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Abstract 

Background The opioid overdose crisis in the USA has called for expanding access to evidence-based substance use 
treatment programs, yet many barriers limit the ability of people who inject drugs (PWID) to engage in these pro-
grams. Predominantly rural states have been disproportionately affected by the opioid overdose crisis while simul-
taneously facing diminished access to drug treatment services. The purpose of this study is to explore barriers and 
facilitators to engagement in drug treatment among PWID residing in a rural county in West Virginia.

Methods From June to July 2018, in-depth interviews (n = 21) that explored drug treatment experiences among 
PWID were conducted in Cabell County, West Virginia. Participants were recruited from locations frequented by PWID 
such as local service providers and public parks. An iterative, modified constant comparison approach was used to 
code and synthesize interview data.

Results Participants reported experiencing a variety of barriers to engaging in drug treatment, including low thresh-
olds for dismissal, a lack of comprehensive support services, financial barriers, and inadequate management of with-
drawal symptoms. However, participants also described several facilitators of treatment engagement and sustained 
recovery. These included the use of medications for opioid use disorder and supportive health care workers/program 
staff.

Conclusions Our findings suggest that a range of barriers exist that may limit the abilities of rural PWID to success-
fully access and remain engaged in drug treatment in West Virginia. Improving the public health of rural PWID popula-
tions will require expanding access to evidence-based drug treatment programs that are tailored to participants’ 
individual needs.
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Background
Over the past two decades, the opioid crisis in the USA 
has worsened, creating a sustained need for increased 
access to low-threshold, evidence-based substance use 
treatment programs [1, 2]. There are more than three 
million persons in the USA currently living with an opi-
oid use disorder [3]. Yet according to the 2019 National 
Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH), only 10.3% of 
all individuals ages 12 and above who had a substance use 
disorder received treatment in the previous year [4, 5]. A 
major contributing factor to low drug treatment engage-
ment is an overall lack of program access: a 2019 geospa-
tial analysis found that over 32% of all US counties had no 
opioid use disorder treatment programs [6]. Further, sig-
nificant disparities in program availability exist by region, 
with counties in the southern and mid-central regions of 
the US having the lowest rates of program availability [7].

Within the USA, the Appalachian region has been dis-
proportionately impacted by the opioid overdose crisis 
[8]. Spanning 13 US states, the area is characterized by 
high rates of nonmedical prescription drug and illicit opi-
oid use and overdose morbidity and mortality [1, 8–10]. 
A 2017 report from the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission indicated that drug overdose deaths were 37% 
greater in the Appalachian region than the rest of the US 
[10, 11]. The state of West Virginia has been particularly 
hard hit, reporting the highest rates of drug overdose in 
the country for several years [12]. In 2019, West Virginia 
had 52.8 overdoses per 100,000 inhabitants (compared to 
the national rate of 21.6/100,000) [12, 13].

An extensive body of the literature demonstrates that 
engagement in evidence-based drug treatment is associ-
ated with positive outcomes among people who inject 
drugs (PWID). Substance use disorder treatment is not 
standardized within the US:  Programs vary substantially 
in their structure, length, and composition [14]. They 
can be short or long term, inpatient, outpatient, or fully 
residential, and individual or group-level. While many 
require private insurance or payment out of pocket, some 
public funding supports substance use disorder treat-
ment, specifically through federal/state grants and reim-
bursement from Medicaid, a publicly funded insurance 
program covering many low-income and vulnerable pop-
ulations within the US [15, 16]. Treatment programs fur-
ther differ in their ideological underpinnings, with some 
advocating an abstinence-based approach and others 
offering medications for opioid use disorder (MOUD).

There is strong evidence supporting the effectiveness 
of MOUD [17]. Three MOUD formulations have been 
approved by the US Food and Drug Administration: 
methadone, buprenorphine, and naltrexone. Methadone 
distribution is highly regulated and limited to specific, 
federally certified opioid treatment programs/clinics [18]. 

Patients are typically required to make daily in-person 
visits to these sites, where they are dosed under direct 
supervision by program staff. Buprenorphine is phy-
sician-prescribed and also tightly regulated, though 
restrictions have been relaxed in recent years to reduce 
access barriers in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Buprenorphine can be offered within treatment pro-
grams, hospitals, and primary care clinics, and prescrip-
tions typically start at a seven-day duration, increasing to 
30-day doses for patients deemed clinically stable [19]. 
Prescribing restrictions on naltrexone are the least strin-
gent, and this medication is often prescribed in a primary 
care setting. MOUD programs have been associated with 
a range of positive outcomes among PWID, including 
tempering the often-debilitating experience of opioid 
withdrawal [17, 20], reducing HIV and HCV infections 
and transmission risk behaviors, and decreasing injec-
tion drug use, risky injection practices, and all-cause 
and overdose mortality [21–24]. Despite the benefits of 
MOUD, it is difficult to access among individuals with 
OUD: 60% of residential treatment programs in the US 
do not offer MOUD, and very few (1.3%) offer a full range 
of available MOUD options (e.g., methadone, buprenor-
phine, naltrexone) [25, 26].

Drug treatment programs that do  offer MOUD are 
often unavailable in areas of need, including many rural 
communities [18]. In particular, a lack of MOUD access 
has been documented within the Appalachian region 
[27–29]. With a majority of Appalachia comprised of 
rural areas, access to both physical and mental healthcare 
services is limited compared to urban areas [8, 30, 31]. 
Further, residents face a shortage of adequately trained 
substance use treatment providers and a limited number 
of physicians with prescribing authority for MOUD [32, 
33]. While statistics related to drug treatment availability 
and utilization are informative, they do not speak to the 
lived experiences of those seeking substance use treat-
ment, including PWID. First person accounts of chal-
lenges and enabling factors may afford nuanced insights 
into how to best meet the needs of this population. The 
purpose of this research was to qualitatively explore the 
barriers and facilitators to drug treatment engagement 
among a rural population of PWID in West Virginia.

Methods
Study setting and data collection
Data for this study were collected during June and July 
2018 in Cabell County, West Virginia. Cabell County is 
a predominantly rural county that is characterized by 
high rates of overdose and has an estimated 2.4% popu-
lation prevalence of recent (past six months) injection 
drug use [34–36]. Participants were recruited from the 
Cabell-Huntington Harm Reduction Program (operated 
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by the Cabell-Huntington Health Department), as well 
as nearby areas where PWID were known to congregate, 
such as parks and neighborhoods. To be eligible to par-
ticipate, persons were required to be a resident of Cabell 
County, at least 18  years of age or older, and to have 
recently injected drugs (past 30 days).

