013a) X X
 Cortese et al. (2013b) X X
 NICE (2013a) ✓ ✓
 University of Michigan Health System 

(2013)
X X

 Mahajan et al. (2012) X X
 NHMRC (2012) X X
 AAP (2011a, b) ✓ X
 CADDRA (2011) X X
 Graham et al. (2011) X X
 List and Barzman (2011) X X
 Spanish Ministry of Health (2010) ✓ ✓
 Hamilton et al. (2009) X X
 SIGN (2009a, b, c, d, e) ✓ X
 Ministry of Health Malaysia (2008) X X
 Vetter et al. (2008) X X
 Nutt et al. (2007) X X
 Pliszka (2007) X X
 Pliszka et al. (2006) X X
 Remschmidt (2005) X X
 Fung et al. (2014) X X
 Castro and Brown (2011) X X
 Conduct disorder (n = 2) 1/2 1/2
 NICE (2013b) ✓ ✓
 Ministry of Social Development (2015) X X

ODD (n = 1) 0/1 0/1
 Steiner and Remsing (2007) X X

Aggression (n = 2) 2/2 0/2
 Knapp et al. (2012) ✓ X
 Scotto Rosato et al. (2012a, b) ✓ X
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AGREE II Domain Score Quality Ratings

Table 3 shows the proportion of eligible CPGs that achieved 
a domain score cut-point of ≥ 50% and ≥ 70% for each of 
the six AGREE II domains. For guidelines developed for 
ADHD, achievement of high quality in domains assessed 
ranged between 0 (applicability) and 59.1% (clarity of pres-
entation). The guideline developed for CD achieved high 
quality in all domains assessed. For behavior disorders as 
a group high quality criteria was met by one out of two 
guidelines (50%) on scope and purpose, rigor of develop-
ment, clarity of presentation and editorial independence. 
For aggression, one of the two guidelines met high-quality 
standards on clarity of presentation.

Inter‑rater Agreement

Across all scores for all guidelines, inter-rater differences 
were ≥ 2 for 30.5% (n = 79 out of 259) of the scores. Inter-
rater agreement on the AGREE II overall item score was 
excellent (ICC = 0.92, 95% CI 0.84–0.96). Excellent inter-
rater agreement was also observed for each AGREE II 
domain (scope and purpose: ICC = 0.95, 95% CI 0.90–0.97; 
stakeholder involvement: ICC = 0.98, 95% CI 0.96–0.99; 
rigor of development: ICC = 0.98, 95% CI 0.97–0.99; clarity 
of presentation: ICC = 0.90, 95% CI 0.80–0.95; applicabil-
ity: ICC = 0.95, 95% CI 0.91–0.98; editorial independence: 
ICC = 0.98, 95% CI 0.96–0.99).

Comparison of AGREE II Domain Score Quality 
Ratings by Guideline Development Group Type

To compare guideline quality between the four groups of 
developers who produced the 29 guidelines (i.e., govern-
ment organizations, specialty medical societies, independ-
ent expert group, other group), we applied the ≥ 50% and 
≥ 70% cut-points to characterize the ratings of individual 
domain scores. As shown in Table 4, guidelines developed 
by government organizations were rated with a relatively 
greater frequency of high quality methods with regards to 
stakeholder involvement, rigor of development, editorial 
independence, scope and purpose, and clarity of presenta-
tion. The applicability domain was generally not rated as 
high quality regardless of development group type.

Discussion

The purpose of this systematic review was to identify trust-
worthy clinical practice guidelines based on an evaluation 
of the methodological rigor on which the guidelines were 
developed. The review focused on practice guidelines devel-
oped for assessment, prevention, and treatment of children Ta
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with disruptive behavior difficulties (i.e., those with ADHD, 
ODD, CD and aggression). An established systematic review 
approach identified 588 full text articles, of which 29 met 
study inclusion criteria, with the majority developed for 
ADHD. A validated evaluation tool (AGREE II) was used to 
assess the quality of the methodology used to create these 29 
guidelines. Findings showed that 8/29 (28%) of these guide-
lines met minimal quality standards but only 3/29 (10%) 
met high-quality standards. Of those meeting high-quality 
standards, two were developed for ADHD and one for CD. 
All three of the guidelines judged to be high quality were 
developed by government agencies.

Findings from this systematic review highlight that 
although a large number of CPGs are available; very few 
meet minimum standards of methodologic rigor of devel-
opment according to AGREE II criteria. The lack of meth-
odological rigor is concerning given that clinicians may not 
be aware of quality differences and may choose to adopt a 
guideline potentially containing biased or incomplete rec-
ommendations that may lead to wasted resources or poor 
treatment outcomes. Further, use of guidelines that do not 
meet quality standards for rigor of development may not 
result in improved client outcomes and possibly contribute 
to decreased confidence in the utility, usefulness or value of 
guidelines in general. It is also possible that factors other 
than guideline development rigor may influence their selec-
tion by clinicians and use. For example, clinicians may be 
more likely to use guidelines developed by their professional 
society than those developed by government organizations. 
However, the degree to which guidelines are being used in 
clinical practice, or their influence on the quality of prac-
tice or clinical outcomes, is beyond the scope of the present 
study and in need of further investigation.

