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‘Fix the issues at the coalface and mental
wellbeing will be improved’: a framework
analysis of frontline NHS staff experiences
and use of health and wellbeing resources
in a Scottish health board area during the
COVID-19 pandemic
Catherine Clarissa , Sam Quinn and Rosie Stenhouse*

Abstract

Background: Frontline healthcare staff working in pandemics have been reported to experience mental health
issues during the early and post-peak stages. To alleviate these problems, healthcare organisations have been
providing support for their staff, including organisational, cognitive behavioural and physical and mental relaxation
interventions. This paper reports the findings of a study commissioned by a Scottish NHS health board area during
the initial outbreak of COVID-19. The study aimed to understand the experience of NHS staff relating to the
provision of wellbeing interventions between March and August 2020.

Methods: Data were gathered from free-text comments of eight surveys completed by a wide range of staff across
sites within one NHS health board in Scotland. We conducted a framework analysis of the data.

Results: Our findings show that despite the provision of relaxational and cognitive behavioural interventions to
support staff wellbeing during the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic, there were barriers to access, including
heavy workload, understaffing, inconvenient locations and the stigma of being judged. Organisational factors were
the most frequently reported support need amongst frontline staff across sites.

Conclusions: While relaxational and cognitive behavioural interventions were well received by staff, barriers to
accessing them still existed. Staff support in the context of organisational factors, such as engagement with
managers was deemed as the most important for staff wellbeing. Managers play a key role in everyday
organisational processes and therefore are in the right position to meet increasing frontline staff demands due to
the pandemic and removing barriers to accessing wellbeing support. Healthcare managers should be aware of
organisational factors that might increase job demands and protect organisational resources that can promote
wellbeing for frontline staff.
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Background
Since the World Health Organization (WHO) declared
COVID-19 a global pandemic in March 2020 [1], health
systems across the globe have experienced unprece-
dented pressure, particularly on healthcare staff working
on the frontline [2–4]. Evidence from previous Severe
Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS), Ebola and Middle
East Respiratory Syndrome (MERS) pandemics identify
both immediate and long term impacts on mental health
[5–8]. Studies have found that the pandemic related risk
factors for: post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), post-
traumatic stress syndrome (PTSS) [9, 10], poor coping
strategies [11], psychological distress and burnout [10]
include a range of psychosocial [9, 11], organisational [9,
11] and individual factors [10].
Strategies for providing staff support during the

COVID-19 pandemic focus either on the individual [12–
14], team [13] or the organisation [13, 15]. Drawing lit-
erature from the Norwegian Institute of Public Health’s
Live map of COVID-19 evidence, Muller et al. [13] con-
ducted a rapid systematic review of the impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic on healthcare staff’s mental health
and implemented interventions. Of six studies which re-
ported on interventions at organisational, team and indi-
vidual level, none measured effectiveness or reported
outcomes. There remains a dearth of evidence regarding
the effectiveness of interventions designed to aid staff
health and wellbeing during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Approaches are therefore based on existing psycho-
logical and organisational theory.
The psychological approach focuses on the develop-

ment of individual resilience by attending to individual
self-care needs through interventions that promote re-
laxation, self-compassion and physical self-care [12–14].
Organisational approaches focus on organisational pro-
cesses and resources to provide support such as encour-
aging social bonds between colleagues, and leaders
performing end of shift reviews with staff [15] or re-
structuring shifts and working weeks to support staff
[13]. Organisations also need to meet basic staff needs
for rest, information, the required safety equipment, ap-
propriate shift patterns, and information about support
resources [15]. Managers, therefore, become responsible
for ensuring adequate preparation and support,
provision of the required equipment to keep the work-
force safe, and active monitoring and intervention where
mental health deteriorates. Given the responsibility
placed on managers, Greenberg et al. [16] identify the
need for senior managers to support junior managers.
This paper draws on organisational theories relating to

work-stress to support conceptual understanding of the
data. Development of individual and organisational in-
terventions can be understood from the perspective of
the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory of work-stress

where staff wellbeing results from the interplay between
the individual, job demands and job resources [17, 18].
Job demands are defined as ‘physical, psychological, so-
cial, or organisational aspects of the job that require sus-
tained physical and/or psychological (cognitive and
emotional) effort or skills’ [17], for instance, poor work
environment, time and workload pressures, and emo-
tional demands. Job resources relate to the aspects
which motivate staff to achieve work goals and to meet
job demands, such as autonomy, performance feedback,
training, and professional development [17, 18].
The psychosocial safety climate (PSC) of an organisa-