Interviews were guided by a semi-structured interview 
guide developed by the research team. Interviews were 
conducted by study team members in a private area. To 
characterize our participants, we first asked that they 
report their age, gender, and race/ethnicity. We subse-
quently asked participants a series of questions about 
their experiences with any form of drug treatment, 
including types, location, and overall thoughts and opin-
ions about the process. Forms of drug treatment included 
but were not limited to: MOUD, in-patient programs, 
out-patient programs, and detoxification/abstinence 
only programs. Given the relative scarcity of drug treat-
ment programs in the state of West Virginia, the research 
team sought to explore drug treatment programs broadly 
rather than investigate experiences with any one spe-
cific type of program. Interviews lasted approximately 
45–75 min and were audio recorded and transcribed ver-
batim. Participants received $40 for their participation. 
To protect participants’ identities, all data were collected 
anonymously. This study was approved by the Johns 
Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health Institutional 
Review Board.

Data analysis
We used an iterative, constant comparative approach for 
analyzing textual interview data [37]. The lead qualita-
tive researcher developed an initial coding framework 
upon review of 10 transcripts. Three qualitative coders 
then reviewed the transcripts and revised the codebook 
in collaboration with the lead researcher. Once codebook 
development was finalized, the qualitative coders applied 
codes to a subset of selected transcripts. The transcripts 
were then reviewed to assess intercoder reliability (ICR), 
a means of numerically assessing agreement between two 
or more coders on the application of codes within a qual-
itative text [38]. After demonstrating satisfactory con-
sistency (k ≥ 0.70) [39], qualitative coders independently 
coded all remaining transcripts through Atlas.ti qualita-
tive software.

Results
Twenty-one individuals participated in the in-depth 
interviews in Cabell County. Among our sample, par-
ticipants ranged in age from 25 to 62  years old (mean: 
37). Most participants identified as male (67%) and non-
Hispanic white (95%). Eighty-six percent reported heroin 
as their drug of choice. All participants reported having 

previously engaged in at least one form of drug treat-
ment, and most described having engaged in several drug 
treatment programs. For example, a 32-year-old female 
participant stated, “I’ve been in and out of treatment, 
Methadone, Suboxone, Subutex, inpatient rehab, outpa-
tient rehab, I’ve done it all.” Similarly, a 42-year-old male 
explained that he had attended numerous drug treatment 
programs: “I’ve been to five drug rehabs.” Participants 
described several factors that served as barriers to their 
ability to remain engaged in drug treatment and abstain 
from drug use. In addition, MOUD and supportive 
healthcare providers facilitated successful recovery and 
treatment engagement.

Barriers to sustained engagement in drug treatment 
and substance use cessation
Limited access
Participants described limited availability of and access to 
drug treatment programs as a primary barrier to engage-
ment. When asked about his experience getting into 
treatment, one 48-year-old male highlighted that entry 
to programs was difficult due to long program waitlists: 
“Very hard. It’s always hard… hard to find a place when 
you want. It’s always a waiting list, and it’s always long.”

Participants felt that access to drug treatment was dif-
ficult due to a shortage of treatment facilities in the area, 
which led some individuals to seek care in programs out-
side of West Virginia, including in Ohio, North Carolina, 
and Massachusetts. One female participant who accessed 
a local methadone program emphasized the importance 
of methadone availability for people who use opioids. 
However, she commented that the program was poorly 
run and the only one available in the area:

The methadone clinic here in Huntington, metha-
done is a great option especially for heroin addicts, 
but the way they run the place is terrible. I wish 
somebody would get in there and fix it, because it’s 
the only one we have around here, [lists three town 
names]. Other than that, it’s just the Suboxone doc-
tors which are super hard to get into.

The same participant went on to highlight barriers to 
Suboxone access due to transportation challenges, stat-
ing, “Well if you don’t live on the bus line, you have to 
find a ride or walk, and I mean that’s the majority of the 
people, because there’s not Suboxone doctors on the bus 
line really.”

Low thresholds for dismissal
Participants described experiencing low thresholds for 
dismissal from drug treatment programs, which some-
times occurred for reasons beyond their personal con-
trol. A 27-year-old male participant who reported being 
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in a methadone program stated, “I got kicked out because 
I had got put in the hospital for five days. And the day 
after I got admitted to the hospital, I was supposed to 
have a drug test. I was observed. And when I missed it… 
because they had me in the hospital for five days, they 
discharged me.” This participant further reported that 
he was told he would have to wait at least 30 days until 
he could try to be readmitted to the program, leaving 
him without access to drug treatment during this time. 
Another 25-year-old female participant described being 
dismissed for multiple reasons over the course of her 
engagement in drug treatment:

I got kicked out of [drug treatment facility #1] for 
acting on impulse and emotion, and then I went to 
[drug treatment facility #2]. The [drug treatment 
facility #2] didn’t feel it was a very good fit for me. 
Then I went back to [drug treatment facility #1], and 
then got discharged for sneaking out at night…

Many participants identified that their dismissal from 
residential drug treatment programs preceded their 
resumption of drug use. Among those who were in resi-
dential programs, resumption of drug use frequently 
occurred during the immediate post-release period, 
oftentimes when they were confronted with marginal 
housing options. A 25-year-old female participant, for 
example, described resuming drug use when she was 
forced to live in an abandoned property because she had 
nowhere else to stay after dismissal from a treatment 
program: “Don’t really know why I did it, but I was in a 
bando [abandoned property] after being discharged from 
[drug treatment facility] for sneaking out, and used…”.

Lack of comprehensive support services
Many participants reported that upon completion or 
dismissal from drug treatment programs, they faced a 
shortage of follow-up and support services. This made 
sustained cessation of drug use difficult, as partici-
pants felt they did not have access to the necessary tools 
required to maintain sobriety. A 42-year-old female par-
ticipant explained that despite expressing a strong desire 
to remain in drug treatment, she was discharged because 
staff felt she had acquired the tools needed to maintain 
substance use cessation. This left her without continued 
support to remain engaged in her recovery.

They said they’ve seen that I had all the tools I 
needed. I just needed to apply them. And there’s 
other people that need it [drug treatment] more than 
me. So they wouldn’t let me go to phase two. They 
said there’s other people who needed it more than 
me.

Another participant, a 40-year-old female, described 
that a lack of access to jobs and housing upon completion 
of detox made maintaining her sobriety challenging.

But that’s the biggest problem. There’s so many that 
I know would go get help if they had—if there was a 
job available for them when they got out of a 30-day 
detox or a 90-day or whatever. Even if it was just a 
part-time three days a week cleaning the city, going 
around and cleaning the trash up or anything. If 
there was a little job for them, even minimum wage 
three days a week, it gives them dignity. It gives them 
something to look forward to. And an apartment 
or even just a house that they didn’t have to worry 
about having to pay the bills right off. That’s the 
biggest thing. That’s the number one thing out here 
that’s holding so many people back.

