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Abstract 

There is a significant amount of public health research conducted within provincial health facilities in South 

Africa, whose findings have a positive impact on the delivery of health services. This includes clinical, 

epidemiological, health systems and health services research, often initiated by post‐graduate students, 

independent academics researchers, as well as research institutions. Although researchers commonly commit 

to providing feedback to the provincial department and facilities, there is little evidence to confirm that 

research feedback is subsequently provided. Little contextualized empirical evidence is available to guide 

action, particularly for frontline health care providers, who often have the responsibility to host these research 

activities. The aim of this study was to explore the experiences of healthcare providers with research activities 

hosted in health facilities in the Western Cape province of South Africa. A mixed-method, cross-sectional study 

was conducted utilising an online survey (n= 19), and semi-structured interviews (n=3) with frontline health 

care providers (research gatekeepers). Descriptive analyses characterized respondents and their experience 

of research. Qualitative thematic analysis took on an inductive approach by identifying themes as they 

emerged from the data and cross comparing these with findings from the scoping literature review. Findings 

provided insight into how research conduct is experienced by those on the frontline in public health facilities 

on the provincial district platform. This is particular to the Western Cape province, which has a specific health 

department administration system. The following themes emerged: perception of research burden on 

services, understanding of the research approval process, autonomy to deny researchers access to the health 

facility due to overburden of research, the frequency or occurrence of research feedback after completion of 

a project, and interpersonal dynamics between researchers and gatekeepers as it relates to research conduct 

in facilities. This research reports on empirical evidence of perspectives from frontline health care providers 

on their experience with health research in a particular provincial context. The findings could form the basis 

of a study with a much larger sample size to inform how research feedback can be translated in a way that 

directly impacts on the uptake in the frontline.
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Acronyms and abbreviations 

AIDS  Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome 
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Glossary of Key Terms 

For the purpose of this Thesis, the key terms used are operationalised and understood as follows: 

Gatekeepers Department of Health (DoH) employees who provide permission for 
researchers to access these health facilities in order to conduct their 
research [1]. For this Thesis, most of the gatekeepers encountered were 
senior doctors, professional nurses, facility managers, service managers. 

 

Health care providers 

Different cadres of frontline health facility staff, i.e., Nurses (enrolled, 
professional, auxiliary), Doctors (medical officer, family physician, senior 
doctor, community service doctor) and Facility Managers 

 

Public health research 

 

While the aim of public health practice is to control disease and improve 
health and wellbeing, and related health services, “The primary intent of 
public health research is to yield generalizable knowledge. Key 
characteristics of public health research include (1) benefits beyond the 
needs of the study participants, (2) collection of data exceeding what is 
needed to care for study participants and (3) generation of knowledge with 
relevance outside the population from which data were collected” [2]. 

Therefore, Public health research of consequence should draw emphasis on 
critical issues around public health threats that are the biggest contributors 
of morbidity, mortality, and health care costs [3]. 

 

Health facilities Clinics, Community health centre (CHC); Community day centre (CDC), 
district hospitals 

Knowledge Translation Defined by the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR)  “as a dynamic 
and iterative process that includes the synthesis, dissemination, exchange 
and ethically sound application of knowledge to improve health, provide 
more effective health services and products, and strengthen the health care 
system” [4]. 
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PART A: THESIS PROTOCOL 

Health care providers’ experiences of research activities in public sector health facilities in the Western 

Cape Province of South Africa 

Introduction 

Evidence and findings from localised health research should have a major impact on the functioning of a 

country’s health system. One of the main objectives for conducting health research is to produce high quality, 

scientific evidence that informs practice and provides a basis for the delivery of quality health services- that 

addresses population needs [5,6]. In settings where different sectors of the economy compete for resources, 

research can be used to set health priorities and justify the choice of fund allocation [6]. Trends in the 

epidemiology of diseases, the rise in quadruple burden of disease and increasing health inequities across the 

world require informed, targeted and timely responses [7]. Addressing these health challenges requires 

evidence-informed decision making, now, more than ever [8]. Findings from health research form a large part 

of the evidence that can be used to inform health policy and planning, and the management of health 

programmes [9]. Investing in health research, particularly public could result in a healthier population, 

improved quality of life, job creation, and subsequently impact on economic growth [7]. 

Despite evidence showing the benefits of research focused on health issues locally, many countries in sub-

Saharan Africa (SSA) are yet to experience this. The health research systems of these countries are 

characterised by limited resources, lack of inclusion of all relevant stakeholders in the research process, poor 

communication of research findings and mechanisms for translation of findings into policy and practice [10]. 

This may indicate inadequate acceptability or value given to research on the side of health care providers, 

facility management or senior managers of services [1]. The complex nature of translating information 

gathered from health research into practice, not only requires an understanding of how the health research 

system operates, from its funding, approval processes for research but also the translation of the research 

findings into usable information with effective feedback mechanisms [8].  

Every year, billions of dollars are spent on health research worldwide. From its inception in 1998, the Global 

Forum for Health Research was set up to help address issues on the disparities around resource allocation in 

health research [7]. The 1990s saw the start of a revolution in the prioritisation of health research [7]. In the 

1990 report, the Commission on Health Research development made significant recommendations to correct 

the gap between an inadequate investment in research (10%) and the magnitude of disease burdens (90%) – 

the’ 10/90’ gap [7]. It is described as situation where the smaller portion of resources (10%) invested in 

research accounts for the largest (90%) of the burden of disease, globally [7]. They argued that to move beyond 

the 10/90 gap, a focus on the following factors is required: priority setting, building capacity of health research 

systems, increasing funding for health in “developing countries to create international research networks and 
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public-private partnerships”, and encouraging strong linkages and efficient delivery of products and services 

[7]. 

Furthermore, in 1991, the Global Research Forum came up with the idea of the Essential National Health 

Research (ENHR) approach [7]. The ENHR was developed specifically to help developing countries in redressing 

the 10/90 gap and building capacity for research. The recommendations were more specific [7]: 

• “To invest in individuals and institutions, particularly in epidemiology, social sciences, and management 

research”. 

• “To set national priorities for research.”  

• “To build career paths to attract able researchers”. 

• “To develop reliable links between researchers and users.”  

 

Developed countries have benefitted immensely from the technology and the knowledge generated through 

health research as they have the means to conduct and implement programmes [11]. However, the experience 

with low-income countries is often the contrary because of limited resources being invested in areas where 

they are required the most. The production of better-quality information that informs priority setting could 

aid in bridging these gaps. A global observatory as a monitoring mechanism for health research and 

development has since been suggested as a possible solution [11]. This repository would also function as a 

means of regulating, facilitating research to make efficient use of funds, and avoid wastage through 

duplication of research efforts [11]. 

In South Africa, governance of the health research stretches across three sectors [5]. The National Department 

of Health (NDoH) is the custodian of the health system, while the research and information system is under 

the Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET), and the Department of Science and Technology 

(DST) [12]. Historically, in South Africa, a challenge to research dissemination and knowledge translation has 

been the lack of coordinated research bodies in the country [5]. The National Health Research Committee 

(NHRC) was formed to address this problem [12]. Provincial Health Research Committees (PHRC) were 

subsequently formed to operationalise the national directorate mandate to suit the different provinces’ 

unique settings [13]. The terms of reference for the PHRC in the Western Cape include facilitation of research 

activities and to provide advice on health research translation of findings into policy and the building research 

capacity [9]. The PHRC’s are separate entities from ethics committees, and all research conducted in health 

facilities require prior approval from human ethics committees registered by the National Health Research 

Ethics Council. 

A report on proceedings and recommendations of the 2011 National Health Research Summit appealed to the 

South African government to increase the funding for local, researcher-clinician driven research to at least 2% 
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of the national health budget. Research on the national expenditure on health research in South Africa noted 

that there was no direct stream of public funding for research going to the provinces [14]. Although there are 

competing resources in the budget, there is recognition of the need to increase research that is locally driven, 

and that responds to the health priorities and population needs [9]. 

The NDoH and the Health Systems Trust developed a National Health Research database (NHRD), an online 

tool to monitor research being done in the country. The NHRD functions as a health research repository and 

is the application portal for researchers applying for permission to conduct research in facilities managed by 

provincial institutions [9]. This enables the tracking of research activities in the different provinces [9]. The 

intention is to reduce duplicated efforts, help identify priority areas for resource allocation and ensure that 

facilities are not overburdened with research. In the Western Cape, approval process for research in provincial 

facilities is strictly through the NHRD and applications made on other platforms are not considered [9]. Access 

is required when the researcher enrols patients from a public facility, conducts research that impacts on the 

workflow or referral systems in the public sector, or requires the involvement of provincially employed staff 

[9]. Turnaround time for feedback on applications are expected to be between six and eight weeks. If 

approved, a letter is sent to the researcher with the facility managers’ contact details, to arrange access [9]. 

Researchers are required to give a feedback report of research findings within six months of data collection. 

Ideally feedback will reveal evidence that is relevant for the services and enable the revision of policy [15]. 

The Western Cape health research system 

An audit of research activities within the Western Cape province found that between January 2011 and August 

2012, 615 projects were approved by the provincial authority, and about 85% of all research was carried out 

in the Cape Town Metro district [6]. Substantial resources were directed to research within the province, 

mostly for HIV, TB and non-communicable diseases research. Despite contributing substantially to the burden 

of disease, Mental Health, Nutrition, Violence and substance abuse did not receive as much attention [6]. The 

largest source of funding for most of these projects was from the US government and international agencies 

such as PEPFAR, USAID, NIH, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation [6]. The South African government accounted 

for only 8% of the sources of funding within the districts. 

The Western Cape province public health sector has five independent administrative authorities, led by 

research coordinators, who are responsible for research approval [9]. Applications for access to health 

facilities administered by the WCDoH must be done through the National Health Research Database (NHRD). 

In this study, the focus was on provincial health facilities at primary care level, such as district hospitals, 

Community Day Centers (CDCs), Community Health Centers (CHCs) and clinics. Although the primary contact 

for research permission is through the NHRD, the research coordinators are “responsible for processing the 

research in their various settings” [16]. It is highly recommended for researchers to engage with the relevant 
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service managers from as early as the research proposal development stage.  Service managers are usually 

facility managers, senior doctors or family physicians stationed at the health facility and assume the role of a 

gatekeepers, who are, the first point of contact when accessing health facilities for research purposes.  

However, “agreement or approval by service managers at this preliminary stage does not constitute 

approval…Such approval must still be sought following the standard procedures outlined “[7]. 

There are three main important questions outlined in the policy guideline document for Approval of Health 

Research in the Western Cape. These are: 

1. “Is the research feasible in facilities within the limitation of space, staff, patients, timing and funds? 

2. “Does the research duplicate or clash with other research in the relevant facilities?” 

3. “Does the research have the potential to answer questions of interest to the province, and provide outputs 

that could be implemented by the province?” [7] 

In the Western Cape, despite researchers undertaking to give research feedback to the province on completion 

of studies, few written feedback reports are received. The reasons for this are unknown and may be researcher 

or service related, including that feedback is given and translated locally but fails to reach the provincial office. 

Research question  

Therefore, the question this research would be asking is: What is the experience of healthcare providers with 

hosting research in health facilities within the Western Cape provincial health system?  

Sub-questions 

i. How much value do frontline health providers place on research activities, feedback of research 

findings, and translation systems operating in the province? 

ii. What dynamics exist in their relationship with researchers? 

Purpose and aim 

The aim of the current study is to explore the knowledge, attitudes and practices of facility staff regarding 

their experience of health research activities. Ultimately, the purpose of this research is to inform better 

systems for health research and research translation in the Western Cape Province.  

Objectives 

The objectives of the study are: 

1. To describe the systems used to obtain entry to health facilities for research as experienced by facility 

managers and key clinical staff. 
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2. To determine the experience (perceptions, knowledge and practices) of hosting research in facilities. 

3. To ascertain the frequency and type of feedback received from researchers.  

4. To document recommendations for research translation and feedback mechanisms from the perspectives 

of frontline health providers.   

This research is a sub-study of a bigger project commissioned by the Western Cape Government: Health’s 

health research sub-directorate. There is a sister-study running in parallel with the current research, which is 

a mapping exercises focused to map the feedback systems in place for research conducted in the Western 

Cape. The mapping exercise will make use of a mixed methods approach, reviewing existing data and 

interviews among researchers and senior provincial officials.  

Method 

This study is a mixed method design. The first phase will be a cross-sectional study, through a self-administered 

survey. The second phase of data collection will be qualitative, using an exploratory research design. This will 

consist of 10-20 interviews1, to explore how public-sector health facilities experience and accommodate 

research activities, and the relationship that exist between health care providers and researchers. The mixed 

methods strategy will be sequential in its approach, with the fixed quantitative preceding the flexible 

qualitative, exploratory aspect of the research. Results from the survey will also inform the sample for the 

qualitative phase.  

The mixed method approach offers an option to broaden and strengthen the analytic scope of the study, as it 

reflects characteristics of both fixed and flexible approaches [17]. The flexible design is appropriate for this 

study as it does not follow a stringent pattern of pre-specified steps, instead, it makes allowance for adapting 

and readjusting as the study progresses [17]. This is important, given that the research seeks to explore more 

intangible and unquantifiable issues like attitudes, perceptions, and relationships. The fixed design is also 

necessary to elicit responses for more specific and targeted responses. 

This research addresses an important aspect of health policy and systems research (HPSR) and emphasises a 

people-centred approach at both the micro and meso levels in the health system. At the micro-level the focus 

is on how the individuals operate within the system, including how they interact with each other and how 

those relationships among them affect the functioning of the system [18]. The meso-level focuses on the 

health systems at the organizational level of operation. This includes the functioning of the health facilities 

and the organisation at the district health systems [18]. In this study, relationships that healthcare providers 

 
1 As a result of the competing priorities, and unavailability of target participants, the number of interviews 
subsequently completed was less (n=3) than the number initially planned. As a result of low response rate, the NHRD 
was subsequently used as an additional data source to complement findings from the surveys and interviews. 
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have with researchers will be explored. Actors, agents, or individuals are recognised as the main drivers of 

change in the system [19]. Hence strengthening the practice of HPSR means giving due attention to the 

relationships among the people within, and how they relate with the system. The subject matter also deals 

with a relevant topic: the health research coordination systems put in place at the provincial health 

government level. The organisational functioning of health facilities and the management of health activities 

(research) and health workers within the various health district/sub-district structures are all the modes of 

operation on a meso level [18].  

Rigour 

To ensure rigour, the validity of the study design will be enhanced through member-checking. This means 

using the results from the quantitative survey questionnaire to inform the sampling and questions asked in 

follow-up semi structured interviews. This will be done sequentially and hence present an opportunity for 

triangulation to ensure rigour [20]. The triangulation across data collection methods will be used to further 

verify or confirm the findings and gain clarity. Using diverse methods and results from quantitative surveys to 

probe issues allows for a deeper insight into the preliminary results, particularly in this instance where there 

is there is limited evidence on the subject matter [18]. 

The nature of interviews positions the researcher as a data collection tool. Hence the researcher acknowledges 

that their own preconceived notions, perceptions and knowledge on the subject matter may influence how 

they interpret responses. Because of the differences in the way individuals respond to the same information 

may yield different results, depending on their broader social, political, and economic contextual [20]. This will 

be limited by the neutrality of the pre-set questions to be asked. Questions will also be asked in such a way 

that they are not leading. The researcher will draw on her prior experience in conducting qualitative 

interviews.    

The researcher is aware that some of the questions asked may appear to be a subjective evaluation of the 

participants’ responses. It is important that these questions are asked in a way that does not imply a 

performance appraisal, or the researcher assuming a position of superiority. This will be addressed by 

emphasising that this is a subjective value judgement and perceptions. The researcher will also take note to 

reiterate their position as an equal, not superior because of their position as the one facilitating the interview 

process. 

Sampling strategy 

We reviewed a list of proposals on the NHRD that had been submitted and approved for research in public 

health facilities on the district platform in the Western Cape between the year 2015 and 2016. This report 

records the number of studies being conducted in each facility, and consequently in each district. We decided 
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to target primary care public sector clinics managed by the provincial department: Community Health Centres 

(CHCs), and district hospitals. For the survey, 20 facilities will be purposefully sampled, and five participants 

from each will be recruited to participate. To achieve a power of 80% with the confidence interval of 95% the 

recommended sample size was calculated to be 91, however the total sample size of 1002 will be enrolled. 

The cadre of health care providers we will be recruiting are facility managers, who are the first point of call for 

researchers in health facilities, doctors and nurses who are involved with research activities, or incorporate 

research operations into their routine service delivery. In Phase 2, the healthcare providers to participate in 

the interviews will be purposively sampled based on the results of the questionnaire survey. Appendix I shows 

a table of sampled health facilities and their research saturation level.  

Characteristics of sampled facilities 

Two district hospitals will be included to reflect the experience at a different level of care. The primary care 

facilities will be purposively sampled to reflect the different experiences of both rural town and 

metropolitan/urban health facilities, then facilities from each geographical area will be stratified according to 

their relative research load. Facilities will be classified as saturated, medium saturation and low saturation, as 

per the number of proposals submitted for research in a particular facility between 2015 and 2016. For the 

urban facilities, saturated is defined as facilities that hosted an average of 11 or more research projects 

between the two years. Facilities that hosted 10 or less research projects are defined as medium saturation, 

and lastly, the low saturation hosted somewhere between seven and five research projects on average. These 

categories were intentionally lower (see Appendix I), for research carried out in the rural part of the province, 

because approximately two-thirds of the research done in the province is concentrated in the Cape Town area 

[9]. To account for the heterogeneity that exists in the urban part of the province, the 20 facilities were 

sampled to reflect the different demographic profiles of the populations and the catchment areas they are 

nested. Table 1 provides a summary of health facility research volume categories as per average number of 

proposals submitted through the NHRD between 2015 and 2016. 

Exclusion criteria 

For the rural facilities, we opted for health facilities that are closer in distance, for ease of logistics. The 

Western Cape province comprises of six health districts namely: Cape Winelands, Central Karoo, West Coast, 

Overberg municipality, Eden and City of Cape Town. The Central Karoo and Eden districts will be excluded 

from the onset because of geographical distance (Central Karoo), and as Eden is a National Health Insurance 

(NHI) pilot, to avoid research overload. Academic, Tertiary and Regional hospitals will be excluded, as most of 

the research in those settings may be practitioner-initiated. In that case those dynamics are outside the scope 

 
2 Sample size achieved for the survey data collection at the end of the study was 19 
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of this research. Facilities under governance by the City of Cape Town will not be considered for this study as 

these are not under provincial government and require a separate process of approval. 

