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Does one workshop on respecting cultural
differences increase health professionals’
confidence to improve the care of
Australian Aboriginal patients with cancer?
An evaluation
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Abstract

Background: Aboriginal Australians have worse cancer survival rates than other Australians. Reasons include fear of
a cancer diagnosis, reluctance to attend mainstream health services and discrimination from health professionals.
Offering health professionals education in care focusing on Aboriginal patients’ needs is important. The aim of this
paper was to evaluate whether participating in a workshop improved the confidence of radiation oncology health
professionals in their knowledge, communication and ability to offer culturally safe healthcare to Aboriginal
Australians with cancer.

Methods: Mixed methods using pre and post workshop online surveys, and one delivered 2 months later, were
evaluated. Statistical analysis determined the relative proportion of participants who changed from not at all/a little
confident at baseline to fairly/extremely confident immediately and 2 months after the workshop. Factor analysis
identified underlying dimensions in the items and nonparametric tests recorded changes in mean dimension scores
over and between times. Qualitative data was analysed for emerging themes.

Results: Fifty-nine participants attended the workshops, 39 (66% response rate) completed pre-workshop surveys,
32 (82% of study participants) completed post-workshop surveys and 25 (64% of study participants) completed
surveys 2 months later. A significant increase in the proportion of attendees who reported fair/extreme confidence
within 2 days of the workshop was found in nine of 14 items, which was sustained for all but one item 2 months
later. Two additional items had a significant increase in the proportion of fair/extremely confident attendees 2
months post workshop compared to baseline. An exploratory factor analysis identified three dimensions:
communication; relationships; and awareness. All dimensions’ mean scores significantly improved within 2 days
(p < 0.005) and persisted to 2 months. The workshop raised awareness about barriers and enablers to delivering
services respectful of cultural differences, led to a willingness to reflect on pre-existing beliefs and assumptions
about Aboriginal Australians that in some cases resulted in improved care.

Conclusion: Single workshops co-delivered by an Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal presenter can be effective in
building health professionals’ confidence and translating into practice knowledge of respectful care of Aboriginal
patients with cancer. Sustaining improvements may require integrating this approach into ongoing professional
development.
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Background
Rates of cancer in Indigenous peoples in the developed
world have been increasing compared to non-Indigenous
populations, with higher prevalence of risk factors, late
diagnosis, poorer adherence to treatment and lower
survival rates [1]. While Australia’s rates of survival from
cancer rank among the best in the world, Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people fare worse than other
Australians. Cancer is the leading cause of death in this
population group after cardiovascular disease with a 16%
increase in death rates from cancer between 1998 and
2012 [2]. From 2008 to 2012, 20% of deaths in Aboriginal
Australians were caused by cancer [3]. Depending on the
type of cancer, there are differences in the incidence,
mortality and survival of Aboriginal people compared to
other Australians. Aboriginal women had a 68% higher
risk of dying from breast cancer than other women in
Australia after adjusting for diagnostic period and socio-
demographic factors [4]. In New South Wales (NSW)
Australia, incidence and mortality rates for lung cancer
and cervical cancer were higher in Aboriginal people com-
pared to the non-Aboriginal population and lower for
bowel cancer and breast cancer [5]. Survival rates after 5
years for head and neck cancers in Aboriginal men in
NSW were lower than for other men [5]. However, while
squamous cell carcinoma was the most common
malignancy affecting the oral cavity, there was no statisti-
cally significant difference in survival rates between
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal Australians living in
Western Australia [6].
In this paper, we use the term “Aboriginal” to describe

the local Indigenous population which is the preferred
terminology used by the Western Australian (WA)
Department of Health [7]. With increasing rates of co--
morbidity and limited access to comprehensive
culturally responsive care for Aboriginal Australians, im-
portant questions have been raised about factors influen-
cing timely access to health services and uptake of
treatment [8]. Research indicates Aboriginal beliefs and
perceptions around cancer include fear it is a death
sentence reflected in a sense of fatalism following diag-
nosis; that it is contagious and that some prefer trad-
itional methods over a western biomedical approach [9].
A reluctance to attend services for diagnosis and treat-
ment is compounded for those with a limited under-
standing of the western medical system, those living in
remote areas and other factors such as racism from ser-
vice providers and lack of awareness of and sensitivity to
Aboriginal people’s needs and lived experience [9].
Shahid et al. [9] suggested health providers need to re-
spond better to Aboriginal people’s needs, understand
their concerns, communicate more respectfully and
adopt a more holistic approach if the number of
Aboriginal patients engaging with cancer treatment is to

increase. This includes training in culturally safe care
that is respectful of Aboriginal culture. The concept of
cultural safety was developed by Irihapeti Ramsden [10]
a Maori nurse in New Zealand. She recognised the role
of power relations in health care where the detrimental
effects of colonisation were reflected in differentials in
power relations between non-Maori health professionals
and Maori patients that negatively impacted on Maori
health outcomes. Culturally safe care can be demon-
strated in health services respectful to Aboriginal pa-
tients reflected in environmental design, employment of
Aboriginal health professionals and a recognition of cul-
tural needs so Aboriginal people feel comfortable and
welcomed in a mainstream health setting [11].
A strategic obejective of the Radiation Oncology

Tripartite committee, a peak group in radiation on-
cology in Australia, was to provide Aboriginal pa-
tients with “access to radiotherapy services offered in
a culturally appropriate and respectful way” ([12],
page 16) and improve recruitment and retention of
radiation oncology health professionals by a range of
strategies including continuing professional develop-
ment programs. In 2012, a Western Australian collab-
orative of radiation therapists, radiation oncology
medical physicists and tertiary education stakeholders,
whose overall aim was sustaining the radiation oncol-
ogy workforce through collaborative research and
education, was successful in obtaining funding
through the Better Access to Radiation Oncology
Scheme. The Radiation Oncology Workforce WA
group identified a number of continuing professional
development opportunities for health professionals in-
cluding one addressing communication, support and
treatment adherence of Aboriginal Australians with can-
cer. This paper presents findings from an evaluation of a
professional development workshop entitled, “Working
together to improve cancer care for Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Australians”, provided once each at two
different cancer treatment centres. The workshops aimed
to improve the confidence of radiation oncology health
professionals in their knowledge, communication and
ability to offer culturally safe healthcare to Aboriginal
Australians with cancer. The workshops were presented
to radiation therapists, radiation oncology nurses and
other radiation oncology staff by an Aboriginal (MK) and
non-Aboriginal (AD) researcher.