Financial barriers
Several participants reported that while they may desire 
to engage in longer term treatment, they were unable 
to do so because of financial barriers. In particular, the 
longer-term recovery programs many participants sought 
often required a weekly payment that was unaffordable. 
A 40-year-old female participant, for example, explained:

The biggest issue out there and this has been me liv-
ing on the street for a year, plus being sober for six 
years, the biggest problem we’re having out there 
is so many of them want recovery and want detox 
and all that. But once they get to detox they have 
nowhere sober to go. There’s nowhere—they don’t 
have family support. They don’t have friend support. 
The recovery houses around here are awesome, but 
it’s $100 a week. And when you been on the street for 
2 to 3 years, you don’t have $100 a week to do that.

Participants further described that this lack of access to 
longer term recovery services may lead to the resumption 
of drug use. A male participant, for instance, explained, 
“…in a week and a half time they [drug treatment pro-
gram] had threw me out because I didn’t have the $100 
they wanted. I couldn’t find a job ASAP like they were 
wanting. So I was kind of thrown back on the streets and 
[resumed drug use].”

Insufficient withdrawal management
Many participants described experiencing painful, 
unmanaged withdrawal symptoms during drug treatment 
which served as a barrier to their willingness to remain in 
and/or pursue future treatment. One 37-year-old female 
participant described experiencing painful withdrawal 
symptoms during her engagement in a detox program, 
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which led to the perception that other PWID would be 
unlikely to pursue treatment due to fear of unmanaged 
withdrawal:

I went to two different detox programs, and they 
were seven to ten days detox programs. Horrible, 
absolutely horrible, because they didn’t want to give 
you anything. They wanted you to lay there and 
detox with nothing, absolutely nothing, and I just 
think that’s unfair, because it’s hard doing it, and 
they should be able to give us something. I mean, I 
really think that a lot of the addicts out here, a lot 
of the heroin addicts, they would be more apt to 
go and get clean and go into a detox program if it 
was a medical detox and they gave them some kind 
of medicine or something to help them or some-
thing like that, because most of the detox programs 
around here don’t, and I think it scares the crap out 
of people, and that’s why they don’t want to go do it, 
because that’s the one thing that I hear when I talk 
to people about it. That’s the one thing I hear. “I don’t 
want to do it because I know I’m going to get too sick, 
and they won’t give me anything.” And, with those, 
I just, I think it’s inhumane honestly to do people 
that way. … if they want to help us and they want to 
improve our community and improve us as citizens 
and stuff like that, they need to be a little bit more 
humane about it because I just, I completely think 
that’s inhumane.

A 33-year-old male participant echoed this sentiment 
by explaining that the severity of his unmanaged with-
drawal resulted in him leaving a treatment program: “I 
just—some people can go do it cold turkey, but when I 
went up there, they gave me medicine to do it [stop using 
drugs], but it just wasn’t enough. I was still going through 
the sickness, so I walked out.”

Facilitators to sustained engagement in drug treatment 
and substance use cessation
Medications for opioid use disorder
Among our participants, many spoke positively about 
engaging in MOUD-based drug treatment programs. 
For example, a 27-year-old male participant noted that 
receiving methadone changed how he perceived his rela-
tionship with drug use:

And then when I started going to the methadone 
clinic, I woke up one day and I told my girlfriend I 
said, “I’m done.” And she said, “You’re done?” And 
I said, “I’m done.” I said, “Take every needle, take 
everything that I’ve got to do anything was shooting 
dope [and get rid of it].

Another 34-year-old female participant explained that 
receiving MOUD-based treatment stopped her physi-
ological cravings for drugs, stating: “…when I was on it 
for about four months, it was the best. I didn’t have—I 
didn’t wake up thinking or wanting it [opioids]. It was like 
a miracle drug for me.” Similarly, a 37-year-old male par-
ticipant described positive experiences with MOUDs: “…
it worked, and I didn’t really think about it [using drugs] 
at all.”

Supportive healthcare providers
While most participants described a range of barriers to 
drug treatment engagement, several highlighted positive 
experiences in which they felt supported. In particular, 
many participants emphasized the value of warmth and 
open communication from care providers and support 
staff within the programs at which they sought care. A 
32-year-old female recounted a highly positive encoun-
ter with a treatment program, describing the care she 
received as “great” and “personalized,” elaborating with:

I mean you walk into the window, "Hi, blank, blank," 
they know you by name, everybody, every patient. 
You’re not just a number. You see a doctor, a nurse 
on a daily basis, "How are you feeling?" they ask you. 
And groups and therapy is just so amazing. It’s really 
nice over there.

Another 40-year-old female participant noted experi-
encing a change in the quality of treatment she received 
from healthcare providers over time, stating: “…any of my 
regular doctors or anyone that I see—a lot more of them 
are being schooled on it [addiction], and they’re a lot 
more compassionate instead of being very rude like they 
used to be.” The experiences of these participants high-
light the importance of person-centered care and mutu-
ally respectful staff, provider, and client relationships 
as a means of facilitating treatment engagement among 
PWID.

Discussion
Through interviews with PWID in a rural county in West 
Virginia, we identified several barriers and facilitators to 
sustained engagement in drug treatment and substance 
use cessation. Participants described limited access to 
drug treatment programs and low thresholds for dis-
missal, often for reasons that were outside of their con-
trol. In addition, an overall lack of follow up and support 
services was described as a barrier to sustained recovery. 
Financial constraints were also reported among many 
participants, with prohibitive out-of-pocket expenses 
required for drug treatment engagement. Further, 
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inadequate management of withdrawal was described 
as an impediment to engaging in drug treatment and 
often led to resumption of drug use. MOUD-based drug 
treatment programs were, however, described as being 
highly effective and supported persons in their recovery 
through the management of cravings and withdrawal 
symptoms. Additionally, participants expressed that hav-
ing supportive relationships with their healthcare provid-
ers encouraged drug treatment engagement. Collectively, 
these findings demonstrate that the public health of rural 
PWID may be improved through the scaling up of low-
threshold, evidence-based drug treatment and MOUD 
programs that emphasize person-centered, mutually sup-
portive care.

It is well documented that many federal and state 
policies negatively affect access to evidence-based OUD 
treatment programs, including policies which prevent the 
establishment of new opioid treatment centers or limit 
the number of patients who can be seen at a particular 
site for treatment [40, 41].

Many interviewees were impacted by these policies, 
citing waitlists, program shortages, or the need to travel 
to other states due to the scarcity of local programs. This 
reaffirms findings from other studies which highlight that 
long distances and transportation barriers significantly 
limit access to treatment among PWID [42, 43]. Despite 
the many barriers in place, all 21 participants reported 
having been engaged in at least one form of drug treat-
ment in the past. However, many then faced low thresh-
olds for dismissal and inadequate support services, which 
exacerbated risks for resuming drug use. While we do not 
have sufficient data to assess every participants’ reason(s) 
for termination of each of these past programs, this sug-
gests that consistent retention remains a problem among 
persons who access treatment.