Table 1 Sampled health facility 3research volume categories as per average number of proposals submitted: 

2015 and 20164 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Study setting  

The Western Cape province is home to three of the universities with impressive track records of research 

within the field of Health Sciences namely, the University of Cape Town (UCT), Stellenbosch University and 

University of the Western Cape (UWC). Research is encouraged and valued in the province, with active 

researchers and projects, compared to the relatively less-resourced Eastern Cape, Mpumalanga and Limpopo 

provinces [6]. There are six health districts within the province, namely Cape Winelands, Central Karoo, West 

 
3 These reflect health facilities sampled at the submission of this proposal for ethics review. Subsequently, access 
approval was not granted for some of the facilities listed here. See Appendix I for final list of Approved health facilities.  

4 In the original protocol, we planned to look at NHRD data from 2014-2016 as this was the available data at the time. 
However, as the time progressed, we subsequently had access to more recent data (up to 2018) available and added it 
to the analysis. 

URBAN RURAL 

Facility Name Number of proposals 
submitted 

Facility Name Number of proposals 
submitted 

2015 2016 2015 2016 

Hospitals 
  Karl Bremer 
  DP Marais (TB) 
 
Saturated 
 Mitchells Plain CHC 
 Delft CHC 
 Kraaifontein CHC 
 Retreat CHC 
 
Medium Saturation 
 Greenpoint CDC 
 Woodstock CDC 
 Belville South CDC 
 Mfuleni CDC 
 
Low Saturation 
 Hout Bay harbour CDC 
 Kensington CDC 
 Du noon CDC 

 
17 
5 
 
 
19 
17 
13 
12 
  
  
 9 
11 
6 
9 
 
 
6 
3 
6 

 
23 
7 
 
 
21 
21 
19 
13  
   
 
7 
8 
9 
8 
 
 
8 
5 
7 
 

Hospitals 
 Swartland 
 Hermanus 
 
Saturated 
De Doorns Clinic 
Worcester CDC 
 
 
 
Medium Saturation 
 Ceres CDC 
 Breerivier Clinic 
 
 
 
Low Saturation 
 Wellington CDC 
  

 
2 
9 
 
 
 6 
 7  
 
  
 
 
5 
3 
 
  
 
 
3 
 
 

 
5 
8 
 
 
11 
15 
 
 
 
 
9 
8 
 
 
 
 
5 
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Coast, Overberg, Eden and the City of Cape Town. There is still a dual governance of some facilities across the 

City of Cape Town district, with most clinics managed by the City of Cape Town Municipality while the 

Community Health Centres (CHCs), Community Day Centres (CDCs) and hospitals in Cape Town metro are 

managed by the Provincial Department of Health [9].  

Data collection 

The initial phase of data collection will consist of an online self-administered questionnaire hosted on 

SurveyMonkeyTM. Prior to participation in the study, an email invitation to participate in the study will be sent 

to potential participants. The email will contain a link to the survey questionnaires, and a copy of the informed 

consent for the online survey, attached (see Appendix II). Because it is not possible to get oral consent through 

SurveyMonkey, the front page of the survey will also follow the pattern of this informed consent form. This 

will include the description of the research study, ethical considerations and contact information for the 

researchers and health research ethics committee representatives.  

After ethical approval, facility managers for each of the sampled facilities will be contacted through telephone 

to make the necessary arrangements. Printed copies of invitation letters (see Appendix II), together with the 

ethics letter of approval from the Health Research Ethics Committee (HREC) and the access approval letter 

from the Western Cape Department of Health, will be sent to healthcare providers who are confronted with 

the responsibility of accommodating research activities in their facilities. Those who agree participate will be 

asked to provide their email addresses. Further consent will still be sought at the time of administering the 

survey.  

The first page of the survey will provide a description of the study and by clicking the ‘next’ icon, the participant 

essentially confirms participation. A total of 100 participants sampled from the 20 different facilities, will be 

sent a link to the survey via email. The questionnaires will consist of questions on access experience, feedback 

and recommendations. Participants’ scores on the survey will be examined for deviant cases or extreme 

scores.  

The second phase of data collection will consist of follow-up semi-structured interviews. These will be 

conducted with facility managers from facilities where there is a variety of responses or from institutions that 

have long standing projects or relationships with researchers, in institutions where there are differences in 

responses, or complex relationships. Facility managers will be invited to take part in the interview through an 

invitation letter. The letter will contain the information sheet and informed consent (see Appendix IV). The 

information sheet will be read out to them and clarity provided, where questions may arise. Participants will 

be given a copy of their signed consent form, also co-signed by the researcher. As part of the consent process, 

participant will also be asked if they consent for the interview to be voice recorded. For those who choose not 

to be recorded, the researcher will take hand-written notes.  
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Data analysis 

The quantitative data from the cross-sectional survey questionnaire will be analysed using STATA 14 [21].5 

Descriptive analyses will be performed to characterise respondents and their experience of research. 

Responses about research experience by urban and rural facilities will be compared using appropriate t-tests 

and chi-sq tests for numerical and categorical data respectively. This is based on the hypothesis that 

differences exist in the way rural, public sector health facilities staff experience research, in comparison to 

more urban facilities. The recordings from semi-structured interviews will be transcribed and uploaded on 

NVivo 11 for windows – a software package used for qualitative data analysis. Data will be analysed by 

grouping text into themes [22]. These thematic codes will be generated based on the data reflecting 

participants’ experiences, attitudes and practices on how they accommodate research. Text under each theme 

will be examined for patterns, concepts, and associations.  

Ethical considerations 

This study is embedded in a broader project commissioned by the Provincial Health Research Committee 

(PHRC) of the Western Cape Provincial department of Health (PDOH). In addition to receiving permission from 

the DOH, ethical approval for this study will also be sought from the University of Cape Town (UCT) Human 

Research Ethics Committee (HREC) in the Faculty of Health Sciences. The four basic principles of ethics, namely, 

beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy, and justice will be upheld, at every point of the study:  

Beneficence and non-maleficence: No harm intended will be inflicted on the participants. All the necessary 

information and protection that they are entitled to will be made available. 

Autonomy: Respondents will be treated with respect and dignity, allowing them to make their own decision 

to participate in the study, or otherwise. Do not have to answer all questions and can withdraw. 

Justice: Selecting participants will be done in a fair manner, with a consideration of research experience in the 

various facilities. 

Benefits for participation 

There are no immediate personal benefits for the participants, however the information gathered may be 

used to strengthen guidelines for improvement of the systems for research access, conduct of research and 

feedback. This should benefit the effectiveness of the research, building health care providers’ capacity in 

research, and encourage health managers to engage with researchers about the conduct of research and how 

the research could benefit the services. The study results may be used to inform future research and possibly 

contribute to efforts in the use of health research in the province, and ultimately in the whole country. We 

 
5 A newer version of STATA (STATA 15) was used for data analysis of the questionnaire results. 
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acknowledge that the research to policy process is a complex one and hence these benefits may not be 

immediately recognisable and could take a while before coming into effect.  

Potential risks 

Health Policy and Systems Research (HPSR) is heavily influenced by the Social Sciences and as such there is a 

need for ethical consideration that are unique to a more relativist paradigm [20]. The risks may not be as overt 

as that of Biomedicine, for example, someone could react negatively to the side effects of a novel drug. Risk 

in HPSR could also be issues like trust and power relations are critical in HPSR because of its people-

centeredness [20]. Ethics in HPSR takes into consideration such interpersonal relationships and power 

dynamics that exist in the relationships among individuals within the health system. To avert risk to the overall 

health system, the researcher’s actions will be guided by principles of ethics previously outlined. 

We do not anticipate any physical harm to the participants. However, because of the approval from the DOH 

to conduct this research, participants may feel compelled against their will to be involved in the study for fear 

of being considered uncooperative. The compulsion may also come from the misconception that study 

participation is a requirement from the provincial health authorities. This will be addressed by reiterating the 

voluntary nature the research study and making sure that participants are fully aware of their right to 

withdraw at any point of the study, which is stated in the consent process. Respondents may be tempted to 

phrase their responses for socially desirability, which leads to a response bias. The questions in the interview 

guide will be repeated and rephrased in more than one way. 

To reduce the possibility of psychological harm, the online survey will have an option for the participants to 

skip an item, that they feel uncomfortable giving a response to. Participants will also be told of the right to 

withdraw their responses and pull out at any point in the survey. 

Anonymity and confidentiality 

For the online survey6 anonymity will not be divulged. The results reported will be aggregated from responses 

received from all the information received. To ensure that responses are anonymous, the option to collect 

Internet Protocol (IP) addresses will be turned off. Online data collected in the survey shared account that is 

password-protected. The nature of in-depth interviews does not guarantee the same anonymity that self-

administered surveys do. However, to ensure the confidentiality, the names of the participants will not be 

included in the transcribed material or mentioned in the report of findings. Numbers will be assigned to each 

participant’s name. Interviews will be conducted in a private room and the voice recording will only start after 

initial introductions. The recordings will be stored in the researcher’s password encrypted computer, with only 

 
6 Paper-based version was later made available for the health providers who had challenges accessing the online survey 
or preferred a soft copy of the questionnaire survey. 
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the supervisors and researcher having access to the results. This information will be backed up onto an 

external memory disk encrypted with a password to avoid data loss. All the audio recordings will be erased 

after being downloaded onto a computer.  

Study duration  

This study will run for approximately six months7. The data collection is most likely to take the longest time, 

because of participants’ differing schedules. Below is a timeline of planned events for the duration of the 

research study period.  

Table 2: Research Activities timeline 

                                                                     

PERIOD → SEPT 
2017 
 

OCT 
 

NOV 
 

DEC 
 

JAN 
2018 
 

FEB 
 

MAR/ 
APR  
 

PHASE ↓ 

Protocol submission to ethics        

Literature review        

Ethics approval        

Participant recruitment        

Data collection (online survey)        

Preliminary survey data analysis        

Data collection (interviews)        

Data analysis        

Write-up        

Submission        

Results feedback        

 

Dissemination of Information 

 

Upon completion of the study, a meeting with the Western Cape Provincial Health Research Committee (PHRC) 

will be scheduled for an oral presentation to feedback the findings and recommendations to inform the 

broader project. Further recommendations that address the questions asked will be included as part of the 

presentation, and a policy brief prepared for policymakers. A manuscript will be prepared for a peer reviewed 

journal that focuses on health system issues in LMICs such as South Africa. This journal is appropriate for the 

subject matter given the contextual factors to be explored in this study. 

 
7 The study ran longer than expected due to few setbacks along the line with receiving access approval to health 
facilities and taking on demanding full-time employment- and having to navigate the two. In the end, the study took 
one year longer than anticipated. Full dissertation submission is scheduled for February 2020 (See revised timeline in 
Appendix VII. 
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A report back to the facilities where the research will take place will be in the form of a research brief. The 

research brief will be prepared and circulated to the service providers and managers. For participants who 

provide their email addresses as a medium for further communication during the survey questionnaire, the 

research brief will be emailed to them.   

Budget 

 

Table 3 shows the estimated budget for this research study. The transport fares are based on one of two 

possible options for public transport.  

Table 3: Estimated Cost of Research Project 

ITEM COST per Unit No. of Units Total Cost 

Printing  
 -ICFs 

 
R1.00 

 
40 pages 

 
R40 

Transport & Logistics 
  -Mitchells Plain 
  -Green Point 
  -Kraaifontein 
  -Mfuleni 
  -Swartland 
  -Malmesbury 
  -Karl Bremer 
  -Wellington 
 
Stationery 
-Envelopes  

 
R203 
R72 
R125 
R193 
R499 
R498 
R155 
R543 
 
 
R109 

 
2 trips 
2 trips 
2 trips 
2 trips 
2 trips 
2 trips 
2 trips 
2 trips 
 
 
2 packs of 50 

 
R406 
R144 
R250 
R386 
R998 
R996 
R310 
R1086 
 
 
R218 

TOTAL R 2 288  R4 834 
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PART B: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Factors influencing health care providers’ involvement in research and related activities within health 

facilities in low-to-middle income countries (LMICs): a scoping review 

Background  

While evidence in literature has shown that effectively engaging health care providers in research could be 

beneficial for health outcomes and knowledge translation (KT), frontline healthcare providers in most 

developing countries are still relatively marginalised when it comes to research production [1-6]. 

Unfortunately, health research systems in these countries are characterised by poor feedback of research 

findings, inadequate mechanisms by which information is disseminated and applied in practice, and a lack of 

inclusion of all relevant stakeholders in the research process [2,4,5,7]. Primary care facilities in low-to-middle 

income countries (LMICs) lack the capacity to provide adequate health-care services due to poor staffing, 

inadequate medical equipment, unequal distribution of financial investment in health care, which impacts on 

the effective functioning of the overall health system. Incidentally, these challenges have been cited in a 

number of studies as deterrents for involvement of frontline health care providers’ in research [2,6,8–10].  

Particularly, both institutional and individual capacity for health policy and systems research (HPSR) remain a 

huge challenge for most health care providers in low resource settings yet, their involvement is key to making 

research a success and incorporating research results into health service functioning [2,6,11].  

Given the challenges in most LMICs with limited financial resources and staff shortage in public health facilities, 

it is not clear from the literature how frontline health care providers can be meaningfully engaged in the 

research process and policy development, whilst meeting the daily demands of routine service delivery in 

these busy settings [5,12–14]. In recent years, there has been a steady increase in research on knowledge 

translation and efforts to address barriers to research utilisation and uptake. However, gaps in literature 

focusing on exploring the experiences of health providers with conducting research, and related research 

activities in the health facilities persist [11,15–17]. Particularly important to understand are the dynamics 

involved in hosting these research activities in constrained health facilities. As such, the aim of this scoping 

review is to broadly highlight factors that influence health providers’ motivation to engage in research and 

research activities and the importance of the health systems in enabling or deterring this motivation. Gaps 

identified will be flagged for further research around this topic. 

Method 

A Boolean search strategy was used to search for keywords on the online databases EbscoHost and PubMed 

Central, complemented by a Google Scholar search, for a much wider pool of literature. In addition, the Google 

search engine was used to search for the less conventional or non-academic literature like conference 

proceedings, research day programmes and webpages for government reports that could contain relevant 
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information. Key search words were a combination of phrases and individual words used in sequence. These 

included: ‘barriers and facilitator of health providers involvement in health research ‘, ‘health research and 

healthcare providers’, ‘dissemination’, ‘research feedback’. Alternative synonyms for health providers like 

‘nurses’, ‘health professionals’, ‘health care provider’, ‘health care workers’ and ‘clinical staff’ were used 

interchangeably in instances where there were insufficient search results. The inclusion criteria were wide, 

considering the exploratory nature of this piece of work. 

Most of the literature was retrieved by means of cross-referencing and snowballing. Physical copies of material 

used were obtained through the University of Cape Town (UCT) World-Cat library portal. A collection of 

research papers, conference reports and grey literature that had been compiled by the researcher and 

supervisors on Dropbox, also served as a resource for obtaining the literature. All literature added from Google 

were found in the first 5 pages, after which no search results were relevant to the study. The phrase ‘research 

burden in public health facilities’ was run on a Google search. The first 10 pages did not produce results 

relevant to subject matter.   

Literature written in English and those that had been translated from a foreign language into English, were 

included. Articles from low-income settings were considered, primarily. Although these countries may have 

different demographics, socio-cultural and political structures, most LMICs, also referred to as developing 

countries in some papers, would probably have similar challenges in terms of their health systems. Literature 

from high income/ developed countries was also included. These countries may differ significantly from LMICs, 

albeit in the performance of their health systems. However, for this literature review, they were included 

minimally. This was done to highlight findings from some of the similarities in health providers’ interactions 

with public health research. 

Articles that were published more than 30 years were excluded. The term ‘frontline healthcare provider’ will 

be used in this literature review, inclusive of nurses. It is meant to be inclusive of the different cadres of health 

professionals, whose day-to-day clinical activities are based in (public) health facilities. The terms health care 

providers and healthcare workers will be used interchangeably to refer to the broader group of frontline 

nurses, midwives, family physician, doctors. For the purposes of this review we use the terms ‘involvement’, 

‘engagement’ or ‘participation’ in research, interchangeably to refer to the participation of health workers in 

research and related activities, both as users of research and as those who carry out research activities. 

However, for the purposes of this scoping review, these will be analysed together as engagement in any form. 

Research engagement or involvement exists along a continuum - from being involved in research activities as 

data collectors, as consultants for research priorities, and less commonly, as principal investigators. There is a 

dearth of literature on frontline health care provider engagement with research activities, particularly in an 

LMIC and this study contributes to closing that gap. 
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The Importance of health system and health services research 

One of the key functions of public health research is the production of high-quality scientific evidence that 

informs clinical practice and provides a basis for the delivery of quality health services that meet population 

health need [18–21]. This evidence also comes in the form of research results that can be used to set health 

priorities and justify resource allocation. This is especially beneficial in settings where there are competing 

demands and limited financial resources for providing cost-effective public health interventions [22]. Findings 

from research contributes a large part of the evidence that can be used to inform interventions in the 

prevention and management of ill-health burdens through health programmes [19]. Particularly, health policy 

and systems research (HPSR), as an emerging area of public health focuses on the broader settings in which 

such programmes are implemented. Its value-add is that it places due emphasis on what can be done to 

improve policy implementation and the functioning of health systems in a specific context [23,24]. The focus 

is strengthening the health financing, human resource for health (HRH), medicines and technology, 

information systems and governance elements health system that underpin the delivery of health services in 

facilities [24,25]. HPSR can be effective to address gaps in health service delivery, particularly in settings where 

evidence is required for policy and clinical guidelines as research that is not relevant to specific health systems 

can be easily dismissed by policymaker [23,26] . 

HPSR could also provide a platform to address socio-economic determinants of health in achieving the 

sustainable development goals (SDGs). One of the shortcomings the preceding millennium development goals 

(MDGs) were criticised for, was giving little consideration for different country contexts and their capacity to 

implement targets set for them [27,28]. MDGs were essentially a set of common goals presented by the United 

Nation, for participating countries to have achieved by 2015 [28]. On the contrary, the successive SDG 

framework places health in its socio-economic context and promotes and a multisectoral approach to 

addressing health challenges [28]. This requires a robust public health workforce and one of the targets under 

SDG 3 aims to “increase substantially... recruitment, development, training and retention of the health 

workforce” [21,29]. Health policy and systems research places emphasis on a people-centred approach- 

individuals are recognised as the main drivers of change in the system [23,24,30]. Giving due attention to the 

relationships between the people within the health system is critically important.  