Methods
Design
Pre and post online surveys were designed to evaluate
the workshops with an additional 2 months follow-up
survey. Both qualitative and quantitative data were
collected.

Durey et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2017) 17:660 Page 2 of 13



Setting and sample
The workshops were located in two sites dedicated to can-
cer care in Perth, Western Australia. Quality Assurance
approval with the intent to publish was gained from both
health providers.
Radiation oncology health professionals who registered

online to attend one of the workshops were contacted
by email and invited to participate in the study.
After completing an online consent form and the

baseline survey, participants attended the workshop.
Two days following each workshop, eligible participants
who had completed a baseline survey and had attended
the workshop were emailed a link to the online post-
workshop survey with two further weekly email
reminders to complete the survey. Two months after the
workshop, participants were emailed a link to the follow
up survey and received up to two further weekly email
reminders to complete.

Workshops: ‘Working together to improve cancer care for
aboriginal and Torres Strait islander Australians’
The overarching principle underpinning the workshops
was how Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal Australians can
work together to improve healthcare for Aboriginal
Australians. Both 2 hour workshops used theory, case
studies and group discussions to explore barriers and
facilitating factors to delivering culturally safe care to
Aboriginal people with cancer. Participants were intro-
duced to social and cultural determinants of health and
power differentials underpinning theories of white racial
privilege following colonisation [13, 14].
Case studies illustrating culturally unsafe care informed

group discussions which actively involved participants.
For example, one case study described an older Aboriginal
male elder from a remote community in Western
Australia who was receiving treatment from a young
female non-Aboriginal nurse. Discussion of barriers and
facilitating factors raised by the case study included: cul-
tural differences in expectations of appropriate behaviour
related to gender and age; medical language and using un-
familiar terminology in explanations of treatment; lack of
inclusion of family members in decisions about care; and
the effect of the ongoing legacy of colonisation on
Aboriginal health and wellbeing reflected in research
evidence of disparities in cancer care for Aboriginal
compared to non-Aboriginal patients [15].
A focus of the workshop was the importance of identi-

fying discriminatory behaviour. Attendees were provided
with evidence that racism in health services persists, is
often unreported and unexamined [16], and can have a
negative impact on health and wellbeing [17]. This was
illustrated by a case study where the western biomedical
model of care with its ‘egalitarian’, one-size-fits-all
approach to cancer care, was examined for how it

ignored cultural differences in ways that compromised
rather than promoted the health and wellbeing of
Aboriginal patients [13, 14, 18, 19]. One presenter (MK),
drew on her work as a registered nurse who had
practised across Australia and her experience as an
Aboriginal person, and that of her family, to illustrate
examples of good and poor quality care delivered to
Aboriginal Australians. She observed that health
professionals offering health care in hospital respectful
of cultural differences alleviated the patient’s fear and
helped build their trust. The ensuing small group discus-
sions amongst workshop participants explored the issues
further and highlighted the importance of health
providers reflecting on and questioning their own as-
sumptions about Aboriginal people that can impact on
the care they provide.

Instruments
Three online surveys (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) were admin-
istered pre-workshop, post-workshop and 2 months fol-
low up. All contained 14 items related to culturally safe
practice with a four point rating scale where participants
rated their self-perceived confidence from not at all
confident (0), a little bit confident (1), fairly confident (2),
and extremely confident (3). The items were adapted from
an evaluation of an intercultural leadership program
supporting tertiary educators teaching Indigenous health
and culture to prepare interdisciplinary students to work
respectfully and appropriately as health professionals with
Indigenous peoples [20]. In addition, the pre workshop
survey had eight demographics items and three open-
ended questions about current cultural perceptions
(Additional file 1).
The post-workshop survey included the 14 items

related to culturally safe practice and an additional six
questions to rate the workshop in terms of whether the
participant’s learning needs were met and whether the
activity was relevant to their own practice. Three open-
ended questions were included to determine the most
significant learning gained, any suggestions for improve-
ment and further comments (Additional file 2). As this
was a self-reported questionnaire, responses to open-
ended questions allowed researchers to better under-
stand whether participants’ confidence to engage with
Aboriginal patients was influenced by participating in
the workshop.
The 2 months follow-up survey included the 14

items related to culturally safe practice and five open-
ended questions where participants were asked to: de-
scribe significant learning from the workshop and its
influence on caring for Aboriginal patients; factors
that have linked learning to practice; challenges in
linking learning to practice and any further comments
(Additional file 3).
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Data analysis
Quantitative
All data were downloaded from Qualtrics™ to IBM SPSS
Statistics (version 22) which was used for the analysis.
Chi-square tests were used to test whether demographic
variables were significantly different in relation to ratings
of confidence (bivariate) at baseline, or in tests which
had high proportions (>20%) of small expected counts
Fisher’s Exact Tests (FET) were used; however, none
were significant. McNemar’s related sample tests were
used on each cultural competency item to compare the
number of participants who changed their baseline rat-
ing from not at all/ a little bit confident to fairly/ex-
tremely confident, and vice-versa, immediately after the
workshop and 2 months after the workshop. An explora-
tory factor analysis was used to determine underlying di-
mensions of the 14 cultural competency items. A mean
score for each factor was calculated and graphical in-
spection of cultural competency confidence scores re-
vealed skewed distributions and Kolmogorov-Smirnov
tests confirmed that post workshop scores were not nor-
mally distributed. Therefore, changes over time for each
factor were tested by a nonparametric Friedman’s
ANOVA test. Wilcoxon tests were used for pairwise
comparisons to determine differences in the mean score
for each factor between time points.

Qualitative
The qualitative data from written responses to open-
ended survey questions were analysed using thematic
analysis [21]. Three researchers analysed the findings;
two read the qualitative responses to the surveys and in-
dependently identified the emerging themes in response
to each question and the third collated these responses
and organised them into key themes so similarities, dif-
ferences and anomalies could be noted. Findings were
then further discussed between the three researchers
until consensus was reached about the emerging themes.
This process ensured triangulation and provided a rigor-
ous approach to the analysis.