tion reflects the value placed on the psychological health
of workers by the management [19]. This PSC shapes
job design and the social relations that are promoted
within an organisation, both of which contribute to de-
mands and resources experienced by workers [19]. Re-
search has demonstrated that high levels of PSC are
associated with high levels of worker psychological
health, and low levels of PSC with poorer worker psy-
chological health. Where espoused PSC is enacted
through the provision of managerial support, Yulita
et al. [20] found a positive relationship with worker psy-
chological health, interpreting the enactment of the es-
poused PSC as indicating to workers that they were safe
to take action to look after their psychological health
(through engagement with resources to manage their
work-stress).
This paper reports the findings of a framework ana-

lysis of data collected within a single NHS Board area
in Scotland aiming to understand the experience of
frontline staff accessing wellbeing interventions imple-
mented during the initial outbreak of COVID-19
(March to August 2020). Within this NHS Board, a
range of individual and organisational interventions
were instigated across several sites to mitigate the im-
pact of working during the pandemic (for examples
see Table 1). These interventions were available to all
employees, however, this analysis draws on data about
the experience of frontline healthcare staff. We de-
fined frontline staff as those staff who work in areas
where they could come into contact with COVID-19
as part of their working practice. This included all
staff within the acute hospitals, but excluded surveys
of non-clinical support and administrative staff who
primarily worked from home.

Research questions
Based upon queries emerging from reviewing current lit-
erature related to COVID-19 and the health and well-
being experiences of healthcare staff working during
pandemics, the project team developed the following re-
search questions:
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(1) What were frontline healthcare staff experiences of
working in one Scottish NHS Board during the
early period of the COVID-19 outbreak (March-
August 2020)?

(2) In what ways did the interventions introduced
during the pandemic meet staff wellbeing needs
arising from working during COVID-19?

(3) What were the barriers or facilitators to accessing
wellbeing supports?

Methods
Design
A framework analytic approach was used to analyse sec-
ondary data gained from across the NHS Board. A
framework approach was appropriate given the hetero-
geneity of the data [21], this approach enabled thematic
development across the range of data.

Data sources
The complete dataset primarily comprised qualitative
data (free text comments) from eight different surveys
carried out across a range of sites. Some surveys were
open to all staff, whilst others were focused on

professional groups such as doctors in training. State-
ments from a Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME)
staff clinical network focus group were also included in
the analysis. A full breakdown of the data sources is pre-
sented in Table 2.
The data had been collected by several different ser-

vices using online survey methods with the aim of
understanding staff experience during COVID-19. No
standardised survey tool was used across the datasets.
The questions asked across the data collection were
phrased differently (for examples see Table 3). How-
ever, as the primary goal of each piece of work was
to understand staff experience and support needs dur-
ing COVID, there was sufficient convergence to cre-
ate a coherent dataset. The data were provided to the
research team by the NHS Board having been cleaned
and anonymised. Most of this data took the form of
Excel spreadsheets which identified each question and
the responses.

Data analysis
Framework analysis was used to enable synthesis of the
multiple sources of data [21]. Data were tabulated and
sorted into key themes using five steps: familiarisation;
identifying a thematic framework; indexing; charting;
and mapping and interpretation [22, 23]. The familiar-
isation stage involved the research team (one academic
and two post-doctoral research fellows – all with expert-
ise in qualitative research) reading the free-text com-
ments across datasets and discussing the key ideas from
the data. Through this process, we noted the diversity of
the support available across services, reflecting the two
distinct approaches to providing wellbeing support; indi-
vidual vs. organisational [12, 14, 15].
Recognising the broad range of interventions in our

data, we developed a framework drawing on Ruotsalai-
nen et al.’s [24] systematic review of 58 studies trialling
interventions to prevent psychological stress in health-
care staff. Interventions were categorised as cognitive be-
havioural, relaxation, or organisational [24]. These three
key categories guided the initial coding, with the frame-
work further adapted throughout the analysis to reflect
the emerging themes [25]. The adaptation included re-
naming ‘relaxation’ into ‘physical and mental relaxation’
to reflect specific aspects of the interventions (see
Table 4).
At the indexing stage, the data were coded into the

framework categories in Microsoft Office 2016 Excel
Spreadsheets. We added the ‘N/A’ category to classify
vague or generic responses that were not referring to a
specific intervention, for instance, ‘staff well-being sup-
port’ or ‘some workspaces didn’t work well’. We then
collated the indexed data for each category and charted
them under their corresponding themes. At the last

Table 1 Examples of the interventions implemented by the
health board in response to COVID-19 pandemic

Organisational interventions

Facilities (Free parking, hot food available on nightshift, additional break
spaces)

Communication (COVID briefing, move to virtual meetings)

Compliance with public health measures (Signage, social distancing,
Perspex screens)

Organisation of clinical settings (Introduction of red and green areas,
flexible work patterns)

Technology (Move to Microsoft Teams, virtual consultations, telephone
triage)

Physical and mental relaxation interventions

Yoga and exercise

Massage and complementary therapies

Art therapy

Silent disco

Wellbeing hubs / rest areas

Wellbeing apps

Mindfulness and breathing awareness training

Cognitive behavioural interventions

Psychological and counselling services

Team check-ins/huddles

Telephone helplines

Self-care resources
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stage of mapping and interpretation, we used our re-
search questions as an analytic guide for understanding
the data. We discussed our interpretation in regular
meetings before finally developing a conceptual explan-
ation of the data.