 

Knowledge translation 

Notwithstanding the contributions of HPSR to support health system strengthening and policy change in LMICs 

had remained quite weak [39]. Developed countries have benefitted immensely from the technology and the 
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knowledge generated through health research as a result of the availability of resources to conduct research 

and implement programmes [40]. On the contrary, the experience with low-income countries has often been 

characterised by limited resources for global research agenda setting and a disproportionately high focus on 

clinical research [6,26,33]. Due to the concern about research evidence informing clinical practice, and 

conversely practice informing research, much of the focus and a substantial amount of resources on research 

recently has been on Knowledge translation (KT) [3,34,35,41].  

KT was introduced in the early 19th century and has since gained popularity, now with almost 100 synonyms 

used [42,43]. However, added to this complexity of multiple words for the same idea, is the variation in the 

usage of these terms, across geographical regions to mean the same thing [42,44,45]. For the purpose of this 

review, we will make reference to the definition of KT from the Canadian Institute of Health Research (CIHR), 

which is “ a dynamic and iterative process that includes the synthesis, dissemination, exchange and ethically 

sound application of knowledge to improve health, provide more effective health services and strengthen the 

health care system” [46]. The elusive nature of the concept causes issues with clarity of definition, when 

retrieving information and gathering evidence of what has been done in this field. Establishing a common 

understanding of what KT entails, is essential not only in theory but also to define what the process looks like, 

in practice. In theory, the intended outcome of KT should demonstrate an improvement in health services. 

However, researchers have generally considered the end-product of their work as published and/or presented 

[21]. This passive, one-directional approach to promoting uptake of research findings is often less effective 

[3,41,45,47].  More active efforts to increase the exchange of knowledge between researcher and clinician, 

where knowledge from the frontline influences research priorities [41]. This can also be enhanced by involving 

health workers not only in consultation on dissemination strategies at the end of a research project, but also 

in the conceptualising, design and conduct of research.  



Part B: Literature Review 

5 

 

Table 1 A sample of top articles on different concepts included in the scoping review 

Author/s &  

Year 

Methodology & 

Study Country  

Objectives  Findings 

 
Lutge et al. 2017 

 
Qualitative research 
 
South Africa 

 
 
To explore perceptions of research 
conducted in provincial health facilities in 
KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. 

Researchers tended to emphasize the contribution of research to the generation of 
knowledge and to the health of future patients while gatekeepers of health facilities 
tended to emphasize its contribution to the healthcare system and to current patients. 
relations between research stakeholders were perceived to be somewhat fragile, making 
it difficult for stakeholders to achieve consensus about the social value of research, as 
well as on ways to maximize value. 

 
Asuquo et al. 
2013 

 
Descriptive research  
 
Nigeria 

To assess the extent of nurses’ 
involvement in research and policy 
development. 

Majority of 61.7% utilized research findings and perceived research as a tool to enhance 
development of nursing. 77.5% respondents were not aware of any financial support for 
research and only 3.3% had ever received research grant to support research activities. 
The results also revealed minimal 6.7% involvement of nurses in health care policy 
development. 

 
Oluwatosin 
2014 

Cross-sectional 
survey  
 
 
Nigeria 

To assess how nurse conduct and utilize 
research.  

Barriers: time-related, knowledge-lack of interest, lack of utilization 
Facilitators: continuing education, 
study leave for degree, increased staffing. 
Conduct and utilization of research was very poor within the study population. Only few 
of the research conducted were also published in peer reviewed journals. 

 
Koen et al.  
2017 

 
Participatory 
approach 
 
South Africa 

To investigate the relevance 
and meaning of the term “over-researched 
community” (ORC) as an ethical construct. 
At 

The usefulness of the term ‘over-research is limited and a vague term for complex issues 
of ethical concern. However, it should not be dismissed as it suggests potential concerns 
about the relationship between communities and researchers. 

 
Straus et al. 
2011 

Narrative review To provide an overview of the science and 
practice of knowledge translation 

Knowledge translation is defined as the use of knowledge in practice and decision making 
by the public, patients, health care professionals, managers, and policy makers. Failures 
to use research evidence to inform decision making are apparent across all these key 
decision maker groups.  

 
Edward et al., 
2019 

Evidence Mapping 
Review 
 
LMICs 

To provide a systematic overview of the 
literature on knowledge translation (KT) 
strategies employed by health system 
researchers and policymakers in African 
countries. 

Significant disparities exist between reports on KT in different countries, and there are 
many settings without published evidence of local KT characteristics. Commonly 
reported KT strategies include policy briefs, capacity-building workshops, and policy 
dialogues. Barriers affecting researchers and policymakers include insufficient skills and 
capacity to conduct KT activities, time constraints and a lack of resources.  
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Martinez 2012  Narrative review of 
intervention  
 
Cuba 

To assess the results of a strategy 
implemented between 2008 and 2011 to 
develop nursing capacity for health 
systems and services research in 14 
national research institutes based in 
Havana. 

A systematic strategy to build nursing capacity for health systems and services research 
can be effective in involving nurses in such research and in developing institutional 
support for it, fostering compliance with professional development priorities for nursing, 
as well as contributing to quality of patient services. 

Edwards et al.,  
2009  

Literature review 
 
LMICs 

To discuss factors that have influenced the 
development of research capacity among 
nurses in lower and middle-income 
countries (LMICs).  

Programmes specifically targeting nurses did attract and prepare a significant number of 
nurses. Factors limiting nurses’ involvement in research include hierarchies of power 
among disciplines, scarce resources, a lack of graduate and post-graduate education 
opportunities, few senior mentors, and prolonged underfunding of nursing research. 

London et al., 
2014 

Database review 
 
South Africa 

To review the profile of research on the 
health service platform in the Western 
Cape province of South Africa which was 
approved by the health authorities over 
the period January 2011 to December 
2012. 

Of the health research approved in the province, 56% of projects were located on the 
District Health Services platform and 70% were based in the Cape Metropolitan area. The 
primary focus of research was on HIV and tuberculosis (TB), whilst relatively few studies 
addressed nutrition, mental health or injury and there was little health systems research 
The South African government sources comprised less than 8% of all health research 
funding. Conclusion: 

Shroff et al., 
2017 

Literature Review and 
Surveys 
LMICs 

To analyse institutional capacity for the 
generation of HPSR and the use of 
evidence (including HPSR) more broadly in 
LMICs. 

Findings from the survey of research institutions identified the absence of core funding, 
the lack of definitional clarity and academic incentive structures for HPSR as significant 
constraints.  
The survey of Ministries of Health identified a lack of locally relevant evidence, poor 
presentation of research findings and low institutional prioritisation of evidence use as 
significant constraints to evidence uptake. In contrast, improved communication 
between researchers and decision-makers and increased availability of relevant evidence 
were identified as facilitators of evidence uptake 
  

Van Rensburg et 
al., 2017  

Case study, 
exploratory design 
 
South Africa 

To gain insight into the contributions that a 
novice researcher programme makes 
towards research capacity development in 
nursing education on health research. 

The Cooke integrated framework for research capacity building in healthcare was used 
to evaluate the development that took place. This novice programme fulfilled all the 
dimensions of the framework. The success of the programme lies in the skills and 
confidence gained by the participants 
Continuity and sustainability of the programme remain a challenge and was partially 
promoted by using the premises of the professional organisation or university 
participating in the project, devolving the programme to organisational chapter or 
regional level and partnership with universities. Such partnerships should be extended. 
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Despite the growing interest for KT in Africa, there has been limited high-quality research evidence that is 

tailored to local contexts [35]. A recent review, ‘exploring the types of institutional support required to enhance 

the generation and use of evidence’ from HPSR in LMICs in Africa and Asia was conducted. The study reported 

a lack of locally relevant research as a constraint for the use of evidence [37]. In addition, they were unable to 

find published literature that could particularly  “shed light on processes established at the level of MoHs 

(Ministries of Health) to facilitate the uptake and use of research evidence for decision-making at a cross-

national level” [37]. These findings were echoed in a recent mapping review of factors that facilitate and hinder 

implementation of KT strategies on the lack of high-quality evidence relevant to local health systems contexts 

[35]. In this study, Edwards and colleagues did a mapping exercise of KT African settings, particularly looking 

at engagements between researchers and policymakers [35]. Recommendations from the results of the 

review, included exploring more context-sensitive embedded research approaches and participatory research 

methodologies, which would allow for inclusion of all relevant stakeholders in the research, and ultimately 

decision-making process [35].    

There is still a gap in the literature on what effective mechanisms for engaging all stakeholders in the process 

should look like, particularly those in the fore of providing service [15,16,48]. Ideally, operational research 

within an embedded approach presents opportunities for frontline health provider to lead or be actively 

involved in research that is translatable and has a direct effect on the services they provide [42,44]. “In this 

model, policy-makers and implementers at different levels in the health system are engaged as co-investigators 

and are involved in all phases of a research project” [44]. A study analysing 30 different case studies in Ghana, 

aimed to map the contribution of health research-to action. They examined which features of research and 

translation processes encouraged the use of the results, and found that most of the evidence for research 

uptake/utilisation failure, points to the crucial fact that research users are not involved in the design, conduct 

and interpretation of research [41]. 

Research conduct versus research uptake 

In embedded research, the contribution of research becomes contextualised and based on empirical questions 

and research findings that can be translated into evidence and subsequently integrated in service delivery [42–

44]. However, little is known about whether the conduct of research is enabled by the health system in the 

first place. Most capacity building efforts for research use and uptake are geared towards developing 

strategies and strengthening institutional relationships between researchers and policymakers [31,38,39,48]. 

These strategies have been heavily focused on the output part of the research process [4,38,47,48]. However, 

not much is known about the more upstream factors associated with the actual conduct of research, that is, 

the data collection activities that are often hosted in health facilities. Equally important is understanding how 

LMICs are receptive to and enable the conduct research, such as health systems and health services research. 
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This is relevant particularly given their contexts characterised by shortages of staff and clinically overburdened 

health facilities. Understanding the barriers for research conduct could indicate the reason for this lack high-

quality, contextual health policy and systems research (HPSR) evidence cited in literature above and in a few 

KT studies [3,14,15,49,50].   

Factors influencing frontline health care providers’ involvement in research 

Studies set in LMICs across time have highlighted the central factors influencing the decision of frontline health 

care providers and gatekeepers to engage in research and research activities [4,5,7,10,32,49]. The focus of this 

review is health care providers’ experience of research. It not only addresses issues that may inhibit them from 

being involved in research activities, but also issues that motivates their engagement. These factors are not 

only influenced by the health care providers’ own individual perceptions about research, but also systemic 

and organisational factors that reflect the broader health system. These include the health lack of designated 

time for research and related activities, and research supervision, limited research capacity, the provider’s 

own attitudes towards research and lack of interest [2,9,10,50]. Despite these challenges, studies conducted 

within the last five years in a few LMICs found that including health care providers from the initial phases of 

the research process encourages more involvement and continued use of research findings in clinical practice 

[32,51]. This involvement largely included consultation, and less of the actual conduct of the research. In a 

recent paper, Ghaffar and colleagues argued that the embedded research model give policymakers and 

implementers the ownership of health systems and policy research, because they are the initiators of the 

research [52]. However, this may not always be feasible for nurses in most LMICs, as limited health research 

training and access to international funding, grants and training programs result in fewer opportunities for 

collaboration. Therefore, fostering partnerships without building capacity could be detrimental as frontline 

clinical staff may feel more undermined by the power dynamics between the different partners [4,15,16,53].  

Apart from research capacity, limited knowledge about the different kinds of research methodology still 

persist among frontline health providers [3]. This was reflected in an intervention done by a team of 

international researchers and policy makers in five LMICs, namely, Barbados, Jamaica, Uganda, Kenya, and 

South Africa. The aim was to set to promote nurses’ involvement in HIV policy development by designing a 

research study led by multi-disciplinary team, where most of the members were nurses [8]. The study made 

use of a participatory action research to increase the qualitative research capacity of nurse mentorship, role-

modelling, and the enhancement of institutional support [8]. The results revealed that some nurses were more 

sceptical about qualitative research being ‘real’ research because their academic training groomed them to 

value  quantitative research methodologies and epidemiological studies and their research experience was 

often of a biomedical nature [8]. Team members cited many examples of quantitative findings being 

disseminated to decision- makers- these were viewed as “credible evidence while qualitative results or the 
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experiences gained in the leadership hubs were considered more anecdotal” [8]. This reflects perceptions 

about the hierarchy of research methodologies, and their contribution to knowledge. The study showed that 

such misconceptions could be addressed by strengthening research capacity among health care providers, an 

opportunity to bridge the research-practice gap [2]. Clinicians who are well versed and experienced in research 

could become instrumental, acting as mentors to frontline healthcare providers for the conduct of research, 

translation and implementation of research findings [10,53,54].   

Researcher-health provider relations   

This section highlights the factors (relationship) that influence HP’s involvement in research. This sub section 

argues that professional relations and perceived power dynamics may further undermine or facilitate the 

willingness of frontline health providers to accommodate research.  Although evidence on clinician-researcher 

professional relationships is not documented in the literature, it may be implied in certain instances [57,58]. 

For example, the structure of primary health teams, which typically places the physician as the team leader, 

are sometimes reflected in research settings where physicians, by virtue of their postgraduate training take 

on the role of researcher and lead projects with nurses as ‘research assistants’ [2,5,10]. Studies investigating 

reasons for these roles are still in their infancy, with most describing anecdotal evidence. It may be that those 

healthcare providers who identify problems do not want to or have training to go through the process of 

writing a proposal, data analysis, and proceed to publish findings in journal articles. However, in cases where 

there is expressed interest from the healthcare provider to be involved in research, it is not always clear how 

institutional relationships and professional hierarchies are managed, particularly in environments where 

perceived power imbalances exist between nurses and physicians. 

Obtaining permission to access health facilities/institutions for research purposes, which may seem like a 

single administrative event is a complex process [44]. So, although formal permission may be granted to the 

researchers, gatekeepers have the autonomy to permit or deny access to their information, space, personnel, 

clients/ patients, subliminally or otherwise [44]. A gatekeeper is “someone who controls access to an 

institution or an organisation”. In this instance, it would be the health facility.  Findings from a qualitative 

research study in a research- active province in South Africa, highlighted differences in how research is valued 

by facility managers [31]. They found that facility/health managers were motivated to supporting research in 

the hope that the research would primarily benefit their clients and the conditions under which health services 

are delivered to patients [31]. These gatekeepers positioned themselves as advocates for their clients, and 

their value of research was determined by how much of the collateral benefits would directly benefit 

participants. Benefits included receiving free care and access to better clinical diagnostic tests provided by 

research projects [31]. On the other hand, this research highlighted more aspirational benefits, that accrue 

into the future for the benefit of society, such as research findings’ contribution to scientific knowledge. There 
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were poor relationships between gatekeepers and researchers were perceived as wanting to benefit through 

publishing and acquiring more funding as opposed to benefitting communities hosting research. Facility 

managers described their relationship with researchers as characterised by mistrust [31]. This mistrust was 

exacerbated by differences in stakeholders’ perceptions of the social value of research [31]. Reconciling these 

values as complementary rather than competing, could be the first step to getting an appreciation for the 

contributions brought by each stakeholder into the research process.  

The findings above were echoed by a study done in Kenya, whose aim was to highlight opinions of health 

stakeholders on what constitutes the social value of research [7]. The consensus was that the social value of 

research was that health is a social construct and health research should therefore aim to understand the 

settings in which the research is being hosted [7,31,33,57]. They concluded that research should move beyond 

adding to scientific knowledge or testing the efficacy of drugs, to also engage with broader systemic issues 

that surround health challenges being researched. Such expectations from gatekeepers in LMICs are valid 

given the very limited resources in these countries’ public health systems. Additionally, “there is the potential 

that multiple ongoing studies in a single community could compromise existing healthcare services” [33], 

thereby placing further demands on limited resources, including the health care providers. Gatekeepers 

increasingly cite ‘over-research ‘as a reason for denying researchers access to carry out research in institutions 

[57]. However, where the idea of ‘over-research’ and ‘over-researched communities’ has been used, it has 

been anecdotal and elusive with different stakeholders holding various opinions of what the term means. The 

evidence on ‘over-research’ in public health as a subject of enquiry is still limited [33,57,58]. A related study 

found that most researchers did not fully understand the term ‘over-research’ while gatekeepers who 

expressed allegations of over-research, did so where there were imbalanced power relations between 

different stakeholders in the research process, and concerns that the research would fail to benefit 

communities and participants [33]. Interestingly, this research was conducted in sites that host multiple HIV 

prevention trials and projects. Such a response is expected, given the recent increase in investments of HIV 

services and research in certain countries in sub-Saharan Africa, particularly South Africa [59]. 

The South African research system 

South Africa (SA) is one of the LMICs that have made relatively large investments and major scientific advances 

through the work of their research institutions and councils [18,56,60]. This steady progress has been a result 

prioritising national resources for health research, developing national health plans and leveraging political 

will [61]. In the decade leading up to the 21st century, South Africa saw “an increase in research inputs and 

outputs in areas such as clinical trials and epidemiological and other health-related studies” [62,63]. There was 

a recognition that generally “research activities lack coordination and prioritisation to maximally benefit health 

sector development and achieve the desired impact on the quality of life of the greater population” [64]. In 
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response, the National Department of Health developed and adopted a research policy framework. The South 

African Health Research policy of 2001 provided a framework to enable research to enrich the lives of all South 

Africans [65]. Part of the objectives outlined by the policy were “to encourage the uptake and utilisation of 

research findings in the coordination of the nation’s health system and to build research capacity within the 

community, health services, research institutions and decision makers, including training facility managers on 

the management of research and utilisation of findings” [65].  Also outlined was a need to “develop of a 

communications strategy that establishes mechanisms for the dissemination of information and ensures that 

benefits of research are systematically and effectively translated into practice” [65].   

Historically the challenge to research dissemination and knowledge translation in South Africa has been due 

to the lack of coordinated research bodies in the country [64]. The health system is the responsibility of the 

Department of Health whereas the research system is under the stewardship of the Departments of Science 

and Technology (DST), and Higher Education and Training [64]. The National Health Research Committee 

(NHRC) was formed to address this problem [62,63]. Provincial Health Research Committees (PHRC) were 

subsequently formed to operationalise the national directorate mandate to suit the different provinces’ 

settings [67].  