Results
Quantitative findings from the workshops are presented
first followed by qualitative findings.
Of the 59 participants who registered for a workshop,

44 consented to participate in the study and completed
the online pre-workshop survey. Thirty-nine participants
(66% of total workshop registrants (n = 59)) were in-
cluded in the study as they consented to participate,
completed a baseline survey, and actually attended one
workshop. Twenty-two participants attended the work-
shop at Site A (56%) and 17 at Site B (44%). Of 39 study
participants, 32 completed a post-workshop survey
(82%) and 25 completed a 2 months post workshop

survey (64%). At baseline, one participant completed
only 6 scale items and one participant completed only
open-ended questions, and their missing data prevented
inclusion in statistical time point comparisons. One par-
ticipant completed only open-ended questions in the
post-workshop survey.
Demographic characteristics are noted in Table 1.

Most participants were radiation therapists (RTs) or
postgraduate RT students, approximately half were aged
30 years or older (54%) and had at least 10 years’ experi-
ence (52%). Consistent with the proportion of female
medical radiation practitioners in Australia in the period
2013–2014 (67%) ([22], page 246), the majority of

Table 1 Personal profile characteristics and qualifications of
education workshop attendees (n = 39)

n (%)

Age

< =30 years 21 (53.8)

> 30 years 18 (46.2)

Gendera

Male 6 (15.4)

Female 32 (82.1)

Profession

Radiation Therapist (RT) 25 (64.1)

Radiation Oncology Nurse (RON) 1 (2.6)

Student Master of RT (Student RT) 9 (23.1)

Other 4 (10.3)

Qualificationa

Certificate 1 (2.6)

Diploma 7 (17.9)

Bachelor degree 23 (59.0)

Master degree 5 (12.8)

Other 2 (5.1)

Number of years practicinga

≤ 10 years 15 (51.7)

> 10 years 14 (48.3)

Location trained

WA 19 (48.7)

Other Australian State 6 (15.4)

Overseas 14 (35.9)

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander patients in case load

Yes 28 (71.8)

No 6 (15.4)

Don’t know 5 (12.8)

Undergone prior Aboriginal cultural education and training

Yes 3 (7.7)

No 36 (92.3)
acontains missing data
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participants in this study were female (82%). Signifi-
cantly more participants at Site B were older than
30 years (71%) compared to participants at Site A
(27%)(X2 [1, N = 39] = 7.240, p = 0.007). There were no
other significant differences between participants at each
site for demographic characteristics or item ratings.

Sensitivity analysis
A sensitivity analysis was performed on responses of
participants who dropped out of later surveys.
Participants who did not complete a post-workshop sur-
vey were significantly less likely to be fairly/extremely
confident at baseline about “interacting with people from
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander cultures” (29%),
compared to participants who completed a post-
workshop survey (81%)(FET, p = 0.014), and were sig-
nificantly less likely to be fairly/extremely confident at
baseline about initiating “conversations with people from
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander cultures” (29%) com-
pared to participants who completed a post workshop sur-
vey (74%)(FET, p = 0.034). Similarly, participants who did
not complete a post workshop survey scored significantly
lower for the Communication sub-scale at baseline
(Mdn = 1.0) compared with those who completed the post
workshop survey (Mdn = 2.0)(U = 164.00, z = 2.163,
p = 0.036). Baseline sub-scale scores of participants who
completed a post workshop survey and those who did not
were not significantly different for the Relationships
(U = 121.00, z = 1.160, p = 0.265) or Awareness sub-scales
(U = 96.50, z = −0.458, p = 0.658). There were no signifi-
cant differences in responses to any cultural competency
items at baseline in participants who completed the 2
months follow-up survey and those who did not. Scores
were not significantly different at baseline between partici-
pants who completed a 2 months follow-up survey and
those who did not for the Relationships (U = 140.50,
z = −0.646, p = 0.526), Communication (U = 161.00,
z = −0.219, p = 0.846) or Awareness sub-scales
(U = 135.50, z = −0.998, p = 0.330).
Participants who did not complete a 2 months follow-

up survey were significantly less likely to be fairly/ex-
tremely confident immediately after the workshop to
“respectfully engage with Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander people whose attitudes and values to health are

different from your own” (62%) compared with partici-
pants who did complete a 2 months follow-up survey
(96%)(FET, p = 0.043). Scores were not significantly
different at post workshop between participants who
completed a 2 months follow-up survey and those who
did not for the Relationships (U = 115.00, z = 1.058,
p = 0.317), Communication (U = 118.50, z = 1.224,
p = 0.237) or Awareness sub-scales (U = 102.00,
z = 0.466, p = 0.674).

Quantitative findings
Dimensions of cultural competency and changes over time
An Exploratory Factor Analysis used principal axis factor
analysis to determine the underlying dimensions of the
cultural competency items. Final estimates of commu-
nalities were iterated from squared multiple item corre-
lations to convergence. The item pool was deemed
suitable for factor analysis (KMO = 0.76). Using Kaiser’s
criterion (Eigenvalues > = 1.0) together with Cattell’s
scree test, four factors were extracted accounting for
76% of the common variance factor.
The instrument contained four sub-scales, with three

scales labelled as Relationships, Communication and
Awareness having excellent scale reliability (Relation-
ships alpha = 0.870, Communication alpha = 0.890,
Awareness alpha = 0.789). The fourth sub-scale was ex-
cluded as item six loaded on three sub-scales and had
low reliability (alpha = 0.024). Factor loadings for the
three sub-scales ranged from 0.58 to 0.92.
A mean score was calculated for each sub-scale

from the corresponding items: Relationships calcu-
lated from items 8 and 10–13; Communication from
items 1–3 and 9; and Awareness from 4, 5 and 7
(Table 2). Participants’ confidence scores to apply cul-
tural safety in healthcare settings were significantly af-
fected over the three time points measured in the
areas of Relationships (X2 [2, N = 23] = 24.602,
p < 0.001), Communication (X2 [2, N = 23] = 12.111,
p = 0.002) and Awareness (X2 [2, N = 23] = 33.778,
p < 0.001) (Table 2). Pairwise comparisons showed
that participants’ confidence scores significantly increased
from baseline compared to immediately after the
workshop for Relationships (z = −3.582, p < 0.001),
Communication (z = −2.847, p = 0.004), and Awareness
(z = −4.567, p < 0.001); and 2 months after the workshop

Table 2 Cultural safety confidence score of participants for each sub-scale before, after, and two months after attending a cultural
education workshop

Cultural confidence score Mean (S.D.) Baseline (n = 37–38) Post workshop (n = 31) Two months post workshop (n = 25)

Relationships 1.4 (0.60) 2.0 (0.49)** 2.0 (0.39)**

Communication 1.5 (0.61) 2.0 (0.56)* 2.0 (0.44)*

Awareness 1.0 (0.58) 1.8 (0.53)** 1.8 (0.46)**

*p < 0.05 significant difference between baseline and post/two months workshop, ** p < 0.001 significant difference between baseline and post/two
months workshop
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for Relationships (z = −3.529, p < 0.001), Communication
(z = −3.186, p = 0.001), and Awareness (z = −3.942,
p < 0.001). There was no significant difference in cultural
safety confidence scores for any sub-scale when compared
between immediately after the workshop to 2 months
after: Relationships (z = −1.798, p = 0.072), Communication
(z = −0.405, p = 0.685) or Awareness (z = −1.396,
p = 0.163).