Importantly, research has found that engagement with 
drug treatment programs for longer durations of time is 
associated with better outcomes [44, 45]. For example, 
a recent study found that patients who participated in 
shorter-term treatment programs were at a heightened 
risk of resuming drug use compared to persons who 
engaged in longer programs [46]. Further, recent evalu-
ations of MOUD programs have found that patients who 
remained in longer-term, continuous drug treatment 
experienced improved outcomes: drug treatment dura-
tion was positively associated with drug use improve-
ment, as measured by the frequency and type of drugs 
used [47–49].

One way to improve retention and substance use out-
comes among PWID is the implementation of low-
threshold, MOUD-based drug treatment programs that 
offer longer term, comprehensive services. Such pro-
grams may be particularly beneficial given the prevalence 

of co-occurring mental health disorders among PWID. 
Specifically, multidisciplinary treatment models which 
incorporate mental health and substance use disorder 
treatment are associated with reductions in opioid use, 
mental health symptoms, and nights in jail [50]. Delivery 
of wraparound services (a strengths-based model which 
incorporates team-based, coordinated care) to individu-
als in substance use treatment programs has also been 
shown to be positively associated with several indicators 
of treatment retention, including the number of treat-
ment sessions attended and length of stay in treatment 
days [51].

Participants also described cost as a barrier to drug 
treatment engagement, underscoring the need for low-
threshold access to services that is not conditioned upon 
one’s ability to pay. This finding is reflective of a lack of 
free, publicly funded OUD programming within the US, 
and overall insufficient health insurance coverage for 
drug treatment. For example, in 2018, most Medicaid 
programs did not cover residential treatment, and many 
private insurers also excluded coverage to these pro-
grams [52]. Research has also shown that 41% of adults in 
treatment for illicit substance use pay for it on their own, 
suggesting that many low income individuals face cost as 
a barrier to any form of substance use treatment access 
[52, 53]. While some treatment programs do accept pri-
vate and/or public insurance, people experiencing an opi-
oid use disorder are more likely to be uninsured, which 
further limits their access to care: as of 2016, only 26% 
of uninsured individuals with  an   opioid use disorder 
entered any form of drug treatment [54]. Further, unin-
sured patients often face high out-of-pocket costs for 
MOUD: A 2014 Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices report estimated that the median cost of buprenor-
phine for individuals without insurance was $539 per 
month, compared to only $25 per month among those 
with commercial insurance [55]. However, persons with 
public insurance often face high out of pocket expenses 
and additional MOUD access barriers such as prior 
authorization requirements [55, 56]. Eliminating these 
financial barriers to evidence-based drug treatment pro-
grams is a necessary step toward improving the health of 
individuals with OUD.

Among our participants, many reported experiencing 
painful withdrawal symptoms during times they engaged 
in drug treatment programs, particularly those which 
were abstinence based. Conversely, persons described 
MOUD-based drug treatment engagement as supportive 
of their efforts to achieve substance use cessation, high-
lighting that the medications helped them manage with-
drawal symptoms. Ideally, MOUD-based drug treatment 
programs should be rapidly scaled up throughout rural 
communities. However, achieving this goal will require 
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changes across the healthcare sector. While MOUD is 
recognized as the gold standard for management of per-
sons with opioid use disorders, federal limitations on 
MOUD prescribing remain in place [6, 21]. For example, 
until recently, prescribing of buprenorphine required the 
completion of a time-intensive regulatory approval pro-
cess known as an X-waiver through the federal govern-
ment. In 2016, only 4% of US physicians were waivered 
to prescribe buprenorphine, and 60% of rural counties 
did not have a single waivered provider [57]. While the 
X-waiver requirement was overturned by the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration and 
Drug Enforcement Administration in January of 2023, 
providers are still limited by federal law in the number 
of patients they may treat at one time with buprenor-
phine [58, 59]. In order to address additional barriers 
to MOUD treatment brought about by the COVID-19 
pandemic, states have seen the relaxation of some these 
prescribing restrictions. Specifically, the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration and state regulators have enabled 
use of telehealth for MOUD prescribing, reduced restric-
tions on take-home doses of methadone, and passed laws 
allowing primary care providers to prescribe MOUD 
across some state lines [60–63]. Efforts should be made 
to maintain these policy changes, even with the removal 
of the pandemic-related state of emergency within the 
US. Further, telehealth can serve as an important mecha-
nism to expand MOUD access, and additional research is 
warranted to assess the impact of these policies on PWID 
residing in rural communities.

Within the drug use treatment landscape, some per-
sons draw a distinction between models promoting 
complete cessation (i.e., abstinence from use of any sub-
stances, including MOUD), and maintenance (i.e., ces-
sation from illicit substances through the controlled use 
of MOUD options such as buprenorphine and metha-
done) [64]. However, it is important that constituencies 
understand the evidence-base of MOUD utilization. Per-
sons who utilize MOUD demonstrate greater treatment 
retention, decreased rates of resumption of drug use, and 
lower risk of overdose compared to persons engaged in 
abstinence-based treatment [65, 66]. Our findings sug-
gest that MOUD programs are seen as the most effective/
desired option among participants, likely due in large 
part to the management of withdrawal symptoms and 
cravings.

Despite the evidence, many policymakers and treat-
ment providers continue to favor an abstinence-based 
treatment model [67]. Multiple studies have demon-
strated that abstinence-focused programs create signifi-
cant barriers to patient access, retention, and engagement 
[68–70]. Substantial research has further demonstrated 
that many PWID report experiences of stigmatization 

and mistreatment by healthcare providers, which result 
in delayed care seeking behaviors and decreased sub-
stance use treatment engagement [71–73]. Targeted 
programs to reduce drug use stigma among healthcare 
providers have been called for as a means of reducing 
negative treatment of PWID and encouraging increased 
access to treatment for members of this population [71]. 
One such strategy involves comprehensive educational 
campaigns and training programs for providers who 
interact with PWID, particularly promoting integration 
of MOUD into medical practices and incorporating mes-
saging that addiction is a disease, not a moral failing [20, 
74]. Further, cultural competency training that stresses 
the importance of person-first terminology can reduce 
expressions of judgment toward PWID from healthcare 
providers [75]. Importantly, several participants high-
lighted that having open, respectful relationships with 
program staff and recovery service providers was a facili-
tator of substance use cessation and treatment success. 
This further emphasizes the importance of anti-stigma 
campaigns within rural communities to ensure PWID are 
afforded compassionate, person-centered care.

While these findings demonstrate several important 
barriers and facilitators to drug treatment engagement 
among rural PWID, they must be viewed in the context 
of several limitations. These data were collected in 2018 
and therefore may not fully reflect the current scope of 
the drug treatment landscape, particularly given recent 
changes stemming from the COVID-19 pandemic. Fur-
ther, the experience of these participants may not be 
transferable to PWID who reside in other communities, 
especially those in urban settings. The limited availability 
of MOUD options in the state of West Virginia led some 
participants to utilize detoxification or abstinence-only 
programs, which may be a less likely outcome among 
persons in communities in which a greater range of pro-
gram options exist. Given that PWID who do seek treat-
ment are typically constrained by the options available 
within their geographic region, it would be valuable to 
conduct similar work in a range of settings to explore 
place-based differences in treatment access and reten-
tion. Participants in this study were primarily white and 
male, limiting our ability to characterize differences in 
drug treatment experiences among women and other 
racial and ethnic groups. Finally, we did not collect data 
on participants’ education level, annual income, or other 
relevant indicators of socioeconomic status.