Although there are competing resources in SA’s health budget, there is recognition of the need to increase 

research that is locally driven and that responds to the health priorities and population needs. International 

donor-funded research often reflects the donors’ interests, which may not necessarily mirror local research 

needs [22,68]. A report on proceedings and recommendations of the 2011 National Health Research Summit 

appealed to the South African government to increase the funding for local, researcher-clinician driven 

research to at least 2% of the national health budget. In 2018 update of the status of the national health 

research system, the ≥ 2% was still the recommended allocation [61]. Research on the national expenditure 

on health research in South Africa noted that there was no direct stream of public funding for research going 

to provinces [69]. The funds that were historically allocated for Research and Development (R&D), had been 

channelled to training and development of health professionals, which might not have included any research 

training. One such ways is to incorporate research capacity building into continued professional development 

programs for health workers [24]. Other efforts include improving research literacy in the undergraduate 

nursing and medical student [9,50,70]. 

In the wake of global efforts to improve health, for example, the introduction of Universal Health Coverage 

(UHC) and the sustainable development goals (SDGs), there is need to strengthen the national research system 

to be able to achieve to achieve optimal health outcomes [71]. In measuring progress, there is an index used, 

that is, the research barometer that was developed by WHO African Region (WHO AFR) [61]. Unfortunately, 

only two published studies in Africa have had an attempt at developing such a measure of progress, to date 
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[61,72]. In 2018, the overall NHRS barometer score for South Africa was 83.7% [72]. See Table 2 showing the 

different functions and sub-functions on which the total score is based. As indicated, the shortfall is largely on 

NHRS human and physical resources, and financing [61]. Although this score exceeds those of many other 

African countries, these deficits are quite substantial in the specific country context. The National Department 

of Health (NDoH) and Provincial Departments of Health (PDoH) works closely with medical schools to provide 

training for the health workforce and human resources for health research. However, there is still a low 

emphasis on research training, particularly HPSR, in both medical schools and nursing schools [9,73]. Exposing 

health care providers to public research at the onset of their career, could help address the deficiency in 

research capacity and encourage more operational and health services research in primary care. 

Table 2 South African NHRS barometer scores, 2018 [72].  

Functions and sub-functions NHRS index (D)=(A-C)/(B-C) 

A. Leadership and governance   

1. National Health Research Policy 2001 1 (or 100%) 

2.Health Research Legislation/Law – Chapter 7 of the National Health 
Act, Act 61 of 2003 1 (or 100%) 

3.Health research strategic plan: National Health Research Summit 
Report 2011 1 (or 100%) 

4.Functional National Ethics Review Committee 1 (or 100%) 

5.National Health Research Focal Point/Unit 1 (or 100%) 

6. National health research agenda 2011 1 (or 100%) 

    

B. Developing and sustaining resources 0.737 
7. Health Research Programme/Unit  1 (or 100%) 

8. Number of technical & support staff in HRP per 100 000 population 0.00018 (0.018%) 

9. Whether HRP has internet connectivity 1 (or 100%) 

10. Presence of SAMRC 1 (or 100%) 

11. Number of universities conducting R4H per a million population 0.42 (or 42%) 

12. Presence of NGOs undertaking health research 1   (1 or 100%) 

    

C. Producing and utilising research 0.937 
13. Existence of NHRC that convenes Summit 1 (or 100%) 

14. Existence of knowledge-translation platform(s) 1 (or 100%) 

15. Total number of R4H publications in 2017 per 100 000 population 0.81 (or 81%) 

    

D. Financing R4H  0.50 

16. Presence of health research budget within government budget 1 (or 100%) 

17. Government allocation to health research in the 2017/18 financial 
year 0.00041 (or0.041%) 

Overall NHRS barometer score ((sum of sub-function indices divided by 
17) x 100%) 0.837 x 100 = 83.7% 
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The lack of funding for research has been cited in a number of studies as a barrier to conducting research in 

most LMICs but this has not largely been the case in South Africa- at least, not as far as research in infectious 

epidemics is concerned [2,5,32,74,75].  Although government funding towards research is still marginal, South 

Africa has benefited from relatively substantial funding for research from international donors and several 

relief aids over the years [22]. This is partly due to the attention on the HIV/AIDS epidemic and TB. However, 

although the funding may be available for this, it remains relatively inaccessible to healthcare workers because 

of lack of confidence in their research capacity [6,10]. Although government funding for research has not 

increased significantly, especially in the area of health policy and systems, and health services research there 

is a heightened interest in health research, and increased investment in research and developments in South 

Africa compared to other African countries [76]. The 2016 Global Research and Development (R&D) forecast 

reported that while Africa accounted for only 1.1% of global investments in R&D, 65.7% was took place in 

three countries- South Africa, Nigeria and Egypt [77]. 

One of such investments in the country has been the National Health Research database (NHRD) The South 

African NDoH through the Health Systems Trust developed a National, an online tool to monitor research 

being done in the country. The NHRD functions as a health research repository and is the application portal 

for researchers applying for permission to conduct research in facilities managed by provincial institutions 

[78]. This enables the tracking of research activities in the different provinces [78]. The intention was to reduce 

duplicated efforts, to help identify priority areas for resource allocation and ensure that facilities are not 

overburdened with research.  

The Western Cape Provincial health research system 

Each year, hundreds of applications for approval to conduct research in health facilities are submitted to the 

Western Cape Provincial Health department through the National Health Research database (NHRD) online 

platform. The NHRD functions as a proxy for tracking research activities in each province, across the country. 

It also provides valuable information on research priorities and allows for a snapshot of the geographic 

distribution of research to identify gaps and for equitable allocation of resources [77]. In the Western Cape, 

the approval process for research in provincial facilities is strictly through the NHRD and applications made on 

other platforms are not considered [78]. Access is required when the researcher enrols patients from a public 

facility, conducts research that impacts on the workflow or referral systems in the public sector, or requires 

the involvement of provincially employed staff [78]. Turnaround time for feedback on applications are 

expected to be between six and eight weeks. If approved, a letter is sent to the researcher with the facility 

managers’ contact details, to arrange access [78]. Researchers are required to give a feedback report of 

research findings within six months of data collection. The Western Cape has arguably been one of the most 

progressive and accommodating provinces for health research [22,78]. This may be because the province hosts 
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various research institutes, universities, and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) that conduct a range of 

research projects. The province is home to four universities, of whom three of them have highly active schools 

of Public Health with affiliated research units [74]. Researchers seeking to conduct research in central hospitals 

seek additional approval from hospital research administrative authorities largely through the NHRD. In the 

Western province there are 5 authorities granting permission for research: the three tertiary hospitals -Groote 

Schuur, Red Cross and Tygerberg hospitals, all other facilities managed by  the Provincial government, and City 

Health who run municipal clinics in Cape Town [78]. Applications for facilities under the stewardship of the 

Cape Town City council are administered through a different process. This application process differs from the 

application to an ethics committee for ethics approval.  

A review of proceedings from the 2017 annual research day organised by the Western Provincial Health 

department displayed an array of presentations on research that had been conducted in the province [79]. 

The various kinds of research taking place in the province are also reflected in the Western Cape Provincial 

Research Newsletter, and annual research reports from the different academic institution [79,80]. Many these 

projects are often hosted in public sector health facilities. The NHRD can provide a general overview of the 

kind, and number of discrete studies taking place in the province, but it does not give a sense of the burden 

as experienced by the health system. For the most part, evidence of research burden has been limited and 

often anecdotal. It is therefore important for empirical research to investigate this topic, to contribute to the 

wider pool of literature addressing the research. Figure 1 illustrates the step-by-step procedure of the access 

approval application process for provincially run public health facilities [78].  
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Fig 1 Flow chart of approval process, with responsibilities for the relevant personnel [78] 

 

Conclusion 

There is a need for empirical research on how health workers engage with research from conduct to utilisation, 

particularly in LMICs, and in Africa in general. HPSR helps to understand broader issues within their specific 

context. Primary empirical research is required that explores the involvement and participation of frontline 

health workers in the conduct of research as they experience it in health facilities, where operational research, 

primary data collection takes place.  This is important given the already existing challenges, in terms of staff 

shortage, limited resources and capacity that characterise many public health sector primary settings. Health 

facilities often struggle to provide comprehensive services because of these challenges, let alone, host 

research projects. Importantly, the professional relationships and dynamics at play among the stakeholders 

involved merit exploration. Particularly in South Africa, large investments have been made in research and 

development, and giant strands have been taken to develop knowledge translation mechanisms. While the 
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literature on research conduct, feedback and knowledge translation has focused on policymakers and 

researchers, very little attention has been given to exploring the potential role of frontline healthcare 

providers to enrich the research process. In as much as efforts are being channelled to translating research to 

practice, it is equally valuable to assess the capacity of health system to accommodate this research in the first 

palace. This is best done at a local, provincial level, as processes and relationships are difficult to track 

nationally, given the differences in structures and administration of the provincial health departments in South 

Africa 

References 

1. Human SP, Du Plessis E. Opinions on a strategy to promote nurses' health research contribution in South Africa. 
Health SA Gesondheid. 2007 Dec 1;12(4):25-35. 

2. Asuquo EF, Etowa J, John M, Ndiok A, Sampson-Akpan P, Edet O. Assessing Nurses’ Capacity for Health Research 
and Policy Engagement in Nigeria. J Appl Med Sci. 2013;2(4):35–51.  

3. Ogbolu Y, Iwu EN, Zhu S, Johnson J V. Translating Research into Practice in Low-Resource Countries: Progress in 
Prevention of Maternal to Child Transmission of HIV in Nigeria. Nurs Res Pract.;2013:848567. doi: 
10.1155/2013/848567. 

4. Ditlopo P, Blaauw D, Penn-Kekana L, Rispel LC. Contestations and complexities of nurses’ participation in 
policymaking in South Africa Glob Health Action. 2014; doi:10.3402/gha. v7.25327. 

5. Etowa J, Aston M, Vukic A, Boadu NY, Helwig M, Macdonald D, et al. Experiences of nurses and/or midwives in 
research production in low- and middle-income countries. JBI Database Syst Rev Implement Reports. 2016; 
14(8):58–69.  

6. Sitthi-Amorn C, Somrongthong R. Strengthening health research capacity in developing countries: a critical element 
for achieving health equity. BMJ. 2000;321(7264):813–7.  

7. Jao I, Kombe F, Mwalukore S, Bull S, Parker M, Kamuya D, et al. Research stakeholders’ views on benefits and 
challenges for public health research data sharing in Kenya: The importance of trust and social relations. PLoS One. 
2015;10(9): e0135545. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0135545. 

8. Mill J, Davison C, Richter S, Etowa J, Edwards N, Kahwa E, et al. Qualitative research in an international research 
program: Maintaining momentum while building capacity in nurses. Int J Qual Methods. 2014;13(1):151–69. doi: 
10.1177/160940691401300105. 

9. Knight SE, Van Wyk JM, Mahomed S. Teaching research: A programme to develop research capacity in 
undergraduate medical students at the University of KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. BMC Med Educ. 2016;16(1):61. 
doi:10.1186/s12909-016-0567-7. 

10. Edwards N, Webber J, Mill J, Kahwa E, Roelofs S. Building capacity for nurse-led research. Int Nurs Rev. 
2009;56(1):88–94.  

11. Eller LS, Kleber E, Wang SL. Research knowledge, attitudes and practices of health professionals. Nurs Outlook. 
2003 ;51(4):165–70.  

12. Dugani S, Afari H, Hirschhorn LR, Ratcliffe H, Veillard J, Martin G, et al. Prevalence and factors associated with 
burnout among frontline primary health care providers in low- and middle-income countries: A systematic review. 
Gates Open Res [Internet]. 2018 Jun 11 [cited 2018 Sep 18];2:4. Available from: 
https://gatesopenresearch.org/articles/2-4/v3  

13. Woelk G, Daniels K, Cliff J, Lewin S, Sevene E, Fernandes B, et al. Translating research into policy: Lessons learned 
from eclampsia treatment and malaria control in three southern African countries. Heal Res Policy Syst. 2009; 7:31.  

14. Khan S, Timmings C, Vogel J, Ba-Thike K, Moore J, Gülmezoglu M. GREAT project [guideline-driven, research 
priorities, evidence synthesis, application of evidence, and transfer of knowledge]. Geneva: WHO. 2012. 

15. Walker L, Gilson L. ‘We are bitter, but we are satisfied’: nurses as street-level bureaucrats in South Africa. Soc Sci 
Med. 2004;59(6):1251–61.  

https://gatesopenresearch.org/articles/2-4/v3


Part B: Literature Review 

17 

 

16. Nzinga J, Mbindyo P, Mbaabu L, Warira A, English M. Documenting the experiences of health workers expected to 
implement guidelines during an intervention study in Kenyan hospitals. Implementation Science. 2009 Dec 
1;4(1):44. 

17. Akerjordet K, Lode K, Severinsson E. Clinical nurses’ attitudes towards research, management and organisational 
resources in a university hospital: Part 1. J Nurs Manag. 2012 Sep;20(6):814–23. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2834.2012.01477. x. 

18. Royston G. Meeting global health challenges through operational research and management science. Bull World 
Health Organ. 2011; 89(9):683–8 

19. Røttingen JA, Chamas C, Goyal LC, Harb H, Lagrada L, Mayosi BM. Securing the public good of health research and 
development for developing countries. Bulletin of the World Health Organization. 2012; 90:398-400. 

20. Zachariah R, Ford N, Maher D, Bissell K, Van den Bergh R, van den Boogaard W, Reid T, Castro KG, Draguez B, von 
Schreeb J, Chakaya J. Is operational research delivering the goods? The journey to success in low-income countries. 
The Lancet Infectious Diseases. 2012 May 1;12(5):415-21. 

21. Schmidt H, Gostin LO, Emanuel E. Public Health, Universal Health Coverage, and Sustainable Development Goals: 
Can They Coexist? [Internet]. SSRN. 2015 [cited 2019 May 3]. Available from: 
http://scholarship.law.georgetown.edu/facpub/1491  

22. London L, Naledi T, Petros S. Health research in the Western Cape province, South Africa: Lessons and challenges. 
African J Prim Heal Care Fam Med. 2014;6 (1):1–7.  

23. Gilson L, World Health Organization. Health policy and systems research: a methodology reader. World Health 
Organization; 2012.  

24. Sheikh K, George A, Gilson L. People-centred science: strengthening the practice of health policy and systems 
research. Heal Res Policy Syst. 2014;12(1):19; doi: 10.1186/1478-4505-12-19. 

25. Sheikh K, Gilson L, Agyepong IA, Hanson K, Ssengooba F, Bennett S. Building the field of health policy and systems 
research: Framing the questions. PLoS Med. 2011;8(8): e1001073. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1001073. 

26. Xue J, Murthy B, Tran NT, Ghaffar A. Goal setting and knowledge generation through health policy and systems 
research in low- and middle-income countries. Heal Res Policy Syst. 2014;12(1):39. doi: 10.1186/1478-4505-12-39. 

27. Abouzahr C, Boerma T. Five years to go and counting: Progress towards the millennium development goals. Vol. 88, 
Bulletin of the World Health Organization. World Health Organization; 2010. p. 324.  

28. Fehling M, Nelson BD, Venkatapuram S. Limitations of the Millennium Development Goals: a literature review. 
Global public health. 2013 Dec 1;8(10):1109-22.  

29. Buse K, Hawkes S. Health in the sustainable development goals: ready for a paradigm shift? Global Health 
[Internet]. 2015 Dec 21 [cited 2018 Dec 22];11(1):13. Available from: 
http://www.globalizationandhealth.com/content/11/1/13 

30. Busse R. Methods in health systems and policy research. Health Policy (New York). 2012;104(3):205.  

31. Lutge E, Slack C, Wassenaar D. Defining and Negotiating the Social Value of Research in Public Health Facilities: 
Perceptions of Stakeholders in a Research-Active Province of South Africa. Bioethics. 2017. 
doi:10.1111/bioe.12323. 

32. Oluwatosin A. Conduct and utilization of research among nurses at federal capital territory, Abuja Nigeria. J Nurs 
Educ Pract. 2014;4(7). doi: 10.5430/jnep. v4n7p139. 

33. Koen J, Wassenaar D, Mamotte N. The ‘over-researched community’: An ethics analysis of stakeholder views at two 
South African HIV prevention research sites. Soc Sci Med. 2017; 194:1–9. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.10.005. 

34. Straus SE, Tetroe JM, Graham ID. Knowledge translation is the use of knowledge in health care decision making. 
Journal of clinical epidemiology. 2011 Jan 1;64(1):6-10. 

35. Edwards A, Zweigenthal V, Olivier J. Evidence map of knowledge translation strategies, outcomes, facilitators and 
barriers in African health systems. Heal Res Policy Syst. 2019;17(1):16. doi:1186/s12961-019-0419-0 

36. Nelcy Martínez M. Developing nursing capacity for health systems and services research in Cuba, 2008-2011. 
MEDICC Rev. 2012;14:12–8. 

37. Shroff ZC, Javadi D, Gilson L, Kang R, Ghaffar A. Institutional capacity to generate and use evidence in LMICs: 
current state and opportunities for HPSR. Health research policy and systems. 2017 Dec;15(1):1-1. 

38. van Rensburg GH, Armstrong SJ, Geyer N. A systems orientation to research capacity development: A South African 
perspective. Africa journal of nursing and midwifery. 2017;19(3):1-4. 

http://scholarship.law.georgetown.edu/facpub/1491


Part B: Literature Review 

18 

 

39. Shroff Z, Aulakh B, Gilson L, Agyepong IA, El-Jardali F, Ghaffar A. Incorporating research evidence into decision-
making processes: researcher and decision-maker perceptions from five low-and middle-income countries. Health 
research policy and systems. 2015 Dec 1;13(1):70. 

40. Røttingen JA, Regmi S, Eide M, Young AJ, Viergever RF, Ardal C, et al. Mapping of available health research and 
development data: what’s there, what’s missing, and what role is there for a global observatory? Lancet. 
2013;382(9900):1286–307.  

41. Grimshaw JM, Eccles MP, Lavis JN, Hill SJ, Squires JE. Knowledge translation of research findings. Implement Sci. 
2012. doi: 10.1186/1748-5908-7-50. 

42. Straus SE, Tetroe J, Graham I. Defining knowledge translation. Cmaj. 2009 Aug 4;181(3-4):165-8. 

43. Graham ID, Logan J, Harrison MB, Straus SE, Tetroe J, Caswell W, et al. Lost in knowledge translation: Time for a 
map? J Contin Educ Health Prof. 2006;26(1):13–24.  

44. Tetroe JM, Graham ID, Foy R, Robinson N, Eccles MP, Wensing M, et al. Health research funding agencies’ support 
and promotion of knowledge translation: An international study. Milbank Q [Internet]. 2008 Mar 1 [cited 2018 Jan 
24];86(1):125–55. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0009.2007. 00515.x 

45. Azimi A, Fattahi R, Asadi-Lari M. Knowledge translation status and barriers. J Med Libr Assoc. 2015;103(2):96–9. 
doi: 10.3163/1536-5050.103.2.008. 

46. Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR). Knowledge Translation-definition [Internet]. Canadian Institutes of 
Health Research. 2016 [cited 2020 Jan 16]. Available from: https://cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/29418.html#2  

47. South J, Cattan M. Developing evidence for public health policy and practice: The implementation of a knowledge 
translation approach in a staged, multi-methods study in England, 2007-09. Evid Policy. 2014;10(3):379–96.  

48. The Lancet. The Bamako call to action: research for health. Lancet [Internet]. 2008 Nov 29 [cited 2017 Nov 
17];372(9653):1855. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19041784 

49. Nattrass N. When HIV clinicians prevent social scientists from accessing “their” patients: Some ethical concerns 
[Internet]. Vol. 7, Southern African Journal of HIV Medicine. 2006 [cited 2018 May 10]. p. 16–8. Available from: 
https://sajhivmed.org.za/index.php/hivmed/article/view/612/749 

50. Nel D, Burman RJ, Hoffman R, Randera-Rees S. The attitudes of medical students to research. South African Med J 
[Internet]. 2013 Dec 6 [cited 2018 May 1];104(1):33. doi: 10.7196/samj.7058. 

51. Kok MO, Gyapong JO, Wolffers I, OforiAdjei D, Ruitenberg J, Oliver K, et al. Which health research gets used and 
why? An empirical analysis of 30 cases. Heal Res Policy Syst 2016 141. 2016;14(1):34. doi: 10.1186/s12961-016-
0107-2. 

52. Ghaffar A, Langlois EV, Rasanathan K, Peterson S, Adedokun L, Tran NT. Strengthening health systems through 
embedded research. Bulletin of the World Health Organization. 2017 Feb 1;95(2):87.  

53. Gerrish K, Nolan M, Mcdonnell A, Tod A, Kirshbaum M, Guillaume L. Factors Influencing Advanced Practice Nurses’ 
Ability to Promote Evidence-Based Practice among Frontline Nurses. Worldviews Evidence-Based Nurs. 2012. doi: 
10.1111/j.1741-6787.2011.00230. x. 

54. Gerrish K, Guillaume L, Kirshbaum M, Mcdonnell A, Tod A, Nolan M. Factors influencing the contribution of 
advanced practice nurses to promoting evidence-based practice among front-line nurses: Findings from a cross-
sectional survey. J Adv Nurs. 2011. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2648.2010.05560. x. 

55. Mash B, Mayers P, Conradie H, Orayn A, Kuiper M, Marais J, et al. Challenges to creating primary care teams in a 
public sector health centre: a co-operative inquiry. South African Fam Pract. 2007;49(1):17-17e. doi: 
10.1080/20786204.2007.10873499. 

56. Mash R, Almeida M, Wong WC, Kumar R, Von Pressentin KB. The roles and training of primary care doctors: China, 
India, Brazil and South Africa. Human Resources for Health. 2015 Dec;13(1):1-9.  

57. Singh S, Wassenaar D. Contextualising the role of the gatekeeper in social science research. South African Journal 
of Bioethics and Law. 2016 ;9(1):42. doi: 10.7196/SAJBL. 2016.v9i1.465. 

58. Sukarieh M, Tannock S. On the Problem of Over-researched Communities: The Case of the Shatila Palestinian 
Refugee Camp in Lebanon. Sociology. 2013. doi: 10.1177/0038038512448567. 

59. Poreau B. Mapping South African public health research (1975 - 2014). South African Med J. 2015;105(1):52–5.  

60. Machado DM, Galano E, de Menezes Succi RC, Vieira CM, Turato ER. Adolescents growing with HIV/AIDS: 
experiences of the transition from pediatrics to adult care. Brazilian J Infect Dis. 2016;20(3):229–34.  

https://cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/29418.html#2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19041784


Part B: Literature Review 

19 

 

61. Senkubuge F, Muthivhi T, Makanga M, Bockarie M, Nyirenda T, Kirigia J, et al. Status of South Africa’s national 
health research system: a 2018 update. Rispel L, Padarath A, editors. South African Heal Rev 2018 [Internet]. 2018 
[Accessed 2019 Aug 19];125–33. Available from: https://www.hst.org.za/publications/South African Health 
Reviews/SAHR 2018.pdf.  

62. Mayosi BM, Mekwa, Nobelungu J Blackburn J, Coovadia H, Friedman IB, Mekwa N, Jeenah M, et al. National Health 
Research Summit Report: Strengthening Research for Health, Development and Innovation in South Africa 
[Internet]. Pretoria; 2012. Available from: http://www.nhrc.org.za  

63. Department of Health. Essential National Health Research in South Africa: Towards National Consensus Building in 
Health Research [Internet]. 2001 [cited 2018 May 19]. Available from: http://www.cohred.org/downloads/669.pdf 

64. Senkubuge F, Mayosi BM. The State of the National Health Research System in South Africa. In: Padarath A, René E, 
editors. South African Health Review 2012/2013. Durban: South African Health Review; 2012. p. 141–9. 

65. Department of Health. Health Research Policy in South Africa. 2001. 

66. Nevhutalu P, Makgoba W, Mametja D, Al. E. Health Research Policy in South Africa [Internet]. 2001 [cited 2018 
May 24]. Available from: http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/cpsi/unpan033344.pdf  

67. Lutge E, Mbatha T. Strengthening Research Capacity in South Africa: An audit of Provincial Health Research 
Committees. Durban; 2007.  

68. National Health Research Committee, Mayosi BM, Mekwa NJ, Blackburn J, Coovadia H, Friedman IB, et al. 2011 
National Health Research Summit Report [Internet]. 2011. Available from: 
http://www.ul.ac.za/application/downloads/National_Health_Research_Summit_Report-2011.pdf.  

69. Paruk F, Blackburn JM, Friedman IB, Mayosi BM. National expenditure on health research in South Africa: What is 
the benchmark? South African Med J. 2014;104(7):468.  

70. E Knight S, J Ross A, Mahomed O. Developing primary health care and public health competencies in 
undergraduate medical students. South African Fam Pract. 2017;59(3):103–9. doi: 
10.1080/20786190.2016.1272229. 

71. World Health Organization. World health statistics 2019: monitoring health for the SDGs, sustainable development 
goals. World Health Organization. Geneva; 2019.  

72. Kirigia JM, Ota MO, Motari M, Bataringaya JE, Mouhouelo P. National health research systems in the WHO african 
region: Current status and the way forward. Heal Res Policy Syst. 2015 Oct 30;13(1).  

73. South African Nursing Council. South African Nursing Council Bachelor’s degree in Nursing and Midwifery 
Qualification Framework [Internet]. 2014 p. 1–10. Available from: www.sanc.co.za.  

74. Terry RF, van der Rijt T. Overview of research activities associated with the World Health Organization: Results of a 
survey covering 2006/07. Heal Res Policy Syst. 2010;8(1):25. doi: 10.1186/1478-4505-8-25. 

75. Gautham M, Spicer N, Subharwal M, Gupta S, Srivastava A, Bhattacharyya S, et al. District decision-making for 
health in low-income settings: A qualitative study in Uttar Pradesh, India, on engaging the private health sector in 
sharing health-related data. Health Policy Plan. 2016;31: ii35–46.  

76. Simpkin V, Namubiru-Mwaura E, Clarke L, Mossialos E. Investing in health R&D: Where we are, what limits us, and 
how to make progress in africa. BMJ Glob Heal. 2019;4(2): e001047; doi: 10.1136/bmjgh-2018-001047 

77. R&D Magazine. 2016 Global R&D Funding Forecast [Internet]. Industrial Research Institute. 2016 [cited 2019 May 
6]. Available from: https://www.rdmag.com/article/2016/02/2016-global-rd-funding-forecast-0  

78. Western Cape Provincial Health Research Council. Policy for Approval of Health Research in the Western Cape 
2015/16. 2015. 

79. Western Cape Government of Health. Annual Provincial Health Research Day 2017 [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2018 
May 18]. Available from: http://www.cpd.uct.ac.za/sites/default/files/image_tool/images/116/calendar/2017-
Research Day Programme Final.pdf  

80. Western Cape Government of Health. Provincial Research Newsletter 2014 [Internet]. 2014 [cited 2018 May 18]. 
Available from: https://www.westerncape.gov.za/assets/departments/health/researchnewsletter5.pdf 

 

http://www.nhrc.org.za/
http://www.cohred.org/downloads/669.pdf
http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/cpsi/unpan033344.pdf
http://www.ul.ac.za/application/downloads/National_Health_Research_Summit_Report-2011.pdf
http://www.sanc.co.za/
https://www.rdmag.com/article/2016/02/2016-global-rd-funding-forecast-0
http://www.cpd.uct.ac.za/sites/default/files/image_tool/images/116/calendar/2017-Research%20Day%20Programme%20Final.pdf
http://www.cpd.uct.ac.za/sites/default/files/image_tool/images/116/calendar/2017-Research%20Day%20Programme%20Final.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/assets/departments/health/researchnewsletter5.pdf


Part C: Journal Manuscript 

 

1 

 

 

PART C: JOURNAL MANUSCRIPT 

Exploring frontline health care providers’ experiences of hosting research and related activities in public 

health facilities in the Western Cape Province, South Africa 

Linda F. Ndlovu1 

Target Journal: BMC Health Research Policy and Systems2 

Abstract 

Background: There has been a rapid increase in the research being conducted in provincial health facilities 

within the Western Cape province of South Africa, which yields findings that have a potential to impact 

positively on the delivery of health services. However, there is little empirical evidence available on this topic, 

from the perspective of frontline health care providers, who often have the responsibility to host and 

accommodate such research activities in primary health settings. The aim of this study is to gain an 

understanding of the experiences of health care providers with research activities in facilities.   

Methods: In addition to data from the National Health Research database (NHRD) on sampled facilities, a 

mixed method, cross-sectional methodology was used by administering questionnaires to frontline health 

providers (n=19), semi-structured interviews (n=3) with gatekeepers in primary health care settings. For the 

survey questionnaire, descriptive analyses were used to characterize respondents and their experience of 

research. Semi-structured interviews were analyzed by identifying themes as they emerged from the data and 

cross-comparing with findings from scoping review and other data sources (NHRD).  

Results: Findings from this study fall under four broad thematic areas, namely: 1) Staff overall attitudes to 

research; 2) Approval processes; 3) Experiences of hosting research; and 4) Experiences of research feedback. 

Results revealed that the importance of research was generally understood by the respondents, howbeit with 

a few caveats. The approval processes put in place have mitigated research burden, as facilities have a say in 

how much research volume is allowed. It was reported that more timely feedback of research outcomes would 

make the staff more willing to accommodate research. 

Conclusion: This research provides preliminary insights into the perspectives from frontline health care 

providers on their experience with health research in a specific context. Findings suggest that in instances 

where there are coordinated mechanisms for conducting research, the burden of research becomes less on 
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the services. The process could become an enriching experience for all stakeholders involved, and 

consequently, facilitate knowledge translation (KT). 

Keywords: hosting research, health research in LMICs, research feedback, gatekeepers, knowledge 

translation, National Health Research Database (NHRD), frontline health care providers  
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Background 

Despite the progress, innovations and increased financial investments in public health research and capacity 

development by the developed countries to low-to-middle income countries (LMICs), the burden of 

unfavorable health outcomes is still disproportionately borne by LMICs [1,2]. The health research systems of 

most LMICs are often characterized by inadequate mechanisms for dissemination and poor feedback of 

research findings, as well as, little or no involvement of all relevant stakeholders in the research process [2–

7]. Those in the frontline of health services, who are better placed to identify health priorities from practice 

are still minimally involved when it comes to leading or initiating research [8–11], yet their placement at the 

coal face of service delivery gives them a unique opportunity to identify context-relevant priorities, questions, 

and to champion evidence-based practice (EBP) [10,12,13]. Evidence from the literature suggests that research 

conducted in partnership with implementers improves the uptake of research findings and increases its utility 

in evidence-based practice at the health facility level [22,37,41,44,92–94]. A study in a research-intense 

province of South Africa, investigating the value placed on research and research activities by facility 

managers, found that failure to involve, and effectively communicate findings to stakeholders, particularly the 

facility staff who deliver health services, justified the lesser value they placed on research [20]. Hence, 

involving the frontline health care providers from the initial stages of the research process is utile for 

Knowledge Translation (KT)- which has been defined by the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) as 

“a dynamic and iterative process that includes the synthesis, dissemination, exchange and ethically sound 

application of knowledge to improve health, provide more effective health services and products, and 

strengthen the health care system” [21]. 

The intended outcome of KT as defined above- to provide more effective health services directly implicates 

the frontline health providers and suggests a reason for meaningfully engaging them in the process. Due to 

this growing realization of the bilateralism of research evidence informing clinical practice, and practice 

informing research, there has been increased attention and efforts to strengthen KT mechanisms both globally 

and regionally [1,12,22–26]. However, the potential for research feedback to inform practice is usually quite 

a lengthy process. As such, despite the progress and increasing investments in KT mechanisms, a huge 

‘knowledge-to-practice’ gap still exists [12,23,24,27]. Edwards and colleagues conducted an evidence mapping 

of KT strategies in African health settings, as well as a review of key policy documents and nine expert 

interviews with high-level health system researchers and provincial health policymakers [28,29]. The findings 

raised vital issues for policymakers and researchers involved in KT in a particular country setting. The current 

study sought to corroborate these results in a similar setting, with different group of stakeholders, that is, 

frontline health care providers. Currently, there is limited evidence about the perspectives of frontline health 

provider on research and related activities conducted, in public health facility settings in developing countries 

[11,30-33].  Known barriers to health care providers’ involvement in public health research, including limited 
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funding for research, scarce resources, research capacity, and unfavorable attitudes towards research, have 

been commonly cited in literature [8,9,11,27]. 

Increasingly, there has been attention on literature on the ethical concerns around the conduct of research in 

low-resource settings [34–38]. Particularly the use of terms like ‘over-researched’ and ‘over-researched 

community’ has gained popularity [34,35]. In a few recorded instances, these terms have been used by 

gatekeepers as a reason for denying researchers access to institutions or facilities,  to carry out research [34–

36,38] .Given the context in most LMICs, with limited resources for health, the burden of over-research is a 

valid reason for the denying access to health facilities for research. Involvement in research for health 

providers may take on different forms. This includes engaging them as co-investigators, co-creators of research 

concept, for data collection, as implementers of research findings, in policy development or simply to refer 

patients/clients in the health facility to a research site [8,11,32,39]. The focus of this research is on frontline 

health care providers accommodating and hosting research in public health facilities on the provincial district 

platform. 

In a study done in South Africa, by Lutge and colleagues, findings revealed that there was a significant 

difference in stakeholders’ perspectives of what makes research in public health facilities valuable [20]. Facility 

managers positioned themselves as advocates of clients. As such, the way they valued research was tied to 

collateral benefits directly benefitting the participants, for example free care, or access to better clinical 

diagnostics. On the other hand, researchers highlighted more “aspirational benefits that accrue into the 

future”- for the benefit of a much broader society than the immediate one [20]. For example, contribution of 

the research to service delivery guidelines, health system governance and to the body of scientific knowledge 

[20]. Similar results were echoed by a study in Kenya highlighting the different experiences of stakeholders 

involved in health research as to which of the benefits are the fairer in a developing country context [38]. Their 

research findings revealed that the various benefits mentioned were situated at both the micro and macro 

level. They concluded that social value of research should go beyond “seeking to engage with interests of those 

facilitating research” , but also to engage with “broader systemic issues” that expose communities in poorly 

resourced settings to exploitation in the research production process [38]. 

The South African health research system 

Over the past decade, South Africa has seen an increase in research investments and publication in areas such 

as epidemiology, social and behavioral studies, clinical, health policy and systems research [40]. This was 

supported by a progressive South African Health Research Policy in 2001, which was developed to provide a 

framework, enabling the conduct of ensure research is an enriching experience for all intended beneficiaries 

[10]. The policy was meant to:  
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“…build research capacity in all its facets within the community, health services, research institutions 

and decision makers, including training facility managers on the management of research and 

utilization of findings. The goals of the policy involved developing a communications strategy that 

establishes mechanisms for the dissemination of information and ensures that benefits of research are 

systematically and effectively translated into practice” [10]. 

The policy highlights the need to build systems for the management of research that include building capacity 

among facility managers to manage research in their facilities. However, it was never clear how this would 

translate into practice, given that research activities tended to lack coordination and prioritisation, often 

resulting in multiple studies running parallel in a single health facility [41,42]. Provincial Health Research 

Committees (PHRCs) were proposed as an effective mechanism to coordinate research and facilitate the 

efficient and effective use of resources [41]. However, the different provinces have operationalized their terms 

of reference and objectives differently. The Western Cape PHRC was set up to:  

“…inform and facilitate health research in the province by liaising with all research stakeholders 

conducting research within the province to ensure that research activities are directed towards the 

greatest health needs in the province. This committee serves to advise on and oversee the approval of 

health research by the relevant authorities” [41]. 

In an attempt to centrally track and coordinate research activities in health facilities, the South African National 

Department of Health (SADOH), commissioned the Health Systems Trust (an independent non-governmental 

organisation) to develop the National Health Research Database (NHRD) [41]. The NHRD serves as a uniform 

online portal for applications from researchers to access provincial health facilities in all nine provinces in the 

country. It also serves as a database for information about volumes, types, subjects, and locations of research. 

Access approval is required when any researcher enrolls patients from a public sector facility, conducts 

research that impacts on the workflow or referral systems in the public sector, or requires the involvement of 

provincially employed staff.  

The Western Cape provincial public health sector has five independent administrative authorities, led by 

Research Coordinators, that are responsible for research approval [41]. Applications for access to health 

facilities administered by the Western Cape provincial Department of Health must be done via the National 

Health Research Database (NHRD). Research Coordinators process the applications that apply to their zone. 

Researchers are encouraged to engage with the relevant service managers in the research development stage 

Service managers are facility managers, senior doctors or family physician stationed at a particular facility, 

assuming the role of gatekeeper, and point of contact for research purposes. This research provides an account 

of the experiences of facility managers and front-line health care providers hosting health research in public 

health facilities on the district platform in the Western Cape. Also highlighted from the results of this research 
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are their interactions with researchers, the systems used to obtain entry to health facilities for research, their 

perceptions of the concept and reality of research burden, and to explore the frequency and type of feedback 

received from researchers as a factor influencing future research involvement of frontline staff. 