Baseline
Participants’ levels of confidence in providing culturally
safe healthcare to Aboriginal Australians at baseline are
shown for each item in Table 3. Less than 10% of respon-
dents were extremely confident about any of the 14 items
(data not shown) and the majority of participants were
not at all/a little confident in six of 14 aspects related to
providing culturally safe healthcare, including not know-
ing the location of Aboriginal communities in rural and
remote WA (87%). Most participants were fairly or ex-
tremely confident about providing culturally safe care for
half of items and at least two thirds were fairly or ex-
tremely confident about interacting with Aboriginal
people (71%) and initiating conversations (66%). There
were no significant differences with respect to demo-
graphic variables and level of confidence (all p > 0.05).

Post workshop
Within 2 days of attending a workshop, 82% (n = 32) of
participants completed a post-workshop survey to rate
their level of confidence in providing culturally safe care
for Aboriginal people.
Over half of the participants were fairly/extremely

confident about 13 of the 14 items (Table 3). Compared
to baseline, a significant number of participants changed
to being fairly/extremely confident about providing
healthcare to Aboriginal patients for nine of 14 cultural
competency items immediately after the workshop in-
cluding: the identification (68%) (X2 [1, N = 31] =12.071,
p = 0.001) and influence (81%) (X2 [1, N = 31] =15.059,
p < 0.001) of personal beliefs and assumptions, under-
standing the patients’ social circumstance (64%) (X2 [1,
N = 31] =14.062, p < 0.001), building trust (81%) (X2 [1,
N = 31] =6.667, p = 0.010), respectful engagement
(87%)(X2 [1, N = 31] =6.667, p = 0.010), effective com-
munication (71%) (X2 [1, N = 31] =7.562, p = 0.006),
seeking help for problems encountered (97%) (X2 [1,
N = 31] =7.692, p = 0.006), collaborating with colleagues
(94%) (X2 [1, N = 31] =6.667, p = 0.010) and working as
a team (94%)(X2 [1, N = 31] =6.667, p = 0.010)(Table 3).
Similar to baseline, the majority had little or no confi-

dence in their knowledge of the locations of rural and
remote Aboriginal communities (77%).

Two months post workshop
Two months after attending a workshop, participants
were invited to complete a post-workshop survey to rate
their level of confidence on providing culturally safe
healthcare to Aboriginal people (Table 3). The follow-up
response rate was 64% (n = 25).
More than three quarters of participants were

fairly/extremely confident in eleven of the fourteen
cultural competency items and more than half were
fairly/extremely confident that they could identify
their own beliefs or assumptions about Aboriginal pa-
tients (68%), and discern if their communication with
Aboriginal patients is effective (56%). Sixty-two per
cent (62%) were not at all/a little bit confident in
knowing the location of rural and remote Aboriginal
communities in WA.
Similarly to immediately after the workshop, 2 months

after completing the workshop a significant number of
participants changed to being fairly/extremely confident
in the same 10 of 14 cultural competency items, exclud-
ing the effective communication item, compared to
baseline. The items included: the identification (68%)(X2

[1, N = 24] =9.600, p = 0.002) and influence of personal
beliefs and assumptions (76%)(X2 [1, N = 24] =12.071,
p = 0.001), understanding patients’ social circumstances
(76%)(X2 [1, N = 23] =12.071, p = 0.001), building trust
(80%) (X2 [1, N = 23] =9.091, p = 0.003), respectful en-
gagement (92%)(X2 [1, N = 23] =8.100, p = 0.004), seek-
ing help for problems encountered (96%) (X2 [1, N = 23]
=4.900, p = 0.027), collaborating with non-Aboriginal
colleagues (92%)(X2 [1, N = 23] =5.818, p = 0.016) and
working as a team (88%)(X2 [1, N = 23] =4.000,
p = 0.046)(Table 3).
Unlike immediately after the workshop, by 2 months a

significant number of participants changed to being
fairly/extremely confident talking about cancer with
people from Aboriginal cultures (80%)(X2 [1, N = 23]
=4.900, p = 0.027) and collaborating with Aboriginal col-
leagues around delivering health care to Aboriginal pa-
tients (92%)(X2 [1, N = 23] =4.900, p = 0.027).
Immediately after the workshop, a significantly greater
proportion of participants were fairly/extremely confident
about discerning whether their communication with
Aboriginal patients was effective; however, 2 months after
the workshop there was no significant difference in the
proportion of fairly/extremely confident participants
compared to baseline (56%)(X2 [1, N = 23] =2.083,
p = 0.149).
The items in which there was no significant change

from baseline at any time point related to confidence
about interaction (item 1) and initiating (item 2)
conversation with people from Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander cultures and about the location of
communities (item 6).
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Qualitative findings

Baseline In their written responses, most participants
identified good communication, respect, and aware-
ness of cultural differences as the most important
skills when relating to Aboriginal patients. A sub-
theme of ‘sensitivity’ emerged from the data, relating
to both the themes of communication and respect
and included awareness and understanding of differ-
ences between cultures:

Appropriate verbal and non-verbal communication
skills, the ability to build rapport and establish a
level of mutual trust, be able to work as a team/
involve the patient’s family to provide an effective
level of health care. (RT21).

Patience and understanding. Good communication
- use of language appropriate to their level of
understanding, if necessary, use an Aboriginal
interpreter, Build trust - explain or demonstrate
what you will be doing, Display a friendly
demeanour - smile when you meet them for the
first time. (RT12).