Two guidelines developed for ADHD (National Institute 
for Health and Care Excellence 2013a; Spanish NHS 2010) 
showed high quality on the three domains of AGREE II 
included in our appraisal approach related to risk of bias 
(i.e., stakeholder involvement, rigor of development and 
editorial independence). This was similarly the case for one 
practice guideline for CD (National Institute for Health and 

Care Excellence 2013b). These findings are encouraging and 
point to the presence of methodologically rigorously devel-
oped and high-quality guidelines that have the potential to 
influence clinical practice and improve clinical outcomes. 
However, of concern, high-quality guidelines for ADHD 
were not rated as applicable (i.e., not ready for clinical 
implementation), which means that clinicians will need to 
take some extra steps to implement the recommendations, 
possibly via locally developed and integrated care pathways, 
that provide an evidence-based framework to direct multi-
disciplinary and multi-agency services (Rees et al. 2004).

From a clinician perspective, it is exceedingly challeng-
ing to determine which assessment or treatment approach 
best meets the complex mental and behavioral health needs 
of children and youth with disruptive behavior difficulties. 
Comorbidity is standard in clinical settings. Further, each 
clinical setting may have local restrictions with regard to 
available resources and mental health professionals. As such, 
the development of feasible, relevant, applicable, and evi-
dence-based models of clinical care that systematically meet 
the complexity of client’s needs across multiple clinical set-
tings is imperative but challenging. For example, the NICE 
clinical guideline for antisocial behaviour and conduct dis-
orders in children and young people: recognition and man-
agement (National Institute for Health and Care Excellence), 
emphasizes integrated and person-centered service delivery 
with key priority areas. These include recommendations for: 
(1) comprehensive assessment, (2) parent training programs, 
(3) foster care/guardian training programs, (4) child-focused 
programs, (5) multimodal interventions, (6) pharmacologi-
cal interventions, and (7) improving access to services. 
Research recommendations are also provided. The guide-
line includes general principles of care to consider, such 
as safety, informed consent, and ways to take into account 
culture, ethnicity and social inclusion. Specific recommen-
dations are provided for each of the key priority areas. For 
example, guidance on conducting a comprehensive assess-
ment includes details of symptom domains to assess and 
coexisting conditions to take into account. As such, the 
guideline is rich with information about which principles 

Table 4  Frequency of Guidelines achieving domain score quality cut-points (by guideline development group)

AGREE II domain Government, n = 8 Specialty society, n = 7 Independent expert group, 
n = 10

Other, n = 4

≥ 50%, n (%) ≥ 70%, n (%) ≥ 50%, n (%) ≥ 70%, n (%) ≥ 50%, n (%) ≥ 70%, n (%) ≥ 50%, n (%) ≥ 70%, n (%)

Stakeholder involvement 7 (100.0) 5 (66.7) 3 (42.9) 0 (0.0) 5 (50.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 0 (0.0)
Rigor of development 4 (66.7) 3 (50.0) 1 (14.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (40.0) 1 (10.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Editorial independence 5 (83.3) 4 (66.7) 4 (57.1) 0 (0.0) 5 (50.0) 1 (10.0) 1 (25.0) 0 (0.0)
Scope and purpose 8 (100.0) 6 (83.3) 6 (85.7) 1 (14.3) 6 (60.0) 2 (20.0) 1 (25.0) 0 (0.0)
Clarity of presentation 7(100.0) 7 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 3 (42.9) 9 (90.0) 6 (60.0) 2 (50.0) 0 (0.0)
Applicability 4 (66.7) 1 (16.7) 1 (14.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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clinicians should consider to conduct evidence-based assess-
ment and treatment. For the assessment and management of 
ADHD, both guidelines that met methodological high-qual-
ity standard (i.e., NICE 2013a, Spanish NHS 2010) provide 
guidance on evidence-based strategies and specific tools for 
assessment, diagnosis, and treatment. Treatment strategies 
include psychosocial and pharmacological. Additionally, 
both guidelines include information about methods to man-
age common comorbid conditions. However, as indicated in 
these guidelines, generalizability to specific clinical settings, 
or the “how” to implement the principles, are determined by 
the local clinical leadership group, practicing clinicians and 
client stakeholders.

From a guideline development perspective, findings 
showed that government groups were more likely, com-
pared to specialty societies or independent expert groups, 
to develop methodologically high-quality guidelines. This 
discrepancy may be due to monetary and other resources 
at the disposal of government organizations that allow for 
implementation of thorough methodology and infrastructure 
for ongoing guideline dissemination and adaptation. Further, 
time limitations or other logistical issues (e.g., scheduling 
meetings with experts, competing demands) may reduce 
the scope of methodological rigor possible for non-govern-
mental groups. Given that guideline development is a time-
consuming and intensive process, findings from this system-
atic review highlight the need for groups to be thoughtful 
about the extent of resources required for methodologically 
rigorous guideline development and the potential benefit of 
pooling resources or partnering with government to sustain 
these guideline development efforts. Additionally, prior to 
engaging in the arduous and costly process of developing a 
guideline, it may be prudent to investigate existing guide-
lines through online databases or other repositories and 
ascertain the methodological rigor by which the guideline 
was developed.