Method 

This study is a mixed method, cross-sectional study conducted on facilities on the provincial district health 

platform. Primary data was collected using a self-administered questionnaire survey (n=19) and semi-

structured interviews (n=3). Secondary data from the NHRD, was used to complement the data from 

participants. The cross-sectional design was chosen as the most suitable as the study sought to explore and 

gain an understanding of the topic at a specific point in time [43]. Given the exploratory nature of the study 

design, a mixed method approach was selected to incorporate different data sources and provide a relatively 

more comprehensive understanding of the findings. 

Targeted health facilities of interest were selected based on the research volume in the health facility between 

2015-2018, as reported in the NHRD. A detailed list of sampled facilities is included in this thesis (see Appendix 

I). The health facilities were sampled by mean of proportional stratified sampling to reflect the different 

experiences of both rural town and metropolitan/urban health facilities, then facilities from each geographical 

area were stratified according to their relative research load. Two district hospitals were included to reflect 

the experience at a different level of care. Table 1 shows how facilities were classified as ‘saturated’, ‘medium 

saturation’ and ‘low saturation’, as per the number of proposals submitted for research in a particular facility 

between 2015 and 2018. For the urban facilities, saturated was defined as facilities that hosted an average of 

11 or more research projects across the three years. Facilities that hosted 10 or less research projects were 

defined as medium saturation, and lastly, the low saturation hosted somewhere between seven and five 

research projects on average. These categories were intentionally lower for research carried out in the rural 

part of the province, because approximately two-thirds of the research done in the province is concentrated 

in the Cape Town metropolitan area [41]. Seven facilities were eventually included – seven of 4283 public, 

health facilities (clinics and community health centres) in the province, with the Cape Metro District accounting 

for 152 facilities [44]. 

 

 

Table 1 Facility research volume categories as per average number of proposals submitted between 2015 and 

2018 

 
3 Data as reported in the 2008 Annual report.  
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 Urban Rural 

Saturation 11+ 8+ 

Medium Saturation 10-8 7-5 

Low Saturation 7-5 4-2 

 

The target sample for the self-administered survey was frontline health providers (nurses, doctors, facility 

managers) working in provincial public, health facilities (CHCs, CDCs, clinics, and district hospitals). For the 

recruitment of respondents, facility managers from the 20 target health facilities were initially invited by email 

to participate in an online survey. Subsequently, more email contacts were received via networking. Through 

this networking, a total number of 56 frontline providers who met the criteria for study participants were 

directly contacted, primarily by email, and a SurveyMonkey® link was sent to them [45]. Responses trickled in 

but efforts to recruit more participants were made. Automated follow-up reminders were sent via 

SurveyMonkey to those who had not responded. Some surveys were printed out and distributed to those who 

preferred paper-based versions. Eventually, the response rate was 34% (19/56). The total number of health 

facilities represented by the respondents was seven. Data saturation could not to be determined due to the 

relatively low response-rate. Table 2 below shows the number of respondents who completed the 

questionnaire survey per cadre.  

Table 2 Descriptive statistics  

Facility manager Nurse Medical Officer Senior doctors Other (not specified) 

15.8% (n=3/19) 31.6% (n= 6/19) 15.8% (n=3/19) 26.3% (n=5/19) 10.5% (n=2/19) 

Period working at the facility (months) 

median= 14 months     25th quartile= 4 months      75th quartile =72 months      min= 3months       max=156months 

  

To better understand how public-sector health facilities experience and accommodate research activities, and 

the relationship between health care providers and researchers, three in-depth semi-structured interviews 

were conducted. There was an overlap in the process of data collection between these two phases of data 

collection. These were administered to three gatekeepers, selected from three high-research volume facilities. 

Of these three, two were family physicians, and one was a facility manager – but all fulfilling the role of 

gatekeeper or identified first point of contact for researchers seeking to access the facility for research 

purposes. Surveys were captured on a Microsoft Excel® spreadsheet and the dataset was uploaded onto STATA 
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15®- a statistical analysis software [46]. The qualitative thematic analysis took on an inductive approach by 

identifying themes as they emerged from the data and cross comparing these with findings from the scoping 

literature review. The transcripts from the semi-structured interviews were analyzed by categorizing 

responses thematically to reflect the issues that were emerging from the data. 

Research context and ethical considerations 

Ethical clearance was obtained from the University of Cape Town (UCT) Human Research Ethics Committee 

(HREC) (see Appendix V). Participation was voluntary and individual anonymity ensured. To ensure that 

responses from the online survey were anonymous, the option to collect Internet Protocol (IP) addresses was 

turned off. Interviews were conducted in a private room and the voice recording only started after initial 

introductions, in cases where consent to record had been granted.  

Four facilities declined access - providing reasons such as recent infrastructure damage from natural causes, 

current staff shortages, and over-saturation of current research studies. Research activities could not be 

carried out outside of working hours, and during working hours, the researcher was competing with clinical 

care responsibilities. The limitations on findings demonstrate the real-world experiences and challenges facing 

both researchers and frontline staff when it comes to research implementation. However, the findings offer a 

unique insight into the experiences of frontline health workers with research that can form a basis for further 

investigation in knowledge translation. As a result of low response rate, the NHRD was subsequently used as 

an additional data source to complement findings from the surveys and interviews. 

Results 

Data from the survey and interviews were synthesized and are presented below. The numerical pointers show 

survey responses, and narratives added from the interviews. Together these provide perspectives of frontline 

health care providers on their experience with hosting research and researchers in health facilities, given that 

gatekeepers are the first point of contact for researchers seeking to be hosted in the public health facilities on 

the provincial district platform.  

Staff attitudes towards research 

Generally, the questions asked study sought to understand frontline health care providers’ perspectives on 

research. This includes exposure to conducting or participating in research studies. More than half (56%; 

10/18) of the respondents reported never having conducted research themselves during their academic 

studies. However, most (12/18) felt that staff should be encouraged to do their own research as part of their 

professional development. When asked about the availability of opportunities for building staff research 

capacity, a clinical manager felt that it would most likely be embraced as one moves higher up in ranks. The 

frontline health care providers were reportedly struggling to meet the demands of their daily work. A facility 
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manager [F3, Interview, 2018] from a high research volume CHC acknowledged that opportunities for research 

capacity development do exist. However, doctors would most likely take them up, and that is simply a function 

of the difference in the training curriculum for doctors, which places more emphasis on research, compared 

the nursing curriculum.  

When asked about their general opinion on the substantive relevance of the research that takes place in their 

health facilities, to service provision and client care, half (8/16) of those who responded said that research is 

‘always relevant’, while the others were equally split between the research being ‘sometimes relevant’, and 

‘often relevant’. One of the respondents, a facility manager from a CHC who selected ‘sometimes’, noted that 

they do not always understand the rationale behind all the research activities, and that it is only ‘sometimes’ 

that it was relevant to the services, as the intended impact of the research is normally on a small percentage 

of the population.  

The general importance of research was appreciated by all the respondents – but they provided caveats such 

as the need for clarifying benefits - not only for the greater health system, but for that health facility directly. 

“Research is important, but if not shared it is a burden as the staff feel it was a waste of time and we 

are not aware what impact the research had on patient treatment outcomes or staff improvements” 

[Facility manager F1 survey, 2018]. 

In their response about the importance of research to the work delivered by the Western Cape department of 

health, most (10/16) of the respondents felt that research was always important. A third thought research was 

‘often important’ because some research addresses the ever-changing global issues, population demands and 

the burden of disease.  

It was noted that for research to contribute to the work delivered by the Department, communication on 

research priorities must be established between the researcher and frontline health care providers.  

“Research is important to improving health care systems. So, communication is key to what research needs, 

where there are decisions made to choose opportunity” [Senior doctor P15 survey, 2018]. 

Approval processes 

All the gatekeepers interviewed at the health facilities were aware of the structures put in place for the access 

approval application process at provincial level.  

 “Initially, the process was such that the researchers would approach the facility manager directly to ask 

for permission to conduct research in the facilities, but at least from last year, they go through the sub-

structure. The process works better” [Facility manager, F3, Interview, 2018]. 
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Data from the survey showed mixed responses on the question of whether the facility could turn down the 

request to be involved in research activities. When asked to choose the option, half of the respondents (8/16) 

felt that their facility could not turn down a request, the rest (7/16) felt that it c ‘sometimes’ be turned down, 

while one felt the facility could ‘always’ decline’. It was, noted that denial of requests happens “…from time to 

time but is mostly limited to research activities involving staff members”[Facility manager, P6,survey,2018], 

and that it  could happen in instances where space is a constraint, or if such activities require time and input 

from their staff. 

When asked if they felt that they are given an option to personally decline the request to be involved in 

research (as individuals, even if approval had been given for the facility), only a few respondents (3/16) felt 

they could or would ‘always’ decline to participate in research (as individuals). A quarter of the respondents 

(4/16) selected ‘often’, and they reported that this happens mostly in cases when the research involves filling 

in a questionnaire.  

However, there was general agreement that although there is acknowledged autonomy to decline 

involvement in research (on a personal and facility level), most felt that research is likely to be beneficial, and 

so should be accommodated where possible. This is also subject to the appropriate protocol being observed. 

“Communication with involved staff is the most important. Our health facility is understaffed. Although 

the importance of research is understood, any extra workload would add to the current stress on the 

health system at our facility. Communication prior to starting research with the ‘ground’ staff in order 

to hear if there is space for such research is very important” [Medical officer, P12, survey 2018 year] 

When asked if researchers should consult frontline service staff before developing research proposals, most 

all who responded to this question (10/15), responded in the affirmative. All the respondents (15/15) 

preferred the access approval process to happen primarily at the sub-structure (district) level. When asked 

who the researchers should consult prior to applying for access to health facilities, it was reported that the 

district office or sub-structure should consult the facility manager about any research proposed at the facility. 

These responses reflect the current process of access approval in the Western Cape province. Figure 2 below, 

reflects a stepwise guide for those seeking to conduct research within provincial health facilities. 

As a result of streamlining the approval process, it was reported that the workload burden from research is 

lessened because the sub-structure would have assessed the current situation at the facility before granting 

permission. When there is an understanding of the contribution of research to the health outcomes, it can be 

prioritized even amidst challenges of limited resources. 
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Fig. 2 Source: A quick Guide to: Conducting research in the Western Cape [1]. 

Experiences of hosting research 

At the time of data collection, almost half of the respondents (8/18) noted that they were currently 

accommodating researchers in their facility. Most people reported having been involved with research in 

different instances and could therefore reflect on prior experiences. In addition to the research types the 

respondents had to choose from, including patient surveys, qualitative with patients, staff surveys, qualitative 

research with staff, respondents reported specific research studies that they had accommodated. These were 

students asking patients questions, staff satisfaction surveys, students doing quality improvement surveys, 

recruiting patients for TB/HIV studies that are conducted by non-governmental organisations (NGOs) in one 

of the provincial hospitals, and receiving training packages for major clinical trials.  

It was noted that the burden of making resources available is not always assumed by the facility. By virtue of 

their study design, some research projects require extra resources, for example, those recruiting patients for 

HIV and TB studies would clearly require more resources than the staff satisfaction survey. Researchers 

brought their own, and so were less of a burden. Not only is this a function of the research design, but also 

the fact that provincial approval process requires an upfront declaration of availability of adequate resources 

for the research to be conducted: 

Step 1: 
Documents 

•Approved ethical clearance from an HREC accredited ethics commitee

•A full research proposal

•A completed provincial research application form (additional documents for clinical trials)

•MCC Approval letter

•N HREC Registration

Step 2: 
Register

•Applications are done online via the National Health Research database (NHRD)

•Go to http://nhrd.hst.org.za

•Register as a user and add your research

Step 3: 
Submit

•To submit your application , click on "Submit New application" on the main navigation bar 

•Select the Western Cape Province

•Completed the required field and upload the required documents

•You will receive a confirmation email with your application reference number

Step 4: 
Review

•Once your proposal is received, it is distri buted to the relevant parties/ facilities for approval. 

•This process can take between 6 to 8 weeks, and in some instances longer 

Step 5: 
Contact

•When your request is approved, you will receive an approval letter with the relavent facility manager's contact details.

•Contact the manager and arrange your data collection

Step 6: 
Feedback

•Submit your research report within 6 months of completing your data collection.
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“Usually, the first thing I check is what is expected of us, to try and see if it’s something that we can 

accommodate or not within our operational capacity and our time. Most of the research … the most they 

require is space to do whatever they want to do, access to files, or maybe they want the staff to identify 

patients  … so it’s very low maintenance in terms of what it requires but staff and space are the big 

issues” [Clinical manager,F1, Interview, 2018]. 

For example, in all three semi-structured interviews, it was noted that because of the strict criteria for 

resources, researchers often bring their own staff, stationery and drugs. In some instances, researchers 

provide research assistants to supplement staff activities, such as blood sampling but also, the health care 

providers could also benefit from the   

“…the lady who did the scans - the ultrasound for the legs - she went over and beyond with her scan. 

So, we would ask to use her scanner for someone who didn’t fit her criteria. So that was useful” [Family 

physician, F2, interview, 2018] 

It was reported that other projects have set up their research sites close to the clinic and only required 

assistance with referring specific patients, and this has mitigated the issue of limited space for carrying out 

research activities:  

 “And in terms of clinical trials, it’s usually only two clinical trials running simultaneously but you find 

that the follow-up is done off-site. Others have their own nurse, they set up a container just outside 

but within facility grounds and what they ask us to do is to refer certain clients…” [Facility manager, 

F3, Interview, 2018] 

However, for certain types of research, particularly students-led qualitative surveys with staff and patients, 

space remains a significant challenge across the interviewed facilities. One facility manager reported that on 

several occasions, they have had to give up their offices for an afternoon, for researchers to have a confidential 

space in which to conduct interviews. 

Managing relationship dynamics with researchers  

Two of the gatekeepers interviewed reported that professional relationships with researchers were generally 

good from the onset but varied when it came to day-to-day engagements. All interviewees reported that most 

researchers come into the facilities with reasonable requests in terms of how much resources and support 

they would require from the service. Some facility staff attempt to minimize constant interactions, but when 

researchers require more assistance or engagement than is meet, it then becomes a challenge to keep up with 

the increasing requirements. One facility manager said what works is establishing boundaries from the onset, 

and having a performance agreement where there are clear expectations about each other from the 

beginning, and keeping each other accountable.  
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A family physician who reported good interactions with researchers mentioned that they were strict about 

researchers bringing their own resources, as the absence of adequate resources for the research can become 

a source of conflict. The same gatekeeper reported that relationships was best when it was mutually beneficial, 

as researchers brought in expertise that the clinic staff could benefit from. Their patients would also benefit 

from using some of the state-of-the-art medical equipment that researchers bring in. 

 “…the one [multi-drug resistant] MDR trial recently that finished last year … he was very helpful 

because he was a consultant and he later moved onto research, – and we were asking for advice as 

well. So that was sort of his way of giving back to the hospital, by being here” [Family physician, F2, 

Interview,2018]. 

Mutual benefit was generally held as a strong factor for success of the research relationship and it was centred 

maintaining reasonable expectations from each other. 

Experiences of research feedback 

All the gatekeepers interviewed reported that feedback of research findings has improved in recent years – 

but still requires improvement. It was noted that the number of people who are going back to facilities to 

share research findings is growing steadily because reporting back had been included as a requirement for 

those applying for access to health facilities. One health provider suggested that the recent initiation of sub-

district annual Research Days was a possible reason for the shift in the – Department getting more people to 

feedback.  

“I think that it’s probably now that we’re starting to get the feedback. Like the end of last year, we had 

the sub-district research day, where we had people, researchers giving feedback, and that went 

incredibly. And now I have got a researcher who is coming to give feedback. There is another researcher 

who is coming to do follow-up … I think for now, it is starting to come together … So, I think there is an 

interest from the Department for researchers to give feedback [Clinical manager, F1, Interview, 2018]. 

However, there is an acknowledgement that in the past this was a major problem, and currently feedback had 

not been consistently given. “…at times one forgets about research that was conducted at facility. [We] only 

receive some results at times” [Facility manager, P6, survey 2018].  

It was widely suggested that feedback encourages future participation from frontline health workers – and in 

reverse, limited (or not) feedback becomes a barrier for future research involvement.  

“Researchers should not just do research, but share what the outcomes were, so that staff is inclusive 

[included], feel valued and know that they have contributed to health impact changes. This will make 

them more willing to accommodate researches” [Facility Manager, CDC, survey, P1, 2018]. 
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It was suggested that the feedback could be in different formats, shaped for the target audience. Suggestions 

included: a one-pager that is submitted at the health facility; presenting at the provincial, district or sub-district 

research days meetings at the health facility. For the latter, attending scheduled staff meetings and providing 

power-point summaries were considered more popular. Also considered, crucial, is the direct feedback to 

frontline health care providers: 

“direct contact/feedback with the involved staff members of which the research results are applicable is most 

important” [Medical officer, P12, survey, 2018]. 

The gatekeepers interviewed reported that researchers were encouraged to feedback findings at routine staff 

meetings. Several examples were given where such feedback had been translated into change in the health 

service or system.  

Discussion 

Like the other provinces in South Africa, the Western Cape health system historically has had challenges with 

the generation and utilization of health research. This also includes barriers such as over-saturation and the 

lack of research feedback. Nevertheless, it remains one of the research-intensive and welcoming provinces, 

and the recent restructuring has put new mechanisms in place for improving research coordination in the 

province. The NHRD is one of such resources that provides a platform for monitoring the research that 

happens in and around the health facilities. Such mechanisms have helped ease the burden of research and 

resources in health care settings that are frequently under-resourced, under-staffed and consequently under 

significant pressure. When it comes to gaining access into health facilities, gatekeepers were aware of the 

current (new) processes, and they expressed contentment with the process and their participation in the 

consultation process that led to this reform.  

When applying for permission to conduct research, researchers commit to give feedback of findings upon 

completion of research. However few written feedback reports are received at the Western Cape Department 

of Health (WCDoH) [2]. Some feedback is given and translated locally but often fails to reach the provincial 

office [47]. The reasons for this are not clear- and they could be a result of inappropriate, or underutilization 

of feedback mechanisms, either researcher-related or frontline service-related. It could also be that much of 

the literature has focused on improving the upstream aspect of research, that is, KT-related activities, but less 

on the readiness and willingness of the health system to host the research. It is equally important to ascertain 

if the research is accepted in health facility settings in the first place. Accessing institutions for research 

purposes may seem like a single administrative event, but it can be quite a complex process [34] [3]. Although 

formal permission may be granted to access health facilities, participation in research still requires the 

gatekeepers’ cooperation to their information, space, personnel and clients and/or patients for research 

purposes [13,34]. This has implications for the effectiveness of the research process and hence important to 
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understand the dynamics at work in the interactions between researchers and frontline health care providers, 

and how that plays out in the experience of health care providers. 