Cultural awareness and sensitivity were considered
integral to building inter-cultural relationships with
some participants identifying the social context, family
and lived experience of Aboriginal people as important.
Some saw Aboriginal Australians as a homogeneous
rather than diverse cultural group where characteristics
were essentialised or seen as immutable. Negative
stereotypes still prevailed and Aboriginal people, rather
than the preconceived assumptions of health
providers or the health system, were seen as the
problem:

They drink alcohol excessively, smoke cigarettes
excessively and social skills aren’t as developed as
other cultures. (RT4).

They don’t care about what is happening to their
health, are disinterested in what is going on - lack
trust towards professionals - don’t tend to arrive for
appointments on time or at all. (RT18).
They have limited knowledge of health and
nutrition. (RT14).

They are generally shy people, they are uncomfortable,
unsettled or scared when taken out of their usual
environment/habitat. (RT12).

Differences in cultural beliefs and expectations often
led to tension with suggestions that Aboriginal people:

…are uncomfortable in the hospital environment.
They are potentially untrusting of the medical staff. It
is difficult to build a rapport. (RT32).

Rather than participants reflecting on their own
assumptions or on the impact of the organisational
structure on patients’ responses, participants’ difficul-
ties relating to Aboriginal patients focused more on
poor communication and patient ‘non-compliance’
with treatment and attendance at what are generally
daily appointments for several weeks. Some partici-
pants suggested different expectations between the
health professional and patient led to health profes-
sionals feeling uncertain and lacking confidence about
how best to respond, particularly around the import-
ance of continuing treatment:

One thing I’ve noticed that even after doing your
best to explain things, you don’t receive any great
acknowledgement from them that they understand
what you have told them. You proceed with their
treatment with a degree of uncertainty. This is
particularly unsettling for a radiation therapist
when they are meeting and treating the patient on
the first day of their treatment course. You want
any new patient to understand the treatment
process. With Indigenous patients, I’m never really
confident that this is the case. (RT12).

It has sometimes been difficult to engage [patients]
in conversation, especially in order to find out how
they are coping with the treatment, which has
sometimes led to symptoms progressing way past
the point where some intervention would be useful.
It is also difficult sometimes to reinforce how
important it is to come for treatment as prescribed.
(RT27).

Post-workshop The most important theme participants
identified immediately following the workshop was the
need for health professionals to treat Aboriginal patients
with respect, demonstrated by clear communication,
understanding their concerns and empathy towards
cultural differences.
While pre-workshop responses indicated awareness of

the importance of good communication and respect,
post-evaluation responses demonstrated how they could
be applied to practice:

Communication skills, both verbal and non-verbal;
respect for elders; respect for the deceased and
namesakes of deceased; respect for gender roles;
understanding ‘shame’. And the ability to develop
trust and rapport with patients. (RT21).

Durey et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2017) 17:660 Page 8 of 13



Ask the patient what country are they from. This will
hopefully open the doors to good communication or
at least find something that you and they may have in
common to discuss e.g. children etc. Understand that
they may be scared or unsettled being in a different
tribal area; understand that this may be their first visit
to a city; understand that they may be alone without
the support of their family. (RT12).

These responses suggest an acknowledgement of the
social context where the main beliefs and assumptions
participants held about Aboriginal people shifted post
workshop from, for example, projecting the problem of
non-compliance onto Aboriginal people to participants
showing a willingness to reflect on their own pre-
existing beliefs and assumptions about Aboriginal people
and examine their effect on practice:

That they are mostly non-compliant; that they will do
what they want when they want. Since the talk I
attended I am addressing these beliefs and assump-
tions. (RT28).

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander patients may
be the recipients of unintentional racism.
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander patients may
feel that health practitioners are discriminating
against them, when the practitioner may simply be
unaware of their cultural beliefs or boundaries.
(Other-43).

Other responses suggested that essentialist views
about Aboriginal people still prevailed after the
workshop and reflected homogeneity rather than di-
versity between Aboriginal people and a sense of ‘us
and them’:

They are extremely spiritual people, therefore,
sensitive to certain issues that do not seem matter to
others. They are carefree about lives, prefer not to
interfere with nature, including medical intervention
of illness they suffer, they feel intimidated and uneasy
at a foreign place that is not their ‘country’. (RT8).

Following the workshop, other participants reviewed
their preconceptions about cultural differences and re-
spect and how these could inform practice – this was
often presented as a ‘tick box’ list:

Do not ask questions that require a yes or no
answer; always have a male present when talking to
a male Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. Patients
may have the same name as someone recently
deceased so we should be wary of this. Family are

extremely important and could be asked about, to
develop mutual respect, trust and ongoing
rapport. (RT21).

The workshop led one participant to examine his/her
own assumptions about the rationale for behaviour and
seeking to understand the meaning of behaviour from
the perspective of cultural differences:

I used to think that Aboriginal people were shy,
but now I know that they often turn away and feel
‘shame’ when they don’t understand something
being said to them. If you notice this, tell them
that there is no shame. I used to think that all
Aboriginal people could read and understand
English. I have since found out that this is not the
case. They may speak different dialects of
Aboriginal languages ahead of English. I’ve also
learnt that an Aboriginal language isn’t a written
language - it is simply an oral language. That they
have a large network of family support - this is
sometimes not the case when they have to travel
out of their normal environment to receive
healthcare. (RT12).

Most participants found the workshops helpful and
informative.

I think it was a great way to tackle cultural differences
and cultural dangers that Aussie practitioners would
probably never have thought about. They should have
something like this for all types of cultural, gender,
age groups. (Student RT52).

The workshops increased participants’ knowledge of
Aboriginal culture and this in turn increased their confi-
dence to interact with Aboriginal people with a view to
ultimately achieve better health outcomes.

Learning the cultural differences; what is appropriate
and what is not when communicating with Aboriginal
people; methods on how we can try to find a link with
them in order to gain their cooperation to achieve
treatment goals. Such knowledge empowers me to
provide a successful outcome in delivering radiation
treatment. (RT8).

Participants also engaged in a process of self-reflection
following the workshop:

Refreshed my knowledge with regards to how to
interact and build trust with an Aboriginal patient. It
also refreshed my knowledge of the different cultural
differences that could impact our ability to treat the
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patient. For example, the case studies conducted in
the workshop helped me understand what I should
consider when treating older patients that could be
considered elders in their communities, or the
differences in culture surrounding gender. These
examples have helped me feel more confident to deal
with potential issues that could arise and better treat
an Aboriginal patient by making them feel culturally
safe. (Student RT58).