Review Strengths and Limitations

This was the first systematic review of clinical practice 
guidelines for CYMH with a focus on disruptive behavior 
difficulties. The approach was based on established method-
ology and used a well validated tool to evaluate guidelines. 
However, a few limitations should be considered. First, this 
study evaluated the methodological quality of the guideline 
development process but did not assess the likelihood of 
guideline implementation, the potential benefits of guideline 
implementation, or the impact of a specific guideline on clin-
ical outcomes. Determining these outcomes is much needed; 
however, beyond the scope of the present review. Second, 
although methodologic criteria for CPG’s like AGREE II 
have been around for many years (Shaneyfelt et al. 1999), 
it is not fully clear whether guideline developers used the 

tools a priori or whether they made all of the background 
information on development available in the final document. 
As such, guideline developers may have used rigorous meth-
ods but may not have reported these. Third, cutoffs of 50% 
(Minimum) and 70% (High) for quality ratings, although 
meaningful, were not empirically determined. Other stake-
holders may choose other cutoffs. Fourth, we were not able 
to access full texts for 12% of positively screened records. 
Finally, the review included guidelines developed up to June 
2017. Guidelines developed or augmented since then were 
not included in the review. For example, selective review of 
an updated guideline developed by CADDRA, released in 
the Fall of 2017, include enhancements in all categories and 
discussion of comorbidity, with notable improvements in the 
description of the aim and scope, stakeholder involvement 
in development, clarity of presentation, and editorial inde-
pendence, all of which now meet at least minimum quality 
on AGREE-II.

Implications and Future Directions

Findings from this systematic review highlight the rela-
tively few guidelines that have been developed using inter-
nationally recognized methodologic standards. However, 
the presence of so many guidelines (n = 29) suggests the 
likely acceptance of the importance of guideline develop-
ment to enhance clinical practice with children with dis-
ruptive behavior difficulties. Findings from this review pro-
vide guidance as to which CPGs are developed based on 
methodologically rigorous processes to potentially reduce 
guideline selection as a barrier to implementation. However, 
it is clear that guideline availability alone is not sufficient 
to shift clinical practice. Although guidelines are designed 
to influence clinical practice, these need to be considered 
within a context with attention to locally determined facili-
tators and barriers to use. Notably, more systematic work 
is required by well-resourced organizations to develop and 
maintain guidelines, create guideline implementation tools 
to facilitate use in local settings and to determine whether 
guidelines are used and improve intervention selection and 
patient outcomes. Although trials of CPG implementation 
are available, the results are mixed and call for additional 
rigorous studies that build on what has been learned so far 
(Girlanda et al. 2017).

A growing body of research in child and youth mental 
health emphasizes ongoing challenges with the implemen-
tation of evidence-based intervention services in mental 
health clinics (Chorpita et al. 2011). Despite the avail-
ability of evidence-based treatments, clinicians often do 
not use these approaches partly because of their perception 
that these are prescriptive/inflexible, not relevant to their 
population, or costly (Kazdin 2011), and the impression 
that different guidelines contradict each other. The present 
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review identified the lack of high-quality CPGs for ODD 
and aggressive behavior, and an absence of CPGs with a 
prevention focus. In addition, in contrast to the substantial 
comorbidity that characterizes clinical populations of chil-
dren with disruptive and aggressive behavior (Biederman 
et al. 1991), CPGs, along with many evidence-based inter-
ventions, are diagnosis specific. Future development of 
CPG’s should acknowledge the realities of clinical practice 
and be developed with comorbidity in mind. Guidelines 
that are developed with methodological rigor, and are rel-
evant to clinicians, clients and communities may be one 
important step to support changing practice and improving 
outcomes for children and youth with disruptive behavior 
difficulties. Further, information from high-quality guide-
lines can be integrated into curriculum to augment training 
of new healthcare providers to influence future practice.

Conclusion

This systematic review of clinical practice guidelines for 
the assessment, prevention and treatment of disruptive 
behavior difficulties identified two guidelines for ADHD 
and one for CD that met high-quality criteria and five 
that met minimum quality criteria based on AGREE-II 
methodological rigor of development scores. Given that 
practice guidelines hold promise for enhancing evidence-
based practice and optimizing outcomes for children with 
disruptive behavior, findings from this review highlight 
the need for guideline developers to increase the attention 
given to quality standards in the guideline development 
process, and provide important information regarding 
guideline choice for clinicians and organizations that want 
to implement best-practice clinical services for children 
with disruptive behavior.

Funding This study was funded by the Margret and Wallace McCain 
Centre for Child Youth and Family Mental Health at the Centre for 
Addiction and Mental Health, Toronto, Canada.

Compliance with Ethical Standards 

Conflict of interest The authors, Brendan F. Andrade, Darren Court-
ney, Stephanie Duda, Madison Aitken, Stephanie G. Craig, Peter Szat-
mari, Joanna Henderson, Kathryn Bennett declare that he/she has no 
conflict of interest.

Ethical Approval This article does not contain any studies with human 
participants performed by any of the authors.

References

Acosta, M. T., Castellanos, F. X., Bolton, K. L., Balog, J. Z., Eagen, 
P., Lee, N., … Muenke, M. (2008). Latent class subtyping of 
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder and comorbid conditions. 
Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psy-
chiatry, 47(7), 797–807.

AGREE Next Steps Consortium. (2013). AGREE-II user’s manual. 
Retrieved from http://www.agree trust .org.