Understandably, some survey respondents felt that they did not often have the autonomy to turn down 

research because the ultimate decision-making happens at the sub-structure (district) level. Although this did 

not mean health care providers could not ‘resist’ or passively deny research on an individual level – for example 

by not being available. Delegating the autonomy of controlling access to health facilities, to the sub-structure 

level, seems to have created a system that works. It was reported, so far, that coordination has made hosting 

research studies in health facilities more manageable. In such cases, it was noted that it is also important to 

negotiate the balance between granting and denying access to health facilities carefully, to not hamper the 

conducting of ‘potentially great’ research. It was also noted that it is equally important to maintain consistency 

in the cause for denial of access into the facilities. All of this suggests an important oversight role – for research 

coordination at the higher levels of the system, although it is not yet clear whether this role is currently filled.  

The results of this study echo and confirm findings from the broader literature [8,9,33,48]. For example, health 

care providers and gatekeepers in the health facilities understand and appreciate the importance of health 

research, although not frequently involved personally in research in their professional capacity. From the 

literature, reasons reported  for the lack of involvement was limited research capacity, limited time, shortage 

of staff, and sometimes simply because there is no interest in pursuing research as a field of work or study 

[8,9,11,30,49,50]. Findings from this research reflected the same sentiments with regards to the lack of 

designated time for research as the major barrier,-preventing health care providers from taking up 

opportunities to be more directly involved in research, even when the opportunities are available. However, 

it is also worth noting that although, for some, it is because of limited in research capacity, for others, it is a 

matter of choice. Particularly, those in the nursing profession may feel that research is not a necessity for 

career progression in their field [51]. 

The motivation for health providers to directly conduct, lead or initiate research was much more influenced 

by individual interest as opposed to the structural factors that facilitators of research, like a supportive 

research environment, financial incentives, or strengthening research capacity [8,33]. However, there is still a 

dearth of literature on frontline health providers engagement in health research within primary health care 

settings in LMICs [9,11,15,31]. There is growing evidence on research uptake, dissemination but little is known 

about whether research is allowed or enabled by the health system in the first place [1,22,23,52,53]. The focus 

of this research on involvement of health care providers in the form of hosting and accommodating research 

in the health facility, and it therefore provides insights that contributes to building a case for the latter. 

Adequate resourcing of research was a key finding, as a prerequisite for researchers accessing health facilities, 

be it medical equipment, or forms of reimbursement for patients recruited to participate in these research 
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studies. It was interesting that even when researchers provided resources, these resources were viewed as 

mostly benefitting the researcher, and not directly the health facility. This was because most resources were 

only available for the period of the research study. An important consideration for research planning and 

negotiation is to make recommendations on what happens to resources beyond the research timeframe  

The type and frequency of research feedback was reported as varying from project to project. In the Western 

Cape, the common theme was that while this was previously a major problem there is a slow and recent 

improvement, as researchers have increasingly returned to the health facilities upon completion of study, to 

give feedback of research findings [30]. This was attributed to the requirement at the province for researchers 

to report back. However, it should be noted that this was a relatively small sample, so it is possible this 

improvement is not felt province-wide, for example, by those facilities further away from certain university 

settings. And while it is encouraged, this feedback is also not ‘enforced’ in any way – and other research has 

noted that while researchers are encouraged to report on this feedback, a few do [30]. 

It is also worth noting that because of staff turnover, it may be difficult for newly appointed facility managers 

or gatekeepers to reflect fully on previous (less encouraging) experiences of feedback at their health facility. 

There was consensus on what the mechanism of the feedback should be – primarily oral feedback into routine 

facility; meetings, and written feedback to the sub-structure – and that feedback should be packaged for 

different audiences. The broader KT literature generally recommends different feedback mechanisms that are 

utilized for dissemination of research findings to different audiences- and emphasizes on the importance of 

packaging the feedback appropriately to increase its utility [54–58]. In this research, it was felt that 

‘personalizing’ feedback in an accessible form would encourage uptake of findings and recommendations. This 

would encourage health care providers to be more willing to accommodate research in the future feel valued 

and included- knowing that they have contributed to making an impact in the health system.  

Relations with researchers at these facilities were characterized as ‘reasonable’ for the most part. 

Relationships were improved if expectations (of researcher and facility) were outlined from the onset – which 

is consistent with the broader literature on embedded research and how it can facilitate trust, joint learnings 

and the co-creation of knowledge between the stakeholders, howbeit with specific intent and over a longer 

period of time [59,60]. Part of navigating embedded research not only includes include negotiating research 

partnerships, but also the boundaries of the relationship [60].  

It was noted that communication could be improved, and it was recommended that researchers should 

communicate with the frontline health care providers prior to starting research, as opposed to applying 

directly to the NHRD with their own research focus – to ensure the research was relevant to the health facility. 

It was noted that it would be beneficial for researchers to hear what the research needs were in that setting, 

and to ascertain if there was a need  for the research focus,  they were proposing to conduct. This is essentially   
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The mistrust between researchers and gatekeepers that was reported in other South African settings was not 

reported in this instance [20,61]. This may be because of the sample; or because there is a research application 

process that is inclusive of research gatekeepers, as this gives them the autonomy to deny projects they do 

not view as a good fit; or this could be an indication of the research-literacy maturity, or drive currently in the 

Western Cape province.  

As noted earlier, the relatively low response rate to this study request is an indication of the challenges that 

this paper attempts to address. It also suggests that there might be some bias in the findings – as the 

respondents might generally have a more positive perspective towards research, and those that refused to 

participate might have provided a more negative (and more balanced) view. Nevertheless, it provides an 

interesting glimpse into an underexplored area which is usually only anecdotally referenced to – the 

perspective of frontline primary level health workers to health research. The Sustainable Development Goal 

number three consists of targets, which includes supporting research, building local research capacity and also 

training and development of the health workforce [62]. Reflecting on this study, the number of health care 

providers and gatekeepers that were not available to be surveyed or interviewed, is also indicative of the 

challenges in LMIC contexts, where there are resource, time and staff constraints; a toxic mix of no research 

and over-saturation of research; which results in negative attitudes and future barriers towards research 

engagement. A deeper understanding of the facilitators and barriers that hinder frontline health workers from 

being involved in research is crucial, especially because these issues are nested within the broader health 

systems challenges being faced in most public facilities in LMIC settings.  

Reflexivity 

Reflecting on the research process as the researcher, it was ironic how the reason for which this study was 

conducted, played out in this process. There are four health facilities that we were declined access to, for 

various reasons. One of the facilities had just experienced damage from flooding. For the others, reasons cited 

were staff shortage, and as result, could only avail fewer health care providers than requested for the study. 

For other health facilities, they just simply could not take any more research studies at the time because of 

the state of the health facility following an incident with fire. This is a true reflection of the real-life context in 

which the research in the province takes place. 

 

Limitations 

For this project, there are health facilities that simply could not accommodate this research, as the cadre of 

health care providers we had initially planned to interview, were not available as a result of staff shortage and 

concerns about research burden. Compounded to that difficulty is that research activities could not be carried 



Part C: Journal Manuscript 

 

18 

 

out outside their working hours, leaving the researcher with no choice but to compete for time with a lot of 

other clinical care responsibilities. This resulted in the sample size for the questionnaire and consequently 

adding the one -on-one interviews based on experiences from few health facilities. However, the findings in 

here offer a unique insight into the experiences of frontline health workers with research that could form a 

basis for further questions. The low response rate is evidence of the problem of overstretched facilities with 

research requests compounding overstretched staff. Respondents may have been those who are more 

research experienced or who value research, so the positivity reflected in the results may overestimate the 

sentiment of the province as a whole. As a result of a low response rate, the review of data on sampled facilities 

from the National Health Research database (NHRD) was subsequently included as a source of reference  

Conclusion and recommendations 

The results of this research provide a preliminary insight into the perspectives from frontline health care 

providers on their experience with health research in a specific context. Findings suggest that where there are 

coordinated mechanisms for conducting research, the burden of research becomes less on the services. The 

process could become an enriching experience for all stakeholders involved, and consequently, facilitate 

knowledge translation (KT). The complex nature of conducting research and translating information gathered 

from health research into practice not only requires an understanding of how the health research system in 

the province operates: from the funding, approval of research, the feedback mechanisms used, and translation 

of the research findings into usable information. Additionally, the motivations, values, interests, internal and 

external influences of the actors driving these processes must be appreciated to understand the overall system 

functioning.  

Frontline health providers in primary care settings can host research in their health facilities. They 

acknowledged that although there may be formal processes to gain access, ultimately, the gatekeepers in 

health facilities have the discretion to welcome researchers or not. Hence, it is important that frontline health 

care providers are provided opportunities to be capacitated to lead or initiate research efforts. Most 

respondents expressed an interest in research to be offered as part of their professional development. 

Literature on building frontline health care providers’ capacity for research in LMICs is limited, yet evidence 

from research has shown that engaging them may be beneficial for operational research, evidence-based 

service delivery and policy guidelines [11,33,48]. This capacity is best incorporated during training nursing 

education and in medical school as part of the curriculum. because this is a skill that requires time- which is  

The NHRD has created a comprehensive platform to coordinate research activities in the province. It is also 

central to how research activities are regulated, and how much research is accommodated in the health facility 

at each point in time. It is recommended that further resources be put towards building capacity in the NHRD, 
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and perhaps to introduce a mechanism that tracks if feedback was successfully and timeously provided as 

planned.  

This research supports important to involve broader recommendation being made in public health and health 

policy and systems research, that stakeholders should be involved in research at all stages [56,63–65]. That is, 

relevant stakeholders should be involved in a consultative process – how to enrich the research experience in 

the health facilities, rather than an instructive approach. Further research could replicate this present study 

on a much larger and representative sample to test this approach and conduct other less rapid research 

methodologies to capture the perspectives of those who usually ‘refuse’ research engagement.  

Gatekeepers are stakeholders who are central to both the production and use of research knowledge, and as 

feedback was highlighted as an enabler of research involvement by health care providers on the frontline. 

There is a need to tailor feedback to the intended audience. This can be done by not being too prescriptive 

about the types of feedback can be used, while also encouraging the use of less conventional feedback types 

like audio-visuals, infographic videos Further studies should also explore the effectiveness of tailoring 

mechanisms for communicating research findings according to the needs and preferences of different 

audiences. 
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Appendices 

Appendix I: Sampled facility research volume as per number of proposals submitted between 2015 and 

2016 

URBAN RURAL 

Facility Name Number of proposals 
submitted 

Facility Name Number of proposals 
submitted 

2015 2016 2015 2016 

Hospitals 
  Karl Bremer 
  DP Marais (TB) 
 
Saturated 
 Mitchells Plain CHC 
 Delft CHC 
 Kraaifontein CHC 
 Retreat CHC 
 
Medium Saturation 
 Greenpoint CDC 
 Woodstock CDC 
 Belville South CDC 
 Mfuleni CDC 
 
Low Saturation 
 Hout Bay harbour CDC 
 Kensington CDC 
 Du noon CDC 
 

 
17 
5 
 
 
19 
17 
13 
12 
  
  
 9 
11 
6 
9 
 
 
6 
3 
6 

 
23 
7 
 
 
21 
21 
19 
13  
   
 
7 
8 
9 
8 
 
 
8 
5 
7 
 

Hospitals 
 Swartland 
 Hermanus 
 
Saturated 
De Doorns Clinic 
Worcester CDC 
 
 
 
Medium Saturation 
 Ceres CDC 
 Breerivier Clinic 
 
 
 
Low Saturation 
 Wellington CDC 
  
 
 

 
2 
9 
 
 
 6 
 7  
 
  
 
 
5 
3 
 
  
 
 
3 
 
 

 
5 
8 
 
 
11 
15 
 
 
 
 
9 
8 
 
 
 
 
5 
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Appendix II: Quantitative Survey Questionnaire  

We appreciate you taking time to complete this survey. You have been identified to participate because of the 

position you hold as a healthcare provider in your health facility, who deals with and manages health research 

activities. By research activities, we mean duties related with research being hosted at your facility. We ask that 

you please take some time to read through the following questions and answer to the best of your knowledge.  

 

Facility Name: 

1. First it would be helpful to know something about you: 

 
a. What is your position in the health facility: (tick as many as apply) 
  

Facility manager Senior doctor Senior nurse  Administrator  Other: ID 

 
 
b. What is the highest professional qualification you have obtained?  

PhD Master Post-grad 
diploma 

MBChB Bachelors Post-
matric 
diploma 

Post-matric 
certificate 

Matric Other 

  
If other, please specify in the space below 
 
 
 
 
c. How long have you been working in the facility? 

 

 
 
d. Have you conducted research in your studies? 
 
  
Please elaborate 

 

 
e. Are you involved with accommodating/ hosting researchers in your facility? 
     
 
Please elaborate 

 

 
f. Have you attended a provincial research day?  

Never miss these Yes, more than 3 Yes, twice Yes, once never 

 
g. Have you attended other district or sub-structure research days? 

 

Yes No 

Yes No 
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Yes, more than 3 Yes, twice Yes, once never 

 
 
h. Have you ever seen and read a Provincial Research Newsletter? 

Never heard of 
them 

Heard of them 
but never seen 
one 

Heard of them, 
seen one but 
not read it 

Read one and it 
was interesting 

Read one but it 
was not 
interesting 

Read a few 
because they 
were 
interesting  

 
 
2. We would appreciate you giving feedback about your experience of research that is conducted in your 
facility: 
 
a. How frequently do you have to accommodate research activities in your facility? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

 
              b. What kind of research is conducted in your facility? (tick all that apply) 

Clinical research 
with patients 

Patient surveys Qualitative 
research with 
patients 

Staff surveys Qualitative 
research with staff 

 
Give an example of each 

 

 
c. Do researchers provide additional resources required to carry out their research projects in facilities? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate 
 

 
3. a.  Are research objectives and aims usually communicated to you by those conducting the research? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate 
 
 

 
b. Do you feel that researchers take time to explain their research projects to facility staff? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate  
 

 
4. Do you receive feedback of results/findings after research has been completed? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  
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Please elaborate  
 

 
5. The relationship you have with researchers benefits both of you equally. 

Agree Neutral Disagree 

 
6. Do you feel that your facility can turn down the request to be involved in research activities? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

 
7. Do you feel that you are given an option to turn down the request to be involved in research activities?  

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate (?) 
 

 
8. In your opinion, in general, how important is research to the work delivered by the department of 
health? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate: 

 
9. In your opinion, how relevant is the research that is conducted in your facility to the health issues faced 
by your patients? 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate: 

 
10. In your opinion, how relevant is research to the service that is provided by your facility? 
 

Never  Sometimes Often  Always  

Please elaborate: 

 
11. In your opinion what could be done to make research conducted in department of health’s facilities 
more relevant to the health needs of the population served? 
 
a. Researchers should be in contact regularly with managers who run the services to discuss possible 
research projects   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
b. Service staff need to have longer term relationships with researchers in order to develop research 
together  

Yes No No Opinion  

 



                                 

5 

 

c. Service managers need to decide on research priorities   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
d. Staff should be encouraged to do their own research by going on courses that have a research project as 
part of the work  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
e. Staff could do research in their facilities that is relevant to their work if it was part of their Key Results 
Areas (KRAs)  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
f. Research priorities should be sent to academic institutions to encourage researchers and students to 
work on priorities   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
g. The department should fund research that it seems to be a priority. 

Yes No No Opinion  

 
12. How could the system be improved? 
 
a. Accessing facilities to conduct research: 

i.Researchers should consult service people before developing research proposals:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
ii.Researchers should consult the hospital /substructure/district managers to see if research is feasible at the facility 

before applying for permission to do research:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iii.Researchers should consult facility staff to see if research is feasible before applying for permission to do research 

there:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iv.The hospital/substructure/district office should decide whether research can be conducted at my facility as they 

have a handle on what research is being done in the hospital /district/sub-structure:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
v.The hospital /substructure/district office must consult our facility manager about any research proposed at my 

facility:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
vi. Other:  Explain below 

 

 
b. The way researchers should conduct themselves in facilities 

i. Researchers should contact the hospital/district/sub-structure research co-ordinator to discuss the research 
and when they could start in advance of their start date:   

Yes No No Opinion  
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ii. Researchers should contact the facility manager to discuss the research and when they could start in advance 
of their start date:   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iii. Researchers should present an overview of the research to a staff meeting:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iv. Researchers need to better plan to fit in with our services for space and times:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
v. Researchers need to give back to the services by seeing patients or helping out according to their expertise:  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
vi. Other:  Outline below 

 

 
c. Research feedback is best given through: (please tick the correct one) 

i. oral presentations at hospital departmental/facility management meetings.  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
ii. oral presentations at facility staff meetings.   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iii. oral presentations at hospital/district/sub-structure management meetings.   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iv. oral presentations at regular hospital/district/sub-structure research days.   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
v. annual provincial research days.   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
vi. hospital/district/sub-structure research days.   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
vii. research newsletters containing articles.   

Yes No No Opinion  

  
viii. Researchers should send journal articles published about research conducted in our facility to the 

hospital/district/sub-structure   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
ix. Research finding flashes sent to staff in infographics.   

Yes No No Opinion  

 
x. Other:  Outline below. 
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d. Further suggestions about feedback to the provincial level of the Department of Health 

i.Written feedback should be given to the Research sub-directorate.  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
ii.Written feedback should be sent to the appropriate senior manager/directorate.  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iii.Written feedback should be sent to the head of health directly.  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
iv.Oral feedback should be presented at an appropriate management meeting.  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
v.Oral feedback should be presented to the head of health directly. 

Yes No No Opinion  

 
vi.Researchers should send journal articles published to the research sub-directorate for distribution if appropriate.  