Nonetheless, responses suggested that most participants
wanted a list of ‘dos and don’ts’ when they engaged with
Aboriginal people:

I think the workshop may have been slightly more
useful if we were told what to do in certain situation
or who we could get into contact with to ensure our
patients are getting the support they need if we can’t
directly help them. (RT40).

Two months post workshop Responses 2 months
following the workshop indicated that participants had
reflected on how they communicated with Aboriginal
patients with most being aware of the importance of
building rapport through more sensitive and respect-
ful questioning. This included viewing Aboriginal
people more holistically in the context of their
culture, community, language and family and using
that knowledge to help build rapport in establishing a
relationship. This approach also avoided using med-
ical jargon when explaining the treatment process and
involved checking if patients had understood health
providers’ instructions. As a result of the workshop
some participants noticed they were less fearful of
saying the wrong thing, or saying nothing. Instead
they felt the knowledge they had gained increased
their confidence and translated into ‘using different
questions to gain trust’ (RT35) and:

Since the workshop I have treated an Aboriginal
patient and felt much more at ease when addressing
their concerns and assisting them to and from the
treatment area. (Other-43).

Participants were more aware of ‘finding a point of en-
gagement’ (RT27) and being more sensitive to the needs
of the Aboriginal patient:

I take a bit more time communicating with them
and their family, making sure they are comfortable
with the treatment, and if not, try to get someone
that can talk and explain things in their language
and not assume they know what you are talking
about. (RT7).

As participants linked ideas they had learned from the
workshop to practice, they were able to establish and
build relationships with their patients and see the effect
of their efforts:

A woman from Port Hedland said she was happy to
come for treatment every day because we took the
time to get to know her and would look after her,
giving her the respect she deserved as an elder. We
asked her about her family back home, children,
grandchildren and great grandchildren as well as her
community. (RT21).

One participant noticed that one of the challenges in
linking respectful communication to practice was the
small number of Aboriginal patients encountered by
health professionals working in cancer care. Another
noted the inappropriate literature given to patients on
the side effects of chemotherapy and radiotherapy and
suggested it needed to be more sensitive to cultural
differences.

Discussion
This study demonstrates that attendance at one work-
shop about respectfully relating to Aboriginal patients
with cancer was effective not only in increasing health
professionals’ confidence in applying culturally safe
practices, but also appeared to translate knowledge into
better care for Aboriginal patients with cancer. Improve-
ments were evident immediately following the workshop
and were sustained 2 months later.
After the workshop, an increase in reported confi-

dence in applying culturally safe practices was found for
most items (4, 5, 7–11, 13, 14) and this improvement
was also found 2 months later for the same items, apart
from one (10). This pattern of sustained improvement
was also evident in the sub-scales identified in the
instrument, Relationships, Communication and Awareness,
which all improved after the workshop and persisted to 2
months after the workshop. These findings suggest that the
workshop improved participants’ confidence in applying
culturally safe practices for Aboriginal patients receiving
cancer treatment. This supports findings from a Cochrane
systematic review on cultural competence education for
health professionals [23]. The review found that, despite
the generally poor quality of evidence, such education can
lead to improved understanding between health pro-
fessionals trained in the western biomedical model
and patients from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds.
Participants in our study highlighted the importance

of communication as an important skill when treating
patients that improved after the workshop and was sus-
tained 2 months later. The workshop raised participants’
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awareness about what helped or hindered good commu-
nication and the importance of reflecting on their
current practice. Communication was also identified as a
sub-scale of the quantitative items about implementing
culturally safe practices and this was similarly improved
after the workshop and sustained 2 months later.
Knowledge and confidence to apply respectful

communication increased in participants and some
demonstrated how it was subsequently applied to practice.
Interestingly, two items which involve talking about can-
cer with Aboriginal patients (3) and collaborating with
Aboriginal colleagues (12) significantly improved only
after 2 months. These are less common activities in the
usual daily tasks of RTs, and it is likely 2 months were
needed to experience these activities before improved
confidence could be determined by participants. This find-
ing suggests that with time in clinical practice, some
participants were able to apply their knowledge and prac-
tise communication skills, and determine whether they
were effective. One item in the relationships sub-scale,
confidence to discern whether communication with
Aboriginal patients is effective or ineffective, significantly
improved immediately after the workshop; however, im-
provement was not sustained 2 months later. This may re-
flect the beginning of a decline in confidence as time after
the workshop passed and which may be due to reduced or
no opportunities to apply knowledge to practice with
Aboriginal patients.
Participants’ willingness to engage with the concept of

reflective practice was noted in responses which recog-
nised the tendency to externalise the problem for example,
of non-compliance with treatment, onto Aboriginal pa-
tients, rather than examining any negative preconceptions
held about Aboriginal people that might inform their in-
teractions and compromise care. In the evaluation 2
months following the workshop, awareness of the conse-
quences of negatively judging Aboriginal patients had led
some participants to change their practice to be more
sensitive and respectful of Aboriginal patients in their
care. This reflective theme was similar to the quantitative
measure of Awareness which improved immediately after
the workshop and sustained 2 months later.
Nonetheless we note that, while some participants

became aware of the limitations of their own knowledge
of Aboriginal culture, and wanted to know more to im-
prove their relationships with Aboriginal patients, others
still wanted a ‘tick box’ of what to do in specific contexts.
Most participants acknowledged the importance of the
social and cultural context when caring for Aboriginal pa-
tients to better understand their lived experience although
were unaware of remote locations where some of their
patients lived. Little confidence to interact (item 1) and
initiate conversations (item 2) with Aboriginal people
were the only items which did not improve. However, this

lack of knowledge about where the patient’s community
was located (item 6) also provided opportunities for health
professionals to ‘break the ice’ with their Aboriginal pa-
tients and learn about where they lived. This could help
build their confidence about starting a conversation as
well as increasing their knowledge of geographical loca-
tions of communities. In addition, education to improve
communication and learn where Aboriginal communities
in WA are located, particularly for those who have moved
from interstate or overseas, could reinforce this process
[24, 25]. After the workshop, some participants continued
to view Aboriginal culture across Australia as homoge-
neous rather than diverse and the tendency persisted to
essentialise Aboriginal people’s characteristics and nega-
tively stereotype them. Findings highlighted a need for
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people to work together to
improve differentials in cancer outcomes for Aboriginal
people [26].
This project focused on health professionals reflecting

on delivering care respectful of Aboriginal patients with
cancer. The workshop also acknowledged broader socio-
cultural and structural barriers influencing Aboriginal
patients making optimum choices about their care.
These included factors impacting on access to services
such as discrimination and competing demands on lim-
ited budgets prioritised over cancer care. It is important
that health professionals acknowledge and respond sen-
sitively to such barriers so they can provide culturally
safe care in mainstream health services [26, 27].