AHRQ. US Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality.
American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP). (2011a). ADHD: Clinical 

practice guideline for the diagnosis, evaluation, and treatment of 
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder in children and adoles-
cents. Pediatrics. https ://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-2654.

American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP). (2011b). Implementing the 
key action statements: An algorithm and explanation for process 
of care for the evaluation, diagnosis, treatment, and monitoring of 
ADHD in children and adolescents. Pediatrics, 128(5), SI1–SI21.

Bennett, K., Duda, S., Brouwers, M., Szatmari, P., Newton, A., … Rice, 
M. (2018). Towards high-quality, useful practice guidelines for 
child and youth mental health disorders: Protocol for a systematic 
review and consensus exercise. British Medical Journal Open. 
https ://doi.org/10.1136/bmjop en-2017-01805 3.

Bennett, K., Gorman, D. A., Duda, S., Brouwers, M., & Szatmari, 
P. (2016). Practitioner review: On the trustworthiness of clinical 
practice guidelines—A systematic review of the quality of meth-
ods used to develop guidelines in child and youth mental health. 
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 57(6), 662–673.

Bezdjian, S., Krueger, R. F., Derringer, J., Malone, S., McGue, M., & 
Iacono, W. G. (2011). The structure of DSM-IV ADHD, ODD, 
and CD criteria in adolescent boys: A hierarchical approach. Psy-
chiatry Research, 188, 411–421.

Biederman, J., Newcorn, J., & Sprich, S. (1991). Comorbidity of 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder with conduct, depressive, 
anxiety, and other disorders. The American Journal of Psychiatry, 
148(5), 564–577.

Bolea-Alamañac, B., Nutt, D. J., Adamou, M., Asherson, P., Bazire, S., 
Coghill, D., … Young, S. J. (2014). Evidence-based guidelines for 
the pharmacological management of attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder: Update on recommendations from the British Associa-
tion for Psychopharmacology. Journal of Psychopharmacology, 
28(3), 179–203. https ://doi.org/10.1177/02698 81113 51950 9.

Brouwers, M. C., Kho, M. E., Browman, G. P., Burgers, J. S., Cluzeau, 
F., Feder, G., & Consortium, A. N. S (2010a). Agree-II: Advanc-
ing guideline development, reporting and evaluation in health 
care. Canadian Medical Association Journal, 182, 839–842.

Brouwers, M. C., Kho, M. E., Browman, G. P., Burgers, J. S., Cluzeau, 
F., Feder, G., & Consortium, A. N. S (2010b). Development of 
AGREE-II, part 1: Performance, usefulness and areas for improve-
ment. Canadian Medical Association Journal, 182, 1045–1052.

Brouwers, M. C., Kho, M. E., Browman, G. P., Burgers, J. S., Cluzeau, 
F., Feder, G., & Consortium, A. N. S (2010c). Development of 
the AGREE-II, part 2: Assessment of validity of items and tools 
to support application. Canadian Medical Association Journal, 
182, 472–478.

Burke, J. D., Loeber, R., & Birmaher, B. (2002). Oppositional defiant 
disorder and conduct disorder: A review of the past 10 years, Part 
II. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent 
Psychiatry, 41(11), 1275–1293.

Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health. (2013). 
CADTH Peer review checklist for search strategies. Retrieved 
from https ://www.cadth .ca/resou rces/findi ng-evide nce/cadth -peer-
revie w-check list-searc h-strat egies .

Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health. (2014). 
CADTH’s database search filters. Retrieved from https ://www.

http://www.agreetrust.org
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-2654
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-018053
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881113519509
https://www.cadth.ca/resources/finding-evidence/cadth-peer-review-checklist-search-strategies
https://www.cadth.ca/resources/finding-evidence/cadth-peer-review-checklist-search-strategies
https://www.cadth.ca/resources/finding-evidence/strings-attached-cadths-database-search-filters


546 Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review (2019) 22:527–548

1 3

cadth .ca/resou rces/findi ng-evide nce/strin gs-attac hed-cadth 
s-datab ase-searc h-filte rs.

Canadian Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder Resource Alli-
ance (CADDRA). (2011). Canadian ADHD practice guidelines 
(3rd ed.). Toronto: CADDRA.

Castro, J., & Brown, J. L. (2011). Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disor-
der (ADHD) in children and adolescents. AR: Arkansas Depart-
ment of Human Services. https ://study lib.net/doc/67559 09/adhd-
--uams-psych iatri c-resea rch-insti tute.

Charach, A., Dashti, B., Carson, P., Booker, L., Lim, C. G., Lillie, E., 
… Schachar, R. (2011). Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: 
Effectiveness of treatment in at-risk preschoolers; long-term 
effectiveness in all ages; and variability in prevalence, diagno-
sis, and treatment. In Comparative Effectiveness Reviews, No. 
44.

Chorpita, B. F., Rotheram-Borus, M. J., Daleiden, E. L., Bernstein, A., 
Cromley, T., Swendeman, D., & Regan, J. (2011). The old solu-
tions are the new problem: How do we better use what we already 
know about reducing the burden of mental illness? Perspectives 
on Psychological Science, 6(5), 493–497.