Conclusions
From 21 in-depth interviews conducted with PWID in 
Cabell County, West Virginia, we found numerous barri-
ers which limited access to and retention in drug treat-
ment. West Virginia has been hard hit by the opioid 
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crisis, and comprehensive solutions will be required to 
adequately support persons living with an opioid use 
disorder within the state. These first-person accounts 
provide important insights, underscoring opportunities 
to improve access to low-threshold and evidence-based 
drug treatment services to support substance use cessa-
tion among PWID in rural communities.

Abbreviations
PWID  People who inject drugs
MOUD  Medication for opioid use disorder
OUD  Opioid use disorder

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author’s information
AW is a PhD candidate at the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public 
Health. She works on the design, implementation, and evaluation of harm 
reduction-based behavioral interventions targeting vulnerable populations, 
particularly people who use drugs, individuals living with HIV, and sexual/
gender minorities. Her dissertation research is focused on an exploration of 
the intersection of lifetime experiences of trauma and violence with substance 
use and mental health outcomes, including best practices for trauma-
informed substance use treatment. 

Author contributions
AW completed the primary analysis and interpretation of data for this analysis 
and wrote the original manuscript draft. KS contributed to data collection, 
analysis, and manuscript writing. RHW, AO, and SA created the in-depth 
interview guide, completed the in-depth interviews analyzed in this study, 
and assisted with manuscript writing and revisions. SG oversaw the data 
coding and analysis and contributed to manuscript revisions. All authors 
have approved this version and have agreed to be accountable for their 
contributions. 

Funding
This research was supported by a grant from the Bloomberg American Health 
Initiative at the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health. The fund-
ing body was not involved in the study design or data collection, analysis, and 
interpretation. Abigail Winiker is supported by the National Institute of Child 
Health and Development (T32-HDO64428). Dr. Schneider is supported by the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse (5T32DA007292). Dr. Allen is supported by 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse (K01DA046234). This research has been 
facilitated by the infrastructure and resources provided by the Johns Hopkins 
University Center for AIDS Research, an NIH funded program (P30AI094189) 
and the District of Columbia Center for AIDS Research, an NIH funded program 
(AI117970). The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not 
necessarily represent the views of the funders.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are not publicly 
available to protect participants’ identities.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All study procedures were approved by the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School 
of Public Health Institutional Review Board, and all participants provided writ-
ten informed consent.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

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

Author details
1 Department of Health, Behavior and Society, Johns Hopkins Bloomberg 
School of Public Health, 624 N. Broadway St., Baltimore, MD 21205, USA. 
2 Department of Mental Health, Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public 
Health, 624 N. Broadway St., Baltimore, MD 21205, USA. 3 DC Center for AIDS 
Research, Department of Psychological and Brain Sciences, George Washing-
ton University, 2125 G St. NW, Washington, DC 20052, USA. 4 Center for Child 
and Community Health Research, Department of Pediatrics, Johns Hopkins 
School of Medicine, Baltimore, MD 21224, USA. 

Received: 15 March 2022   Accepted: 11 May 2023

References
 1. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Drug overdose deaths in 

the United States, 1999–2019. National Center for Health Statistics: NCHS 
Data Brief No. 3994. Published 2020. https:// www. cdc. gov/ nchs/ produ 
cts/ datab riefs/ db394. htm

 2. Kerr T. Public health responses to the opioid crisis in North America. J 
Epidemiol Community Health. 2019;73(5):377–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ 
jech- 2018- 210599.

 3. Azadfard M, Huecker MR, Leaming JM. Opioid addiction. In: StatPearls. 
StatPearls Publishing; 2023. http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ books/ NBK44 
8203/

 4. Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Key 
substance use and mental health indicators in the United States: Results 
from the 2020 National Survey on Drug Use and Health (HHS Publica-
tion No. PEP21-07-01-003, NSDUH Series H-56). Rockville, MD: Center for 
Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality, Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration. Published 2021. https:// www. samhsa. 
gov/ data

 5. Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Recovery 
and recovery support. Published 2023. http:// samhsa. gov/ recov ery

 6. Shover CL, Humphreys K. Predictors of availability of long-acting medica-
tion for opioid use disorder. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2019;204:107586. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. druga lcdep. 2019. 107586.

 7. Langabeer JR, Gourishankar A, Chambers KA, Giri S, Madu R, Champagne-
Langabeer T. Disparities between US opioid overdose deaths and 
treatment capacity: a geospatial and descriptive analysis. J Addict Med. 
2019;13(6):476–82. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ ADM. 00000 00000 000523.

 8. Moody L, Satterwhite E, Bickel WK. Substance use in rural central Appa-
lachia: current status and treatment considerations. Rural Ment Health. 
2017;41(2):123–35. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ rmh00 00064.

 9. Heffernan M, Meit M, Cherney M, Hallman V. Tracking the impact of 
diseases of despair in Appalachia—2015 to 2018. J Appalach Health. 
2021;3(2):58. https:// doi. org/ 10. 13023/ jah. 0302. 06.

 10. Meit M, Hefferman M, Tanenbaum E, Hoffmann T. Final report: Appala-
chian diseases of despair. NORC at the University of Chicago. Published 
2020. https:// www. arc. gov/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2020/ 11/ Appal achian- 
Disea ses- of- Despa ir- Octob er- 2020. pdf

 11. Zhang Z, Infante A, Meit M, English N, Dunn M, Bowers KH. An analysis of 
mental health and substance abuse disparities & access to treatment ser-
vices in the Appalachian region. Washington, DC: Appalachian Regional 
Commission. Published 2008. https:// www. arc. gov/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 
2020/ 06/ Analy sisof Menta lHeal thand Subst anceA buseD ispar ities. pdf.

 12. Merino R, Bowden N, Katamneni S, Coustasse A. The opioid epidemic in 
West Virginia. Health Care Manag. 2019;38(2):187–95. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1097/ HCM. 00000 00000 000256.