Ethics
Ethical review and approval for this project was gained
from the research ethics committee in the School of
Health in Social Science at the University of Edinburgh
on 24th August 2020.

Results
The response rate for the hospital surveys ranged from
3.3 to 8.3 %. Despite low response rates the qualitative
data on which the findings of this paper are based dem-
onstrated saturation of responses. We can hypothesise
that the surveys that yielded better response rates did so
because they were targeted at specific sub-populations
and were therefore perhaps experienced as more
relevant.
Findings are presented under the headings of organisa-

tional factors; physical and mental relaxational interven-
tions; and cognitive behavioural interventions. Our
results suggest that there was greater uptake of

Table 2 Breakdown of the data sources

Hospital Data type Participant professional group Number of respondents
(N=)

Response rate
(%)

Acute Hospital 1 Wellbeing Programme
Report

Respiratory/ ICU/ Pharmacy/
Admin

Not known Not known

Acute Hospital 1 Survey Not stated 128 3.3 %

Acute Hospital 2 Survey Clinical/admin/
management

257 4.1 %

Acute Hospital 3 Survey Not stated 162 5.9 %

Acute Hospital 3 Survey Nurse/admin/ radiographer/estates/ medical/
student/
Phlebotomy/
Pharmacist/
Electrician/
Community/
Charge

210

NHS Board-wide Survey Doctors in Training (below consultant level) 151 12 %

NHS Board wide Focus group BME staff network (Clinical/admin/ non-clinical) 80 9.6 %

Mental Health
services

Survey Clinical/admin/ management 135 8.3 %

Table 3 Examples of survey questions

Hospital Data type Example Questions

Acute Hospital
1

Wellbeing
Programme Report

What kind of emotional support do you envisage you and your staff will need over the coming weeks?

Acute Hospital
1

Survey What would help with your wellbeing (at work) during this pandemic?

Acute Hospital
2

Survey From a staff engagement and experience perspective, what has worked well over COVID-19?
What could have been done differently?

Acute Hospital
3

Survey In relation to the wellbeing of you and colleagues what has worked well? You may wish to consider
wellbeing spaces, support services, helplines etc.
In relation to the wellbeing of you and colleagues what could be better?

Acute Hospital
3

Survey Was there anything in particular that was helpful about the session [resilience training]?

NHS Board-
wide

Survey List any positive changes you have noted from your [health board] as a result of the pandemic.
What, if anything, do you think could have been done better?

NHS Board
wide

Focus group What has been the impact of Coronavirus for you?
What would you want [health board] to do?

Mental Health
services

Survey What would help you with your wellbeing (at work) during this pandemic?
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relaxational interventions than cognitive behavioural
ones. While a range of relaxational and cognitive behav-
ioural interventions was covered, staff responses most
frequently related to organisational factors, which is
reflected in the balance of the subsequent discussion.
Responses point to respondents’ recognition that it is or-
ganisational systems and practices that most impact staff
wellbeing and that these, rather than short term individ-
ual interventions, should be the focus of ongoing devel-
opment: ‘It’s lovely to have staff zoom yoga but we would
prefer to have better food in the canteen, get our rotas
earlier, feel consistently supported by senior staff and
management… Let’s try and engage with proper culture
change not just pick the low hanging fruit’ (Doctors in
Training).

Organisational factors
This theme describes how a range of material and pro-
cedural facets of the organisational context supported
participants or were identified as gaps in the support
provided. Across this theme staff identified organisa-
tional issues that pre-dated the COVID-19 pandemic
which could be, or had been temporarily, ‘fixed’ to pro-
vide lasting opportunity for improved mental wellbeing:
‘Fix the issues at the coalface and mental wellbeing will
be improved’.
Facilities. Many participants commented that the

introduction of basic amenities such as free parking, hot
food and drink availability during the night shift, and the
provision of spaces that staff could go to take a break
was supportive. Many participants identified the need
for space to reflect, eat, meet with colleagues socially at
break times away from the public and patients. There
was also an identified need for changing facilities.