Clinical practice guidelines in the Spanish NHS. (2010). Clinical prac-
tice guideline on attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) 
in children and adolescents: Quality plan for the national health 
system of the Ministry of Health, Social Policy and Equality. Cata-
lonia: Agència dinformació Avaluació i Qualitat (AIAQS).

Clinical practice guidelines in the Spanish NHS Ministry of Health 
and social policies. Version: 2010. Ministry of Science and Inno-
vation. http://www.guias alud.es/GPC/GPC_477_TDAH_AIAQS 
_compl _en.pdf.

Copeland, W. E., Shanahan, L., Costello, E., & Angold, A. (2009). 
Childhood and adolescent psychiatric disorders as predictors of 
young adult disorders. Archives of General Psychaitry, 66(7), 
764–772

Cortese, S., et al. (2013a). Practitioner review: Current best practice in 
the management of adverse events during treatment with ADHD 
medications in children and adolescents. Journal of Child Psy-
chology and Psychiatry, 54(3), 227–246.

Cortese, S., et al. (2013b). Assessment and management of sleep prob-
lems in youths with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Jour-
nal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 
52(8), 784–796.

Courtney, D., Duda, S., Szatmari, P., Henderson, J., & Bennett, K. 
(2018). Systematic review and quality appraisal of practice guide-
lines for self-harm in children and adolescents. Suicide & Life-
threatening behavior. https ://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12466 .

Epstein, J. N., Langerg, J. M., Lichstenstein, P. K., Mainwaring, B. A., 
Luzader, C. P., & Stark, L. J. (2008). Community-wide interven-
tion to improve the attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder assess-
ment and treatment practices of community physicians. Pediatrics. 
https ://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2007-2704.

Fleiss, J. L., & Cohen, J. (1973). The equivalence of weighted kappa 
and the intraclass correlation coefficient as measures of reliability. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 33(3), 613–619. 
https ://doi.org/10.1177/00131 64473 03300 309.

Foster, E. M., Jones, D. E., Bierman, K. L., Coie, J. D., & Group, T. 
C. P. P. R (2005). The high costs of aggression: Public expendi-
tures resulting from conduct disorder. American Journal of Public 
Health, 95, 1767–1772.

Fung, D. S., Lim, C. G., Wong, J. C., Ng, K. H., Cheok, C. C., Kiing, J. 
S., … Low, C. (2014). Academy of Medicine-Ministry of Health 
clinical practice guidelines: Attention deficit hyperactivity dis-
order. Singapore Medical Journal, 55(8), 411–414 (quiz 415).

Gathright, M. M., & Tyler, L. H. (2014). Disruptive behaviors in chil-
dren and adolescents. Little Rock: University of Arkansas for 
Medical Services. Retrieved from http://psych iatry .uams.edu/files 
/2015/02/disru ptive .pdf.

Girlanda, F., et al. (2017). The evidence-practice gap in specialist men-
tal healthcare: Systematic review and meta-analysis of guideline 
implementation studies. British Journal of Psychiatry, 210(1), 
24–30.

Gorman, D. A., Gardner, D. M., Murphy, A. L., Feldman, M., Belanger, 
S. A., Steele, M. M., … Pringsheim, T. (2015). Canadian guide-
lines on pharmacotherapy for disruptive and aggressive behaviour 
in children and adolescents with attention-deficit hyperactivity 
disorder, oppositional defiant disorder, or conduct disorder. Cana-
dian Journal of Psychiatry - Revue Canadienne de Psychiatrie, 
60(2), 62–76.

Graham, J., Banaschewski, T., Buitelaar, J., Coghill, D., Danckaerts, 
M., Dittmann, R. W., … Taylor, E. (2011). European guidelines 
on managing adverse effects of medication for ADHD. Euro-
pean Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 20(1), 17–37. https ://doi.
org/10.1007/s0078 7-010-0140-6.

Grimshaw, J. M., Eccles, M. P., Lavis, J. N., Hill, S. J., & Squires, J. E. 
(2012). Knowledge translation of research findings. Implementa-
tion Science. https ://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-7-50.

Hamilton, R., Gray, C., Bélanger, S. A., Warren, A. E., Gow, R. M., 
Sanatani, S., … Schachar, R. (2009). Cardiac risk assessment 
before the use of stimulant medications in children and youth: A 
joint position statement by the Canadian Paediatric Society, the 
Canadian Cardiovascular Society and the Canadian Academy of 
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry. Journal of the Canadian Acad-
emy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 18(4), 349–355.

Institute of Medicine (US) Committee on Standards for Developing 
Trustworthy Clinical Practice Guidelines. (2011). Clinical Prac-
tice Guidelines We Can Trust. Washington (DC): National Acad-
emies Press (US).

Kazdin, A. E. (2011). Evidence-based treatment research: Advances, 
limitations, and next steps. American Psychologist, 66, 685–698.

Knapp, P., Chait, A., Pappadopulos, E., Crystal, S., & Jensen, P. S. 
(2012). Treatment of maladaptive aggression in youth: CERT 
guidelines I. Engagement, assessment, and management. 
Pediatrics, 129(6), e1562–e1576. https ://doi.org/10.1542/
peds.2010-1360.

Knapp, P., Chait, A., Pappadopulos, E., Crystal, S., Jensen, P. S., & 
Group, T.-M. S. (2012). Treatment of maladaptive aggression in 
youth: CERT guidelines I. Engagement, assessment, and manage-
ment. Pediatrics. https ://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1360.