 13. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Drug overdose mortality by 
state. Published 2020. https:// www. cdc. gov/ nchs/ press room/ sosmap/ 
drug_ poiso ning_ morta lity/ drug_ poiso ning. htm

 14. Rural Health Information Hub. Substance Use Disorder Treatment Models. 
Published 2023. https:// www. rural healt hinfo. org/ toolk its/ subst ance- 
abuse/2/ treat ment

 15. Rural Health Information Hub. Funding Sources for MOUD Programs. 
Published 2023. https:// www. rural healt hinfo. org/ toolk its/ moud/6/ fundi 
ng- sourc es

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/products/databriefs/db394.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/products/databriefs/db394.htm
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2018-210599
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2018-210599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK448203/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK448203/
https://www.samhsa.gov/data
https://www.samhsa.gov/data
http://samhsa.gov/recovery
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2019.107586
https://doi.org/10.1097/ADM.0000000000000523
https://doi.org/10.1037/rmh0000064
https://doi.org/10.13023/jah.0302.06
https://www.arc.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Appalachian-Diseases-of-Despair-October-2020.pdf
https://www.arc.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Appalachian-Diseases-of-Despair-October-2020.pdf
https://www.arc.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/AnalysisofMentalHealthandSubstanceAbuseDisparities.pdf
https://www.arc.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/AnalysisofMentalHealthandSubstanceAbuseDisparities.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1097/HCM.0000000000000256
https://doi.org/10.1097/HCM.0000000000000256
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/drug_poisoning_mortality/drug_poisoning.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/drug_poisoning_mortality/drug_poisoning.htm
https://www.ruralhealthinfo.org/toolkits/substance-abuse/2/treatment
https://www.ruralhealthinfo.org/toolkits/substance-abuse/2/treatment
https://www.ruralhealthinfo.org/toolkits/moud/6/funding-sources
https://www.ruralhealthinfo.org/toolkits/moud/6/funding-sources


Page 9 of 10Winiker et al. Harm Reduction Journal           (2023) 20:69  

 16. Medicaid.gov. MEDICAID. Published 2023. https:// www. medic aid. gov/ 
medic aid/ index. html

 17. Connery HS. Medication-assisted treatment of opioid use disorder: review 
of the evidence and future directions. Harv Rev Psychiatry. 2015;23(2):63–
75. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ HRP. 00000 00000 000075.

 18. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine; Health 
and Medicine Division; Board on Health Sciences Policy; Committee on 
Medication-assisted treatment for opioid use disorder. In: Mancher M, 
Leshner AI, editors. Medications for Opioid Use Disorder Save Lives. Vol 4. 
National Academic Press, USA; 2019.

 19. Washington State Health Care Authority. Medication Treatment Guide-
lines for Substance Use Disorders (SUDs)—Transmucosal Buprenorphine. 
Published 2019. https:// www. hca. wa. gov/ assets/ bille rs- and- provi ders/ 
MAT_ bupre norph ine_ produ cts. pdf

 20. Davis CS, Carr DH. Legal and policy changes urgently needed to increase 
access to opioid agonist therapy in the United States. Int J Drug Policy. 
2019;73:42–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. drugpo. 2019. 07. 006.

 21. Larochelle MR, Bernson D, Land T, et al. Medication for opioid use 
disorder after nonfatal opioid overdose and association with mortality: 
a cohort study. Ann Intern Med. 2018;169(3):137–45. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
7326/ M17- 3107.

 22. Tsui JI, Evans JL, Lum PJ, Hahn JA, Page K. Association of opioid agonist 
therapy with lower incidence of hepatitis C virus infection in young adult 
injection drug users. JAMA Intern Med. 2014;174(12):1974–81. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1001/ jamai ntern med. 2014. 5416.

 23. Karki P, Shrestha R, Huedo-Medina TB, Copenhaver M. The impact of 
methadone maintenance treatment on HIV risk behaviors among high-
risk injection drug users: a systematic review. Evid Based Med Public 
Health. 2016;2:e1229.

 24. Sordo L, Barrio G, Bravo MJ, et al. Mortality risk during and after opioid 
substitution treatment: systematic review and meta-analysis of cohort 
studies. BMJ. 2017;357:j1550. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmj. j1550.

 25. Huhn AS, Hobelmann JG, Strickland JC, et al. Differences in availability 
and use of medications for opioid use disorder in residential treatment 
settings in the United States. JAMA Netw Open. 2020;3(2):e1920843. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1001/ jaman etwor kopen. 2019. 20843.

 26. Olfson M, Zhang VS, Schoenbaum M, King M. Trends in buprenorphine 
treatment in the United States, 2009–2018. JAMA. 2020;323(3):276–7. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1001/ jama. 2019. 18913.

 27. Jones CM, Campopiano M, Baldwin G, McCance-Katz E. National and 
state treatment need and capacity for opioid agonist medication-assisted 
treatment. Am J Public Health. 2015;105(8):e55-63. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
2105/ AJPH. 2015. 302664.

 28. Sigmon SC. Access to treatment for opioid dependence in rural America: 
challenges and future directions. JAMA Psychiat. 2014;71(4):359–60. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1001/ jamap sychi atry. 2013. 4450.

 29. Oleskowicz TN, Ochalek TA, Peck KR, Badger GJ, Sigmon SC. Within-
subject evaluation of interim buprenorphine treatment during waitlist 
delays. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2021;220:108532. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
druga lcdep. 2021. 108532.

 30. Caldwell JT, Ford CL, Wallace SP, Wang MC, Takahashi LM. Intersection of 
living in a rural versus urban area and race/ethnicity in explaining access 
to health care in the United States. Am J Public Health. 2016;106(8):1463–
9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2105/ AJPH. 2016. 303212.

 31. Reschovsky JD, Staiti AB. Access and quality: does rural America lag 
behind? Health Aff. 2005;24(4):1128–39. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1377/ hltha ff. 
24.4. 1128.

 32. Hutchinson E, Catlin M, Andrilla CHA, Baldwin LM, Rosenblatt RA. Barriers 
to primary care physicians prescribing buprenorphine. Ann Fam Med. 
2014;12(2):128–33. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1370/ afm. 1595.

 33. University of Kentucky Center on Drug and Alcohol Research. Coalition 
on Appalachian substance abuse policy. Published 2020. https:// cdar. uky. 
edu/ index. php?r= site% 2Find ex

 34. Allen ST, O’Rourke A, White RH, Schneider KE, Kilkenny M, Sherman SG. 
Estimating the number of people who inject drugs in a rural county in 
Appalachia. Am J Public Health. 2019;109(3):445–50. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
2105/ AJPH. 2018. 304873.

 35. US Census Bureau. QuickFacts: Cabell County, West Virginia. Published 
2017. https:// www. census. gov/ quick facts/ cabel lcoun tywes tvirg inia

 36. West Virginia Department of Health & Human Resources. West Virginia 
drug overdose deaths: historical overview 2001–2015. Published 2017. 

http:// dhhr. wv. gov/ oeps/ disea se/ ob/ docum ents/ opioid/ wv- drug- overd 
oses- 2001_ 2015. pdf

 37. Boeije H. A purposeful approach to the constant comparative method 
in the analysis of qualitative interviews. Qual Quant. 2002;36(4):391–409. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/A: 10209 09529 486.

 38. O’Connor C, Joffe H. Intercoder reliability in qualitative 
research: debates and practical guidelines. Int J Qual Methods. 
2020;19:1609406919899220. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 16094 06919 
899220.