Limitations
This evaluation was limited to the Perth metropolitan
area where discrete workshops were offered at two loca-
tions; however, all radiation oncology staff at all metro-
politan sites of the public and private service providers
were invited to attend the workshop. While small num-
bers limited statistical analysis, the participation rate of
workshop attendees in the study was good (66%) com-
pared to other surveys of RTs [28]. It should also be
noted that participation decreased between survey rates
with attrition rates of 18% post-workshop and 36% 2
months later. A sensitivity analysis found a bias due to
drop-outs with three instances in which participants
who dropped out were significantly less likely to be
fairly/extremely confident for that item at an earlier time
point. The three items belong to the communication
sub-scale, which itself was also significantly different at
baseline between participants who continued and those
who dropped out, and may suggest that participants
who dropped out did not have opportunities or willing-
ness to interact with patients from an Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander culture and their discontinued
participation may have related to this. Despite limita-
tions, this initial study demonstrates that this workshop
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was useful to participants and highlights that it might be
beneficial to offer further workshops like this to radi-
ation oncology professionals and other health profes-
sionals working with Aboriginal cancer patients. It
would also be beneficial to conduct research to deter-
mine patient and carer perceptions before and after
health professional education is provided. It should also
be noted that the evaluation did not measure changes to
practice beyond 2 months so it is unknown whether im-
provements were sustained.

Conclusion
Our findings suggest that one workshop on providing
culturally safe care for Aboriginal patients with cancer
can increase health professionals’ confidence, knowledge
of Aboriginal patients’ culture and lived experience and
lead to more respectful relationships and sensitive prac-
tice. While this supports other findings that education
or training in delivering health care respectful of cultural
differences can improve relationships between health
professionals trained in the western biomedical model of
health care and patients from culturally and linguistically
diverse backgrounds [23], we interpret our findings
cautiously given small numbers and participants’ self-re-
porting. Nonetheless, we support other recommenda-
tions that such programs, including ‘one-off ’ programs
encouraging reflective practice and challenging negative
stereotypes about Aboriginal Australians are integrated
into organisational practice within a broader workplace
culture as a strategy to implement culturally safe care
[23, 29].
Improved experiences of cancer care for Aboriginal pa-

tients is likely to translate to more timely access to ser-
vices and improved cancer survival rates. Implementing
cultural education for health professionals that translates
into better practice as part of ongoing professional devel-
opment is a contributing factor to achieving this goal.
Partnerships between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
stakeholders in which feedback from the Aboriginal com-
munity about their responses to care, what works and
what needs to change, are also integral to improving
health care and can be instrumental in changing practice
and increasing access to services [30, 31]. We suggest tak-
ing such factors into account is necessary if widespread
improvements in the care offered to Aboriginal patients
with cancer is to occur.

Additional files
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Description: Two months post-workshop questionnaire. (DOCX 17 kb)

Abbreviations
FET: Fisher’s exact tests; IBM SPSS: International business machines
corporation statistical package for the social sciences; KMO: Kaiser-meyer-
olkin measure of sampling adequacy; NK: Not known; RON: Radiation
oncology nurse; RT: Radiation therapist; WA: Western Australia

Acknowledgements
This study was funded by the Australian Government Department of Health
and Ageing as part of the project Establishing a Sustainable Radiation
Oncology Workforce Through Greater Access to Collaborative Research and
Education Facilities which was conducted in Western Australia. The authors
thank Michelle Judson, Amanda Twoomey and David Cutt for assisting with
participant recruitment, workshop organisation and QI approval, and Felicia
Freind for her assistance with Qualtrics surveys and the database. We also
thank the Radiation Oncology Workforce WA team for the opportunity to
run this project as part of the continuing professsional development
program.

Funding
This study was funded by the Australian Government Department of Health
and Ageing as part of the project Establishing a Sustainable Radiation
Oncology Workforce Through Greater Access to Collaborative Research and
Education Facilities which was conducted in Western Australia.

Availability of data and materials
This was a small study and the researchers did not obtain consent from
participants to share information to third parties not involved in the
research. Disclosing the material was not part of the Quality Assurance
approval.

Authors’ contributions
AD contributed to the conception and design of the study, data collection,
analysis and interpretation, drafting the manuscript and critically revising the
paper for important intellectual content; GH contributed to data collection
and the statistical and qualitative analysis and to critically revising the
manuscript for important intellectual content; MB contributed to data
collection and qualitative and statistical analysis and to critically revising the
manuscript for important intellectual content; LL contributed to the statistical
analysis and critically reviewed the paper for important intellectual content;
MK contributed to the conception and design of the study, data collection
and critically reviewing the paper for important intellectual content. All
authors approved final submission and agree to be accountable for all
aspects of the work.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This project was determined to be negligible risk to participants and Quality
Assurance written approval with the intent to publish was gained from both
the public (6888) and private (Genesis Cancer Care WA Education & Research
Sub-committee approval) health provider.
Participants provided informed consent via agreement to an online
participant information and consent form. In the information sheet
participants were advised that we would publish the results and informed
that their confidentiality would be maintained by de-identifying their
responses.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Durey et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2017) 17:660 Page 12 of 13

dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2599-z
dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2599-z
dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2599-z


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

Author details
1UWA Dental School, University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway,
Perth, Western Australia 6009, Australia. 2Centre for Aboriginal Studies, Curtin
University, Kent Street, Bentley, Perth 6102, Western Australia, Australia.
3School of Nursing, Midwifery and Paramedicine, Curtin University, Kent
Street, Bentley, Perth 6102, Western Australia, Australia. 4Health Promotion
and Evaluation Unit, University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway,
Perth 6009, Western Australia, Australia.