Leadbeater, B. J., & Ames, M. E. (2017). The longitudinal effects of 
oppositional defiant disorder symptoms on academic and occu-
pational functioning in the transition to young adulthood. Jour-
nal of Abnormal Child Psychology. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1080 
2-016-0190-4.

Leslie, L. K., Weckerly, J., Plemmons, D., Landsverk, J., & Eastman, 
S. (2004). Implementing the American academy of pediatrics 
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder diagnostic guidelines 
in primary care settings. Pediatrics. https ://doi.org/10.1542/
peds.114.1.129.

Lin, E., Goering, P., Offord, D. R., Campbell, D., & Boyle, M. H. 
(1996). The use of mental health services in Ontario: Epidemio-
logic findings. Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 41, 572–577.

List, B. A., & Barzman, D. H. (2011). Evidence-based recommenda-
tions for the treatment of aggression in pediatric patients with 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. Psychiatric Quarterly, 
82(1), 33–42. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1112 6-010-9145-z.

Mahajan, R., Bernal, M. P., Panzer, R., Whitaker, A., Roberts, W., 
Handen, B., … Veenstra-VanderWeele, J. (2012). Clinical prac-
tice pathways for evaluation and medication choice for attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder symptoms in autism spectrum dis-
orders. Pediatrics, 130(Supplement 2), S125–S138. https ://doi.
org/10.1542/peds.2012-0900J .

Merikangas, K. R., He, J. P., Burstein, M., Swendsen, J., Aveney-
oli, S., Case, B., … Olfson, M. (2011). Service utilization for 

https://www.cadth.ca/resources/finding-evidence/strings-attached-cadths-database-search-filters
https://www.cadth.ca/resources/finding-evidence/strings-attached-cadths-database-search-filters
https://studylib.net/doc/6755909/adhd---uams-psychiatric-research-institute
https://studylib.net/doc/6755909/adhd---uams-psychiatric-research-institute
http://www.guiasalud.es/GPC/GPC_477_TDAH_AIAQS_compl_en.pdf
http://www.guiasalud.es/GPC/GPC_477_TDAH_AIAQS_compl_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12466
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2007-2704
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447303300309
http://psychiatry.uams.edu/files/2015/02/disruptive.pdf
http://psychiatry.uams.edu/files/2015/02/disruptive.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-010-0140-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-010-0140-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-7-50
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1360
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1360
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1360
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-016-0190-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-016-0190-4
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.114.1.129
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.114.1.129
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11126-010-9145-z
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2012-0900J
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2012-0900J


547Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review (2019) 22:527–548 

1 3

lifetime mental health disorders in U.S. adolescents: Results of 
the National Comorbidity Survey-Adolescent Supplement (NCS-
A). Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent 
Psychiatry, 50(1), 32–45.

Miller, G. E., & Prinz, R. J. (2003). Engagement of families in treat-
ment for childhood conduct problems. Behaviour Therapy, 34, 
517–534.

Ministry of Health Malaysia. (2008). Management of attention defi-
cit hyperactivity disorder in children and adolescents. Putrajaya: 
Ministry of Health Malaysia.

Ministry of Social Development. (2015). Conduct disorder guideline.
National Collaborating Centre for Mental Health. (2013a). Attention 

deficit hyperactivity disorder: The NICE guideline on diagnosis 
and management of ADHD in children, young people and adults. 
London: The British Psychological Society & The Royal College 
of Psychiatrists.

National Collaborating Centre for Mental Health. (2013b). Antisocial 
behaviour and conduct disorders in children and young people: 
The NICE guideline on recognition, intervention and manage-
ment. London: The British Psychological Society and The Royal 
College of Psychiatrists.

National Health and Medical Research Council. (2012). Appendices: 
Clinical practice points on the dianosis, assessment and man-
agement of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder in children 
and adolescents. Commonwealth of Australia National Health 
and Medical Research Council.

National Health and Medical Research Council. (2012). Clinical 
practice points on the diagnosis, assessment and management 
of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder in children and ado-
lescents. Commonwealth of Australia: National Health and 
Medical Research Council.

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. (2008). Attention 
deficit hyperactivity disorder: diagnosis and management. Tools 
and resources.

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE). (2013a). 
Antisocial behaviour and conduct disorders in children and 
young people: Recognition and management—Supporting evi-
dence. Retrieved from https ://www.nice.org.uk/guida nce/cg158 
/evide nce.

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE). (2013b). 
Antisocial behaviour and conduct disorders in children and young 
people: Recognition and management—Tools and resources. 
Retrieved from https ://www.nice.org.uk/guida nce/cg158 /resou 
rces.

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. (2013c). Attention 
deficit hyperactivity disorder: diagnosis and management. Sup-
porting evidence: Appendices. Retrieved from https ://www.nice.
org.uk/guida nce/cg72/evide nce.

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. (2013d). NICE Char-
ter. Retrieved from https ://www.nice.org.uk/Media /Defau lt/About 
/Who-we-are/NICE_Chart er.pdf.

National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence. (2006). The 
guidelines manual.

National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence. (2009). The 
guidelines manual.