 39. Cohen, J. A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educ Psychol 
Meas. 1960;20(1). Accessed April 21, 2023. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1177/ 00131 64460 02000 104

 40. Weber EM. Bridging the barriers: public health strategies for expanding 
drug treatment in communities. Rutgers L Rev. 2004;57:631.

 41. West Virginia Department of Health & Human Resources. Medication 
assisted treatment: an evidence-based pathway to recovery in West 
Virginia. Published 2018. https:// dhhr. wv. gov/ BBH/ Docum entSe arch/ 
MAT/ Medic ation% 20Ass isted% 20Tre atment% 20Whi te% 20Pap er% 
20May% 202018. pdf

 42. Amiri S, Lutz R, Socías ME, McDonell MG, Roll JM, Amram O. Increased 
distance was associated with lower daily attendance to an opioid 
treatment program in Spokane County Washington. J Subst Abuse 
Treat. 2018;93:26–30.

 43. Rosenblum A, Cleland CM, Fong C, Kayman DJ, Tempalski B, Parrino 
M. Distance traveled and cross-state commuting to opioid treatment 
programs in the United States. J Environ Public Health. 2011. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1155/ 2011/ 948789.

 44. Darke S, Campbell G, Popple G. Retention, early dropout and treatment 
completion among therapeutic community admissions—PubMed. 
Drug Alcohol Rev. 2012;3:64–71.

 45. Meier PS, Best D. Programme factors that influence completion of 
residential treatment—PubMed. Drug Alcohol Rev. 2006;25(4):349–55.

 46. Andersson HW, Wenaas M, Nordfjærn T. Relapse after inpatient sub-
stance use treatment: a prospective cohort study among users of illicit 
substances. Addict Behav. 2019;90:222–8.

 47. Bell J, Trinh L, Butler B, Randall D, Rubin G. Comparing retention in 
treatment and mortality in people after initial entry to methadone and 
buprenorphine treatment. Addiction. 2009;104(7):1193–200.

 48. Bell J, Strang J. Medication treatment of opioid use disorder. Biol Psy-
chiatry. 2020;87(1):82–8.

 49. Zhang Z, Friedmann PD, Gerstein DR. Does retention matter? 
Treatment duration and improvement in drug use. Addiction. 
2003;98(5):673–84.

 50. Shaffer PM, Rodriguez CP, Gaba A, Byrne T, Casey SC, Harter J, Smelson 
D. Engaging vulnerable populations in drug treatment court: six-month 
outcomes from a co-occurring disorder wraparound intervention. Int J 
Law Psychiatry. 2021;76:101700.

 51. Pringle JL, Edmondston LA, Holland CL, et al. The role of wrap around 
services in retention and outcomes in substance abuse treatment: find-
ings from the wrap around services impact study. Addict Disord Treat. 
2002;1(4):109–18.

 52. Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Section 5 
PE tables—results from the 2018 national survey on drug use and health: 
Detailed tables. https:// www. samhsa. gov/ data/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ cbhsq- 
repor ts/ NSDUH Detai ledTa bs201 8R2/ NSDUH DetTa bsSec t5pe2 018. htm

 53. Beetham T, Saloner B, Gaye M, Wakeman SE, Frank RG, Barnett ML. Admis-
sion practices and cost of care for opioid use disorder at residential addic-
tion treatment programs in the US: study examines practices and cost of 
care for opioid use disorder at residential additional programs. Health Aff. 
2021;40(2):317–25.

 54. Wu LT, Zhu H, Swartz MS. Treatment utilization among persons with 
opioid use disorder in the United States. Drug Alcohol Depend. 
2016;169:117–27.

 55. Martin, K. Is treatment for opioid use disorder affordable for those with-
out health insurance? November 2021 Issue Brief. Foundations for opioid 
response efforts. Published 2021. https:// foref dn. org/ wp- conte nt/ uploa 
ds/ 2021/ 11/ fore- moud- unins ured. pdf

 56. Dunphy C, Peterson C, Zhang K, Jones CM. Do out-of-pocket costs influ-
ence retention and adherence to medications for opioid use disorder? 
Drug Alcohol Depend. 2021;225:108784. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. druga 
lcdep. 2021. 108784.

https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/index.html
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1097/HRP.0000000000000075
https://www.hca.wa.gov/assets/billers-and-providers/MAT_buprenorphine_products.pdf
https://www.hca.wa.gov/assets/billers-and-providers/MAT_buprenorphine_products.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.07.006
https://doi.org/10.7326/M17-3107
https://doi.org/10.7326/M17-3107
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2014.5416
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2014.5416
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.j1550
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.20843
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2019.18913
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302664
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302664
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.4450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2021.108532
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2021.108532
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303212
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.24.4.1128
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.24.4.1128
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1595
https://cdar.uky.edu/index.php?r=site%2Findex
https://cdar.uky.edu/index.php?r=site%2Findex
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2018.304873
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2018.304873
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/cabellcountywestvirginia
http://dhhr.wv.gov/oeps/disease/ob/documents/opioid/wv-drug-overdoses-2001_2015.pdf
http://dhhr.wv.gov/oeps/disease/ob/documents/opioid/wv-drug-overdoses-2001_2015.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020909529486
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919899220
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919899220
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104
https://dhhr.wv.gov/BBH/DocumentSearch/MAT/Medication%20Assisted%20Treatment%20White%20Paper%20May%202018.pdf
https://dhhr.wv.gov/BBH/DocumentSearch/MAT/Medication%20Assisted%20Treatment%20White%20Paper%20May%202018.pdf
https://dhhr.wv.gov/BBH/DocumentSearch/MAT/Medication%20Assisted%20Treatment%20White%20Paper%20May%202018.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1155/2011/948789
https://doi.org/10.1155/2011/948789
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/cbhsq-reports/NSDUHDetailedTabs2018R2/NSDUHDetTabsSect5pe2018.htm
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/cbhsq-reports/NSDUHDetailedTabs2018R2/NSDUHDetTabsSect5pe2018.htm
https://forefdn.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/fore-moud-uninsured.pdf
https://forefdn.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/fore-moud-uninsured.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2021.108784
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2021.108784


Page 10 of 10Winiker et al. Harm Reduction Journal           (2023) 20:69 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 57. Andrilla CHA, Coulthard C, Larson EH. Changes in the supply of physicians 
with a DEA DATA Waiver to prescribe buprenorphine for opioid use 
disorder. Published 2017. Accessed April 24, 2023. https:// famil ymedi cine. 
uw. edu/ rhrc/ publi catio ns/ chang es- in- the- supply- of- physi cians- with-a- 
dea- data- waiver- to- presc ribe- bupre norph ine- for- opioid- use- disor der/

 58. Davis CS, Carr DH. The law and policy of opioids for pain management, 
addiction treatment, and overdose reversal. IndHealth LRev. 2017. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 18060/ 3911. 0027.