Received: 12 August 2016 Accepted: 6 September 2017

References
1. Shahid S, Thompson SC. An overview of cancer and beliefs about the

disease in indigenous people of Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the
US. Aust N Z J Public Health. 2009;33:109–18.

2. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW). The health and
welfare of Australia’s aboriginal and Torres Strait islander peoples: 2015.
Cat. No. AIHW 147. Canberra: AIHW; 2015.

3. Australian Health Ministers' Advisory Council. Aboriginal and Torres Strait
islander health performance framework. Canberra: AHMAC; 2015.

4. Cancer Australia. Study of breast cancer screening characteristics and breast
cancer survival in aboriginal and Torres Strait islander women of Australia.
Sydney: Cancer Australia; 2012.

5. Morrell S, You H, Baker D. Estimates of cancer incidence, mortality and
survival in aboriginal people from NSW, Australia; 2012. https://doi.org/10.
1186/1471-2407-12-168.

6. Frydrych A, Slack-Smith L, Parsons R, Threlfall T. Oral cavity squamous cell
carcinoma - characteristics and survival in aboriginal and non-aboriginal
western Australians. Open Dent J. 2014;8:168–74.

7. WA Department of Health. WA Health aboriginal workforce strategy 2014–
2024. Perth: Government of Western Australia; 2014.

8. Garvey G, Cunningham J, Valery P, Condon J, Roder D, Bailie R, Martin J,
Olver I. Reducing the burden of cancer for aboriginal and Torres Strait
islander Australians: time for a coordinated, collaborative, priority-driven,
indigenous-led research program. Med J Aust. 2011;194:530–1.

9. Shahid S, Finn L, Thompson SC. Barriers to participation of aboriginal
people in cancer care: communication in the hospital setting. Med J
Aust. 2009;190:574–9.

10. Ramsden I. Cultural safety and nursing education in Aotearoa and Te
Waipounamu. Doctor of Philosophy in Nursing Thesis. Wellington: Victoria
University; 2002.

11. Thompson SC, Shahid S, Bessarab D, Durey A, Davidson P. Not just bricks
and mortar: planning hospital cancer services for aboriginal people. BMC
Res Notes. 2011;4:1–9.

12. Radiation Oncology Tripartite Committee. Planning for the Best: Tripartite
National Strategic Plan for Radiation Oncology 2012–2022. Sydney: The
Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Radiologists; 2012.

13. Moreton-Robinson A. Talkin’ up to the white woman. Brisbane: University of
Queensland Press; 2009.

14. Pease B. Undoing privilege: unearned advantage in a divided world.
London: Zed Books; 2010.

15. Boffa JD. Cancer care for indigenous Australians. Med J Aust. 2008;188:560–1.
16. Johnstone M-J, Kanitsaki O. The spectrum of 'new racism' and

discrimination in hospital contexts. Collegian. 2009;16:63–9.
17. Larson A, Coffin J, Gilles M, Howard P. It's Enough to make you sick: the

impact of racism on the health of aboriginal Australians. Australian N Z J
Public Health. 2007;31:322–8.

18. Paradies Y, Harris R, Anderson I. The impact of racism on indigenous health
in Australia and Aotearoa: towards a research agenda. Discussion paper no
4. In CRCAH discussion paper series – ISSN 1834–156X. Darwin: Cooperative
Research Centre for Aboriginal Health; 2008.

19. Tuhiwai Smith L. Decolonising methodologies: research and indigenous
peoples. London: Zed Books; 1999.

20. Durey A, Taylor K, Bessarab D, Kickett M, Jones S, Hoffman J, Flavell H,
Scott K. ‘Working Together’: An Intercultural Academic Leadership
Programme to Build Health Science Educators’ Capacity to Teach

Indigenous Health and Culture. The Australian Journal of Indigenous
Education. 2016; FirstView:1–11.

21. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol.
2006;3:77–101.

22. Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency (AHPRA). Annual Report
2013/2014: The Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency and the
National Boards, reporting on the National Registration and Accrediation
Scheme. Melbourne: AHPRA; 2014.

23. Horvat L, Horey D, Romios P, Kis-Rigo J. Cultural competence education for
health professionals. In: Cochrane database of systematic reviews; 2014.

24. Butow P, Cockburn J, Girgis A, Bowman D, Schofield P, D'Este C, Stojanovski E,
Tattersall MH, Team C. Increasing oncologists' skills in eliciting and responding
to emotional cues: evaluation of a communication skills training program.
Psychooncology. 2008;17:209–18.

25. Kissane DW, Bylund CL, Banerjee SC, Bialer PA, Levin TT, Maloney EK,
D'Agostino TA. Communication skills training for oncology professionals. J
Clin Oncol. 2012;30:1242–7.

26. Brown A, Roder D, Yerrell P, Cargo M, Reilly R, Micklem J, Morey K,
Stewart H. Cancer data and aboriginal disparities project (CanDAD) - an
overdue cancer control initiative. Eur J Cancer Care. 2016;25:208–13.

27. Christou A, Katzenellenbogen J, Thompson S. Australia's National Bowel
Cancer Screening Program: does it work for indigenous Australians? BMC
Public Health. 2010;10:373.

28. Sale C, Halkett G, Cox J. National survey on the practice of radiation
therapists in Australia. J Med Radiat Sci. 2016;63:104–13.

29. Hill M, Augoustinos M. Stereotype changed and prejudice reduction: short
and long-term evaluation of a cross cultural awareness program. J
Community Appl Soc Psychol. 2001;11:243–62.

30. Durey A, McEvoy S, Swift-Otero V, Taylor K, Katzenellenbogen J, Bessarab D.
Improving healthcare for aboriginal Australians through effective
engagement between community and health services. BMC Health Serv
Res. 2016;16:1–13.

31. Taylor KP, Thompson SC. Closing the (service) gap: exploring
partnerships between aboriginal and mainstream health services. Aust
Health Rev. 2011;35:297–308.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

Durey et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2017) 17:660 Page 13 of 13

https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2407-12-168
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2407-12-168

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Design
	Setting and sample
	Workshops: ‘Working together to improve cancer care for aboriginal and Torres Strait islander Australians’
	Instruments

	Data analysis
	Quantitative
	Qualitative

	Results
	Sensitivity analysis
	Quantitative findings
	Dimensions of cultural competency and changes over time
	Baseline
	Post workshop
	Two months post workshop
	Qualitative findings


	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	Additional files
	Abbreviations
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