Yes No No Opinion  

 
vii.Other. Outline below 

 
 
 

e. How would you suggest the department could incorporate research feedback and study findings into the 
work of the department? (Please circle as many as you think) 
 

i. Researchers should identify relevant study findings and make recommendations in their written feedback  
 

ii. Researchers should identify relevant study findings and make recommendations in oral feedback   
 

iii. Researchers should be asked to write ‘research briefs’ focusing on for managers and policy makers to discuss 
 

iv. We should have forums with researchers and service people where important research findings are discussed 
in our hospital/district/sub-structure 

 
v. Senior management and the Head of Health are the only people who have the authority to make policy 

decisions, so feedback to them should be the priority.  
 

vi. For research with clinical service implications, feedback suggesting for changes in guidelines should be to the 
appropriate senior clinicians  

 
vii. For research with clinical service implications, feedback suggesting for changes in guidelines should be to 

senior managers  
 

viii. For research with implications for the way the department functions, feedback should be given to senior 
managers  
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ix. For research with clinical service implications, feedback suggesting for changes in guidelines should be to 
national government as we depend on them for guidelines 

  
x. You may have other ideas about how research findings could be incorporated into the work of the 

department. Please outline below 
 
You may have other suggestions to improve the way research could be done in health facilities such as yours. 
Please outline below. 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

Thanks for your participation. We look forward to giving you feedback from this survey
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Appendix III: Information sheet and consent form for qualitative interviews  

INFORMATION SHEET 

Title of Research Project: Health providers’ experience of research activities in public sector health facilities in 

the Western Cape Province of South Africa 

Student Researcher: Linda Ndlovu 

What is the purpose of this study? 

I am a Master of Public Health (MPH) student from the university of Cape Town, under the supervision of Dr 

Virginia Zweigenthal and Dr Jill Olivier. We are conducting a research study to explore the experiences of 

healthcare providers with hosting and accommodating research at public sector health facilities. It is important 

to keep track of the research happening within the province, and how it impacts on the day-to-day functioning 

of the health facilities and staff.  

Background: There is much research being conducted within Provincial Health facilities in the Western which 

includes clinical, epidemiological, health systems ranging from post‐graduate dissertations, clinical trials and 

government driven research. Despite this activity and opportunity for research feedback to inform policy, it 

has not been successfully implemented. Several reasons have been suggested for this mismatch, including 

inappropriate and underutilised mechanisms for feedback of research results. There is, however, not a lot of 

information or scientific evidence available to answer these questions and guide further action. The reason 

why you have been chosen to possibly participate in this study is because you are a vital stakeholder in the 

implementation process of the research for which the results are important. We would like to find out what 

your experience with research has been within the context of your workplace (health facility).  

Aim of the Research: We will be conducting this research in partial fulfilment of the student’s Masters mini 

dissertation. The aim of this study is to understand the experience of health workers in terms of the research 

being conducted in health facilities across the Western Cape province. The aim is to get an understanding from 

the perspective of health workers. We would also like to explore the capacity of health workers, the 

constraints and to utilise research in their day-to-day practice 

You are being asked to take part in this study because your facility has been identified as having hosted and/or 

currently hosting research projects. The purpose of this consent process is to provide you with information to 

help you decide if you would like to take part in this study or not. 

What happens if you agree to take part? You will be asked to take part in a semi-structured interview, where 

you will be asked a series of questions about your experience with research, perception of the impact of 

research, user-researcher relationship. The interviews will take approximately 30-45mins. Please note that 

there is no right or wrong answer- the intention is to share your knowledge and experience. Your contribution 

to this research study will be greatly appreciated. The information you share will be treated with 

confidentiality, that is, personal details will not be included in the transcripts, or any other written material to 

be circulated.  

Should you decide you no longer want to be part of the study, you are entitled to withdraw at any point, even 

after giving consent. Participation in the study is not compulsory. Your decision not to engage will not affect 

your job, as far as this study is related. However, you are encouraged to take part in this research because 

from the findings will potentially contribute to building better systems of conducting research and feedback 

of results and findings. 
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For more information, you can contact the student researcher, or the accompanying alternative contact 

 

Linda Ndlovu (Student Researcher) 

University of Cape Town  

School of Public Health and Family Medicine 

Faculty of Health Sciences Anzio Road, 

Observatory, 7925  

Tel: 073 198 9118  

E-mail: lindandlovu.pearl@gmail.com 

 

The Faulty of Health Sciences  

Human Research Ethics Committee  

E 52, Room 24, Old Main Building,  

Groote Schuur Hospital,  

Observatory, 7925 

Telephone: +27 21 406 6492 

Fax: +27 21 406 6411 

 

 

 

 

 

Dr Jill Olivier (Supervisor) 

University of Cape Town  

School of Public Health and Family Medicine 

Faculty of Health Sciences Anzio Road, 

Observatory, 7925  

Tel: +27 (0) 21 406 6489 

Fax: +27 (0) 21 448 8152  

E-mail: jill.olivier@uct.ac.za 

 

Dr Virginia Zweigenthal (co-supervisor) 

University of Cape Town 

Faculty of Health Sciences 

Public Health Medicine 

Email: virginia.zweigenthal@uct.ac.za 

 

 

 

 

Thank

mailto:lindandlovu.pearl@gmail.com
mailto:jill.olivier@uct.ac.za
mailto:virginia.zweigenthal@uct.ac.za
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Appendix III: INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

I consent to taking part in this study and voluntarily agree to participate. I understand that my identity will be 

kept confidential and that I may withdraw from the study at any time and this will not have any negative 

consequences on me, as far as this study is related. 

A Dictaphone will be used to record the interview to capture accurately all the information that will be given. 

The researcher will keep the source of the information confidential and refer to me by a pseudonym or 

invented name, erasing the audio file on completion of the study; and limiting access to the interview 

transcripts to co-researchers who will assist in the data analysis and thesis supervisors.  

   

___ I agree to be audiotaped during my participation in this study. 

___ I do not agree to be audiotaped during my participation in this study. 

 

Name of Facility     …………………………………………………………. 

 

Participant’s name   ………………………………………………………… 

Participant’s signature    …………………………………………………………                               

Date                  ……………………………………………………...... 

 

Researcher’s name    ……………………………………………………......  

Researcher’s signature    …………………………………………………………                               

Date     ……………………………………………………...... 

 

Witness’s name               ……………………………………..................... 

Witness’s signature ………………………………………………….......                                 

Date   …………………………………........................ 

 

Should you wish to express any concerns you have related to the ethics of this study, please contact the 

University of Cape Town, Faculty of Health Sciences Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC)-   Email: 

www.health.uct.ac.za/research/humanethics/forms .Tel: +27 21 406 6492 

 

                                                      Thank you for your cooperation

file:///C:/Users/User/OneDrive%20-%20University%20of%20Cape%20Town/MASTERS/THESIS%20MATERIAL/www.health.uct.ac.za/research/humanethics/forms
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Appendix IV: Semi- structured Qualitative Interview Guide            

Hello, thanks for agreeing to be interviewed about research. My name is Linda. 

1. First, I would like to find out a bit about you: 

a. How long have you worked at this facility? 

b. How long have you worked for the department of Health? 

c. What work do you do in the facility? 

d. Have you done research yourself before? 

2.  What do you think of the research that has been conducted in the facility that you have seen? 

(probe)  

3. In your experience, what is the process of seeking permission for research work from the facility’s 

perspective? 

4. In your experience, what is the process of seeking permission for research work from the 

researchers’ perspective? 

5. What impact does research projects hosted in the facility have in terms of resources?  

• time,  

• workload,  

• medical supplies  

6. Do you usually get feedback of research findings from researchers?  

7. Does the way research findings are presented work for you? 

8. In your experience, are results and recommendations from research useful? 

9. In your opinion, what would enable research findings to be ‘translated’ into policy or the way the 

services run and what the service package is?  

10. Do you have any recommendations on how health practitioner-researcher relationships can be 

improved to enrich the research process in your facility, or others in general? 

11. Based on your experience, do you think there is enough support for health workers to build capacity 

in doing research? What opportunities exist in this regard?  

 

Many thanks 
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Signature Removed
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Appendix VI: BMC Health Policy and Systems Journal Guidelines  

https://bmchealthservres.biomedcentral.com/submission-guidelines/preparing-your-manuscript/research-

article 

Research 

Criteria 

Research articles are reports of data from original research. All research manuscripts should follow the relevant 

research reporting statement available from the EQUATOR network. 

Health Research Policy and Systems strongly encourages that all datasets on which the conclusions of the paper rely 

should be available to readers. We encourage authors to ensure that their datasets are either deposited in publicly 

available repositories (where available and appropriate) or presented in the main manuscript or additional supporting 

files whenever possible. Please see Springer Nature’s information on recommended repositories.  

Preparing your manuscript 

The information below details the section headings that you should include in your manuscript and what information 

should be within each section. 

Please note that your manuscript must include a 'Declarations' section including all of the subheadings (please see 

below for more information). 

Title page 

The title page should: 

present a title that includes, if appropriate, the study design, for example: 

"A versus B in the treatment of C: a randomized controlled trial", "X is a risk factor for Y: a case control study", "What is 

the impact of factor X on subject Y: A systematic review", or for non-clinical or non-research studies a description of 

what the article reports 

list the full names and institutional addresses for all authors 

If a collaboration group should be listed as an author, please list the Group name as an author. If you would like the 

names of the individual members of the Group to be searchable through their individual PubMed records, please 

include this information in the “Acknowledgements” section in accordance with the instructions below 

indicate the corresponding author 

Abstract 

The Abstract should not exceed 350 words. Please minimize the use of abbreviations and do not cite references in the 

abstract. Reports of randomized controlled trials should follow the CONSORT extension for abstracts. The abstract must 

include the following separate sections: 

Background: the context and purpose of the study 

Methods: how the study was performed, and statistical tests used 

Results: the main findings 

Conclusions: brief summary and potential implications 

Trial registration: If your article reports the results of a health care intervention on human participants, it must be 

registered in an appropriate registry and the registration number and date of registration should be in stated in this 

https://bmchealthservres.biomedcentral.com/submission-guidelines/preparing-your-manuscript/research-article
https://bmchealthservres.biomedcentral.com/submission-guidelines/preparing-your-manuscript/research-article
http://www.equator-network.org/
https://www.springernature.com/gp/authors/research-data-policy/repositories/12327124
http://www.consort-statement.org/
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section. If it was not registered prospectively (before enrollment of the first participant), you should include the words 

'retrospectively registered'. See our editorial policies for more information on trial registration 

Keywords 

Three to ten keywords representing the main content of the article. 

Background 

The Background section should explain the background to the study, its aims, a summary of the existing literature and 

why this study was necessary or its contribution to the field. 

Methods 

The methods section should include: 

the aim, design and setting of the study 

the characteristics of participants or description of materials 

a clear description of all processes, interventions and comparisons. Generic drug names should generally be used. 

When proprietary brands are used in research, include the brand names in parentheses 

the type of statistical analysis used, including a power calculation if appropriate 

Results 

This should include the findings of the study including, if appropriate, results of statistical analysis which must be 

included either in the text or as tables and figures. 

Discussion 

This section should discuss the implications of the findings in context of existing research and highlight limitations of 

the study. 

Conclusions 

This should state clearly the main conclusions and provide an explanation of the importance and relevance of the study 

reported. 

List of abbreviations 

If abbreviations are used in the text, they should be defined in the text at first use, and a list of abbreviations should be 

provided. 

Declarations 

All manuscripts must contain the following sections under the heading 'Declarations': 

Ethics approval and consent to participate 

Consent for publication 

Availability of data and material 

Competing interests 

Funding 

Authors' contributions 

Acknowledgements 

Authors' information (optional) 

Please see below for details on the information to be included in these sections. 

https://www.biomedcentral.com/getpublished/editorial-policies
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If any of the sections are not relevant to your manuscript, please include the heading and write 'Not applicable' for that 

section.  

Ethics approval and consent to participate 

Manuscripts reporting studies involving human participants, human data or human tissue must: 

include a statement on ethics approval and consent (even where the need for approval was waived) 

include the name of the ethics committee that approved the study and the committee’s reference number if 

appropriate 

Studies involving animals must include a statement on ethics approval. 

See our editorial policies for more information. 

If your manuscript does not report on or involve the use of any animal or human data or tissue, please state “Not 

applicable” in this section. 

Consent for publication 

If your manuscript contains any individual person’s data in any form (including any individual details, images or videos), 

consent for publication must be obtained from that person, or in the case of children, their parent or legal guardian. All 

presentations of case reports must have consent for publication. 

You can use your institutional consent form or our consent form if you prefer. You should not send the form to us on 

submission, but we may request to see a copy at any stage (including after publication). 

See our editorial policies for more information on consent for publication. 

If your manuscript does not contain data from any individual person, please state “Not applicable” in this section. 

Availability of data and materials 

All manuscripts must include an ‘Availability of data and materials’ statement. Data availability statements should 

include information on where data supporting the results reported in the article can be found including, where 

applicable, hyperlinks to publicly archived datasets analysed or generated during the study. By data we mean the 

minimal dataset that would be necessary to interpret, replicate and build upon the findings reported in the article. We 

recognise it is not always possible to share research data publicly, for instance when individual privacy could be 

compromised, and in such instances data availability should still be stated in the manuscript along with any conditions 

for access. 

Data availability statements can take one of the following forms (or a combination of more than one if required for 

multiple datasets): 

The datasets generated and/or analysed during the current study are available in the [NAME] repository, [PERSISTENT 

WEB LINK TO DATASETS] 

The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available from the corresponding author on reasonable 

request. 

All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published article [and its supplementary 

information files]. 

The datasets generated and/or analysed during the current study are not publicly available due [REASON WHY DATA 

ARE NOT PUBLIC] but are available from the corresponding author on reasonable request. 

Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analysed during the current study. 

http://www.biomedcentral.com/submissions/editorial-policies#ethics+and+consent
https://resource-cms.springernature.com/springer-cms/rest/v1/content/6633976/data/v2
http://www.biomedcentral.com/submissions/editorial-policies#consent+for+publication
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The data that support the findings of this study are available from [third party name] but restrictions apply to the 

availability of these data, which were used under license for the current study, and so are not publicly available. Data 

are however available from the authors upon reasonable request and with permission of [third party name]. 

Not applicable. If your manuscript does not contain any data, please state 'Not applicable' in this section. 

More examples of template data availability statements, which include examples of openly available and restricted 

access datasets, are available here. 

BioMed Central also requires that authors cite any publicly available data on which the conclusions of the paper rely in 

the manuscript. Data citations should include a persistent identifier (such as a DOI) and should ideally be included in the 

reference list. Citations of datasets, when they appear in the reference list, should include the minimum information 

recommended by DataCite and follow journal style. Dataset identifiers including DOIs should be expressed as full URLs.  

For example: 

Hao Z, AghaKouchak A, Nakhjiri N, Farahmand A. Global integrated drought monitoring and prediction system 

(GIDMaPS) data sets. figshare. 2014. http://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.853801 

With the corresponding text in the Availability of data and materials statement: 

The datasets generated during and/or analysed during the current study are available in the [NAME] repository, 

[PERSISTENT WEB LINK TO DATASETS]. [Reference number]  

Competing interests 

All financial and non-financial competing interests must be declared in this section. 

See our editorial policies for a full explanation of competing interests. If you are unsure whether you or any of your co-

authors have a competing interest, please contact the editorial office. 

Please use the authors initials to refer to each authors' competing interests in this section. 

If you do not have any competing interests, please state "The authors declare that they have no competing interests" in 

this section. 

Funding 

All sources of funding for the research reported should be declared. The role of the funding body in the design of the 

study and collection, analysis, and interpretation of data and in writing the manuscript should be declared. 

Authors' contributions 

The individual contributions of authors to the manuscript should be specified in this section. Guidance and criteria for 

authorship can be found in our editorial policies. 

Please use initials to refer to each author's contribution in this section, for example: "FC analyzed and interpreted the 

patient data regarding the hematological disease and the transplant. RH performed the histological examination of the 

kidney and was a major contributor in writing the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript." 

Acknowledgements 

Please acknowledge anyone who contributed towards the article who does not meet the criteria for authorship 

including anyone who provided professional writing services or materials. 

Authors should obtain permission to acknowledge from all those mentioned in the Acknowledgements section. 

See our editorial policies for a full explanation of acknowledgements and authorship criteria. 

If you do not have anyone to acknowledge, please write "Not applicable" in this section. 

http://www.springernature.com/gp/group/data-policy/data-availability-statements
https://figshare.com/collections/Global_Integrated_Drought_Monitoring_and_Prediction_System_GIDMaPS_Data_Sets/853801
http://www.biomedcentral.com/submissions/editorial-policies#competing+interests
http://www.biomedcentral.com/submissions/editorial-policies#authorship
http://www.biomedcentral.com/submissions/editorial-policies#authorship


                                 

5 

 

Group authorship (for manuscripts involving a collaboration group): if you would like the names of the individual 

members of a collaboration Group to be searchable through their individual PubMed records, please ensure that the 

title of the collaboration Group is included on the title page and in the submission system and also include collaborating 

author names as the last paragraph of the “Acknowledgements” section. Please add authors in the format First Name, 

Middle initial(s) (optional), Last Name. You can add institution or country information for each author if you wish, but 

this should be consistent across all authors. 

Please note that individual names may not be present in the PubMed record at the time a published article is initially 

included in PubMed as it takes PubMed additional time to code this information. 

Authors' information 

This section is optional. 

You may choose to use this section to include any relevant information about the author(s) that may aid the reader's 

interpretation of the article and understand the standpoint of the author(s). This may include details about the authors' 

qualifications, current positions they hold at institutions or societies, or any other relevant background information. 

Please refer to authors using their initials. Note this section should not be used to describe any competing interests. 

Endnotes 

Endnotes should be designated within the text using a superscript lowercase letter and all notes (along with their 

corresponding letter) should be included in the Endnotes section. Please format this section in a paragraph rather than 

a list. 

References 

Examples of the Vancouver reference style are shown below. 

See our editorial policies for author guidance on good citation practice 

Web links and URLs: All web links and URLs, including links to the authors' own websites, should be given a reference 

number and included in the reference list rather than within the text of the manuscript. They should be provided in full, 

including both the title of the site and the URL, as well as the date the site was accessed, in the following format: The 

Mouse Tumor Biology Database. http://tumor.informatics.jax.org/mtbwi/index.do. Accessed 20 May 2013. If an author 

or group of authors can clearly be associated with a web link, such as for weblogs, then they should be included in the 

reference. 

Example reference style: 

Article within a journal 

Smith JJ. The world of science. Am J Sci. 1999; 36:234-5. 

Article within a journal (no page numbers) 

Rohrmann S, Overvad K, Bueno-de-Mesquita HB, Jakobsen MU, Egeberg R, Tjønneland A, et al. Meat consumption and 

mortality - results from the European Perspective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition. BMC Medicine. 2013; 11:63. 
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Slifka MK, Whitton JL. Clinical implications of dysregulated cytokine production. Dig J Mol Med. 2000; 

doi:10.1007/s801090000086. 

Article within a journal supplement 

Frumin AM, Nussbaum J, Esposito M. Functional asplenia: demonstration of splenic activity by bone marrow scan. 

Blood 1979;59 Suppl 1:26-32. 

Book chapter, or an article within a book 
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