 59. American College of Physicians. Elimination of X-waiver removes major 
barrier to opioid use disorder treatment. Published 2023. https:// www. 
acpon line. org/ advoc acy/ acp- advoc ate/ archi ve/ febru ary- 10- 2023/ elimi 
nation- of-x- waiver- remov es- major- barri er- to- opioid- use- disor der- treat 
ment#: ~: text= On% 20Jan. ,bupre norph ine% 20for% 20opi oid% 20use% 
20dis order.

 60. Samuels EA, Clark SA, Wunsch C, et al. Innovation during COVID-19: 
improving addiction treatment access. J Addict Med. 2020;14(4):e8–9. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ ADM. 00000 00000 000685.

 61. Nunes EV, Levin FR, Reilly MP, El-Bassel N. Medication treatment for opioid 
use disorder in the age of COVID-19: can new regulations modify the 
opioid cascade? J Subst Abuse Treat. 2021;122:108196. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. jsat. 2020. 108196.

 62. Nesoff ED, Marziali ME, Martins SS. The estimated impact of state-level 
support for expanded delivery of substance use disorder treatment dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic. Addiction. 2022;117(6):1781–6.

 63. Davis CS, Samuels EA. Opioid policy changes during the COVID-19 pan-
demic- and beyond. J Addict Med. 2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ ADM. 
00000 00000 000679.

 64. Gallagher JR, Whitmore TD, Horsley J, Marshall B, Deranek M, Callantine S, 
Woodward Miller JA. Perspective from the field: five interventions to com-
bat the opioid epidemic and ending the dichotomy of harm-reduction 
versus abstinence-based programs. Alcohol Treat Q. 2019;37(3):404–17.

 65. Uchtenhagen A. Abstinence versus agonist maintenance treatment: an 
outdated debate? EAR. 2013;19(6):283–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1159/ 00035 
0373.

 66. Srivastava A, Kahan M, Nader M. Primary care management of opioid use 
disorders: abstinence, methadone, or buprenorphine-naloxone? Can Fam 
Phys. 2017;63(3):200–5.

 67. Madden EF. Intervention stigma: How medication-assisted treatment 
marginalizes patients and providers. Soc Sci Med. 2019;232:324–31.

 68. Lee HS. The ethical dilemma of abstinence-only service delivery in the 
United States. J Social Work Values Ethics. 2015;12(1):61–6.

 69. Lee, H. S. Participant generated outcomes of two harm reduction 
programs. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign; 2006. https:// www. 
proqu est. com/ openv iew/ 069df 14b1e 686f3 3b3ba 9d537 964ad 59/1? pq- 
origs ite= gscho lar& cbl= 18750 & diss=y

 70. Kourounis G, Richards BDW, Kyprianou E, Symeonidou E, Malliori MM, 
Samartzis L. Opioid substitution therapy: lowering the treatment thresh-
olds. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2016;161:1–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. druga 
lcdep. 2015. 12. 021.

 71. Paquette CE, Syvertsen JL, Pollini RA. Stigma at every turn: health 
services experiences among people who inject drugs. Int J Drug Policy. 
2018;57:1040–110.

 72. Biancarelli DL, Biello KB, Childs E, et al. Strategies used by people who 
inject drugs to avoid stigma in healthcare settings. Drug Alcohol Depend. 
2019;198:80–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. druga lcdep. 2019. 01. 037.

 73. Heath AJ, Kerr T, Ti L, Kaplan K, Suwannawong P, Wood E, Hayashi K. 
Healthcare avoidance by people who inject drugs in Bangkok, Thailand. J 
Public Health. 2016;38(3):e301–8.

 74. Humphreys K. How to deliver a more persuasive message regarding 
addiction as a medical disorder. J Addict Med. 2017;11:174–5.

 75. Goddu AP, O’Conor KJ, Lanzkron S, Saheed MO, Saha S, Peek ME, 
Haywood C, Beach MC. Do words matter? stigmatizing language 
and the transmission of bias in the medical record. J Gen Intern Med. 
2018;33:685–91.

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

https://familymedicine.uw.edu/rhrc/publications/changes-in-the-supply-of-physicians-with-a-dea-data-waiver-to-prescribe-buprenorphine-for-opioid-use-disorder/
https://familymedicine.uw.edu/rhrc/publications/changes-in-the-supply-of-physicians-with-a-dea-data-waiver-to-prescribe-buprenorphine-for-opioid-use-disorder/
https://familymedicine.uw.edu/rhrc/publications/changes-in-the-supply-of-physicians-with-a-dea-data-waiver-to-prescribe-buprenorphine-for-opioid-use-disorder/
https://doi.org/10.18060/3911.0027
https://doi.org/10.18060/3911.0027
https://www.acponline.org/advocacy/acp-advocate/archive/february-10-2023/elimination-of-x-waiver-removes-major-barrier-to-opioid-use-disorder-treatment#:~:text=On%20Jan.,buprenorphine%20for%20opioid%20use%20disorder
https://www.acponline.org/advocacy/acp-advocate/archive/february-10-2023/elimination-of-x-waiver-removes-major-barrier-to-opioid-use-disorder-treatment#:~:text=On%20Jan.,buprenorphine%20for%20opioid%20use%20disorder
https://www.acponline.org/advocacy/acp-advocate/archive/february-10-2023/elimination-of-x-waiver-removes-major-barrier-to-opioid-use-disorder-treatment#:~:text=On%20Jan.,buprenorphine%20for%20opioid%20use%20disorder
https://www.acponline.org/advocacy/acp-advocate/archive/february-10-2023/elimination-of-x-waiver-removes-major-barrier-to-opioid-use-disorder-treatment#:~:text=On%20Jan.,buprenorphine%20for%20opioid%20use%20disorder
https://www.acponline.org/advocacy/acp-advocate/archive/february-10-2023/elimination-of-x-waiver-removes-major-barrier-to-opioid-use-disorder-treatment#:~:text=On%20Jan.,buprenorphine%20for%20opioid%20use%20disorder
https://doi.org/10.1097/ADM.0000000000000685
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2020.108196
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2020.108196
https://doi.org/10.1097/ADM.0000000000000679
https://doi.org/10.1097/ADM.0000000000000679
https://doi.org/10.1159/000350373
https://doi.org/10.1159/000350373
https://www.proquest.com/openview/069df14b1e686f33b3ba9d537964ad59/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://www.proquest.com/openview/069df14b1e686f33b3ba9d537964ad59/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://www.proquest.com/openview/069df14b1e686f33b3ba9d537964ad59/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.12.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.12.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2019.01.037

	A qualitative exploration of barriers and facilitators to drug treatment services among people who inject drugs in West Virginia
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Background
	Methods
	Study setting and data collection
	Data analysis

	Results
	Barriers to sustained engagement in drug treatment and substance use cessation
	Limited access
	Low thresholds for dismissal
	Lack of comprehensive support services
	Financial barriers
	Insufficient withdrawal management

	Facilitators to sustained engagement in drug treatment and substance use cessation
	Medications for opioid use disorder
	Supportive healthcare providers


	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