NiMH. (2008). Strategic objective 1: Promote discovery in the brain 
and behavioral sciences to fuel research on the causes of mental 
disorders. Retrieved from http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about /strat 
egic-plann ingre ports /NIMH_Strat egicP lanfo rRese arch_508Co 
mplia nt_CORRE CTED_FINAL _14997 9.pdf.

Nock, M. K., Kazdin, A. E., Hiripi, E., & Kessler, R. C. (2007). 
Lifetime prevalence, correlates, and persistence of oppositional 
defiant disorder: Results from the national comorbidity survey 
replication. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 48(7), 
703–713.

Nutt, D. J., Fone, K., Asherson, P., Bramble, D., Hill, P., Matthews, 
K., … Young, S. (2007). Evidence-based guidelines for manage-
ment of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder in adolescents in 
transition to adult services and in adults: Recommendations from 
the British Association for Psychopharmacology. Journal of Psy-
chopharmacology, 21(1), 10–41. https ://doi.org/10.1177/02698 
81106 07321 9.

Pliszka, S. (2007). Practice parameter for the assessment and treatment 
of children and adolescents with attention-deficit/hyperactivity 
disorder. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent 
Psychiatry, 46(7), 894–921. https ://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013 
e3180 54e72 4.

Pliszka, S. R., Crismon, M. L., Hughes, C. W., Corners, C. K., Emslie, 
G. J., Jensen, P. S., … Lopez, M. (2006). The Texas Children’s 
Medication algorithm project: Revision of the algorithm for phar-
macotherapy of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Journal of 
the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 45(6), 
642–657. https ://doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.00002 15326 .51175 .eb.

Pringsheim, T., Hirsch, L., Gardner, D., & Gorman, D. A. (2015a). 
The pharmacological management of oppositional behaviour, 
conduct problems, and aggression in children and adolescents 
with attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder, oppositional defiant 
disorder, and conduct disorder: A systematic review and meta-
analysis. Part 1: psychostimulants, alpha-2 agonists, and atomox-
etine. The Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 60(2), 42–51. https ://
doi.org/10.1177/07067 43715 06000 202.

Pringsheim, T., Hirsch, L., Gardner, D., & Gorman, D. A. (2015b). 
The pharmacological management of oppositional behaviour, 
conduct problems, and aggression in children and adolescents 
with attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder, oppositional defiant 
disorder, and conduct disorder: A systematic review and meta-
analysis. Part 2: antipsychotics and traditional mood stabilizers. 
The Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 60(2), 52–61. https ://doi.
org/10.1177/07067 43715 06000 203.

Rees, G., Huby, G., McDade, L., & McKechnie, L. (2004). Joint work-
ing in community mental health teams: Implementation of an inte-
grated care pathway. Health and Social Care in the Community, 
13, 527–536.

Remschmidt, H. (2005). Global consensus on ADHD/HKD. Euro-
pean Child & AdolescentPsychiatry, 14(3), 127–137. https ://doi.
org/10.1007/s0078 7-005-0439-x.

Rushton, J. L., Fant, K. E., & Clark, S. J. (2004). Use of practice 
guidelines in the primary care of children with attention deficit/
hyperactivity disorder. Pediatrics, 114(1), e23–e28. https ://doi.
org/10.1542/peds.114.1.e23.

Scott, J. G., Pedersen, M. G., Erskine, H. e., Bikic, A., Demontis, 
D., McGrath, J. J., & Dalsgaard, S. (2017). Mortality in indi-
viduals with disruptive behavior disorders diagnosed by specialist 
services—A nationwide cohort study. Psychiatry Research, 25, 
255–260.

Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network. (2008). SIGN 50: A 
guideline developer’s handbook.

Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN). (2009a). Manage-
ment of attention deficit and hyperkinetic disorders in children and 
young people: Apple app & Android app. Retrieved from http://
www.sign.ac.uk/guide lines /fullt ext/112/index .html.

Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN). (2009b). Manage-
ment of attention deficit and hyperkinetic disorders in children 
and young people: Patient leaflet. Retrieved from http://www.sign.
ac.uk/guide lines /fullt ext/112/index .html.

Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN). (2009c). Manage-
ment of attention deficit and hyperkinetic disorders in children and 
young people: Quick reference guide. Retrieved from http://www.
sign.ac.uk/guide lines /fullt ext/112/index .html.

Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN). (2009d). Manage-
ment of attention deficit and hyperkinetic disorders in children and 

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg158/evidence
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg158/evidence
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg158/resources
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg158/resources
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg72/evidence
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg72/evidence
https://www.nice.org.uk/Media/Default/About/Who-we-are/NICE_Charter.pdf
https://www.nice.org.uk/Media/Default/About/Who-we-are/NICE_Charter.pdf
http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about/strategic-planningreports/NIMH_StrategicPlanforResearch_508Compliant_CORRECTED_FINAL_149979.pdf
http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about/strategic-planningreports/NIMH_StrategicPlanforResearch_508Compliant_CORRECTED_FINAL_149979.pdf
http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about/strategic-planningreports/NIMH_StrategicPlanforResearch_508Compliant_CORRECTED_FINAL_149979.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881106073219
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881106073219
https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e318054e724
https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e318054e724
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000215326.51175.eb
https://doi.org/10.1177/070674371506000202
https://doi.org/10.1177/070674371506000202
https://doi.org/10.1177/070674371506000203
https://doi.org/10.1177/070674371506000203
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-005-0439-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-005-0439-x
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.114.1.e23
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.114.1.e23
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html


548 Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review (2019) 22:527–548

1 3

young people: Search narrative. Retrieved from http://www.sign.
ac.uk/guide lines /fullt ext/112/index .html.

Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN). (2009e). Manage-
ment of attention deficit and hyperkinetic disorders in children 
and young people: Summary of recommendations. Retrieved from 
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guide lines /fullt ext/112/index .html.

Scotto Rosato, N., Correll, C. U., Pappadopulos, E., Chait, A., Crystal, 
S., & Jensen, P. S. (2012a). Treatment of maladaptive aggression 
in youth: CERT guidelines II. Treatments and ongoing manage-
ment. Pediatrics, 129(6), e1577–e1586. https ://doi.org/10.1542/
peds.2010-1361.

Scotto Rosato, N., Correll, C. U., Pappadopulos, E., Chait, A., Crystal, 
S., & Jensen, P. S. (2012b). Treatment of maladaptive aggression 
in youth: CERT guidelines II. Treatments and ongoing manage-
ment-supplemental information. Pediatrics, 129(6), SI1–SI22. 
https ://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1361.

Shaneyfelt, T. M., Mayo-Smith, M. F., & Rothwangl, J. (1999). Are 
guidelines following guidelines? The methodological quality 
of clinical practice guidelines in the peer-reviewed medical lit-
erature. Journal of the American Medical Association, 281(20), 
1900–1905.

Spencer, T., Biederman, J., & Wilens, T. (1999). Atention-deficit/
hyperactivity disorder and comorbidity. Pediatric Clinics of North 
America, 46, 915–927.

Steiner, H., & Remsing, L. (2007). Practice parameter for the assess-
ment and treatment of children and adolescents with oppositional 
defiant disorder. Journal of the American Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry, 46(1), 126–141.

The AGREE Research Trust. AGREE II overview tutorial. Retrieved 
from http://www.agree trust .org/resou rce-centr e/agree -ii-train ing-
tools /.

The AGREE Research Trust. My AGREE PLUS. Retrieved from http://
www.agree trust .org/login .

The National Guideline Clearinghouse. (2014). 2013 (revised) criteria 
for inclusion of clinical practice guidelines in NGC. Retrieved 
from http://www.guide line.gov/about /inclu sion-crite ria.aspx.

The REACH Institute. (2010). Treatment of maladaptive aggression in 
youth (T-MAY) guidelines toolkit. Retrieved from http://t-may.
org/.

University of Michigan Health System. (2013). Attention-deficit hyper-
activity disorder: Guidelines for clinical care. Ann Arbor: Uni-
versity of Michigan.

Vetter, V. L., Elia, J., Erickson, C., Berger, S., Blum, N., Uzark, K., & 
Webb, C. L. (2008). Cardiovascular monitoring of children and 
adolescents with heart disease receiving medications for atten-
tion deficit/hyperactivity disorder. A Scientific Statement from the 
American Heart Association Council on Cardiovascular Disease 
in the Young Congenital Cardiac Defects Committee and the 
Council on Cardiovascular Nursing, 117(18), 2407–2423. https 
://doi.org/10.1161/circu latio naha.107.18947 3.

Vlayen, J., Aertgeerts, B., Hannes, K., Sermeus, W., & Ramaekers, D. 
(2005). A systematic review of appraisal tools for clinical practice 
guidelines: Multiple similarities and one common deficit. Interna-
tional Journal for Quality in Health Care, 17(3), 235–242. https 
://doi.org/10.1093/intqh c/mzi02 7.

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

http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
http://www.sign.ac.uk/guidelines/fulltext/112/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1361
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1361
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2010-1361
http://www.agreetrust.org/resource-centre/agree-ii-training-tools/
http://www.agreetrust.org/resource-centre/agree-ii-training-tools/
http://www.agreetrust.org/login
http://www.agreetrust.org/login
http://www.guideline.gov/about/inclusion-criteria.aspx
http://t-may.org/
http://t-may.org/
https://doi.org/10.1161/circulationaha.107.189473
https://doi.org/10.1161/circulationaha.107.189473
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzi027
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzi027

	A Systematic Review and Evaluation of Clinical Practice Guidelines for Children and Youth with Disruptive Behavior: Rigor of Development and Recommendations for Use
	Abstract
	Methods
	Literature Search
	Electronic Databases of Health Literature
	Grey Literature
	Other Sources

	Removal of Duplicate Records
	InclusionExclusion Criteria
	Designating CPGs as Up-to-Date
	Title, Abstract and Full Text Screening
	Guideline Quality Assessment Tool: AGREE II
	Quality Assessment Process
	Inter-rater Agreement
	PG Quality Ratings
	AGREE II Domain Score Quality Ratings

	Results
	Search and Screening
	PG Characteristics
	PG Quality Ratings: Minimum and High Quality
	AGREE II Domain Score Quality Ratings
	Inter-rater Agreement
	Comparison of AGREE II Domain Score Quality Ratings by Guideline Development Group Type

	Discussion
	Review Strengths and Limitations
	Implications and Future Directions

	Conclusion
	References