‘Staff rest areas, staff recreation areas, staff coffee/
lunch areas separate to the public so staff can relax
and debrief. Sadly lacking until now.’ (Acute Hos-
pital 1).

The provision of specific wellbeing areas for relaxation,
alongside the provision of other on-site or online sup-
port services, were appreciated.

‘Staff wellbeing should remain a priority. The differ-
ence it makes in people’s attitudes when they feel
valued and looked after is immense. This then al-
lows us to look after our patients better.’ (Acute
Hospital 2).

These data demonstrate the positive change in partici-
pants’ experience of the organisation as it started to
demonstrate that it valued the wellbeing of its staff
through providing for their needs. However, support for
the wellbeing facilities was not unanimous, with some
feeling these wasted the limited NHS budget.
Clinical area organisation. Many clinical staff partici-

pants felt the organisation of clinical areas with desig-
nated zones and improved staffing rotas for medics
worked well. However, some clerical and administrative
staff attached to clinical areas felt that their needs were
not considered.

‘… it is terrible that reception staff in outpatient
areas do not have Perspex screens to protect them.
You walk in anywhere else and there are screens
everywhere.’ (Acute Hospital 3).

There were reports of both over and understaffing of
wards, with some respondents questioning if the work-
force had been deployed to a maximum effect during the
pandemic. Many staff were redeployed to unfamiliar
areas with the perceived lack of preparation provided to
some creating increased stress.

‘Some staff that have been redeployed to unfamiliar
areas have had poor preparation and support in
knowledge and skills relevant to the area. Some staff
have felt at times, unsafe in their practice with a
feeling of putting both their professional registration
and patient care needs at risk.’ (Acute Hospital 2).

Staff in understaffed areas experienced increased stress
and found they were unable to engage with wellbeing
initiatives due to workload pressures. Conversely, over-
staffing led to greater demand for the available health
and wellbeing interventions.

Table 4 Categories and definitions of interventions (adapted from Ruotsalainen et al. [24]).

Category Definition Example

Cognitive
behavioural

Interventions that aim to change how participants think, feel and consequently
behave in stressful situations.

Telephone support line for staff, staff
debrief

Physical and mental
relaxation

Interventions that aim to induce a state of mental or bodily calmness, or both, to
counteract the agitation caused by stress.

Yoga, mindfulness session, table
tennis, silent disco

Organisational Interventions that change resources, the working environment, work tasks or working
methods.

Parking space, changing rooms,
break areas, canteens
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Teamworking. When asked what the most positive
outcome from the pandemic was, staff identified teams
working more closely together with a common goal.
This was experienced as increased collegiality or ‘cama-
raderie’ and a sense of ‘being in it together’ with com-
ments noting increased consideration of colleagues and
their wellbeing, and kindness towards each other.

‘The commitment, efforts, passion, courage, team-
work and so on, needs to be celebrated and marked
in some way that means something to the staff’
(Acute Hospital 2).

However, this camaraderie was not universally experi-
enced with many BAME healthcare staff feeling unpro-
tected and disempowered.

‘Each BAME death terrifies me. It does not seem like
my non-BAME counterparts understand the severity
or fear we have. They are happy to donate more
clinical work to me than they are to take on them-
selves. A peer of the same standing would quibble
about this and so are not given this work, and they
know I am likely to do the work without resistance.’
(BAME Network).

Some participants identified incivility, including
bullying, blaming, discrimination and harassment. Par-
ticipants from the BAME network reported an in-
crease in racism towards colleagues of East Asian
heritage. The survey data also indicated that the cul-
ture in some areas was a barrier to supportive
teamwork.
Engagement of managers. Across the hospital-wide

surveys, staff expressed a desire for managers who were
open, compassionate, able to listen to and show interest
in staff work and issues, particularly around their health
and wellbeing.

‘It would have been good if the more senior man-
agers had made an effort to visit areas … and ac-
knowledge the work being done by their staff…. [and]
acknowledge bereavements…’ (Acute Hospital 3).

Respondents felt disconnected from senior manage-
ment and requested more opportunities to engage with
managers through direct encounters, and discussion ra-
ther than unidirectional communications.

‘[I would have liked] to be involved in discussions
around potential measures before they are imposed
(if time allows), and for the management at all levels
to allow a genuine exchange of views.’ (Mental
Health Services).

Participants across the datasets wanted recognition of
their contribution, and that of non-clinical staff, by
managers.

‘We focus a lot on medical and nursing but I think
there needs to be more and better recognition for
other services on-site: management, admin, domes-
tics, porters etc. All the work we do feels unvalued’
(Acute Hospital 1).

Communication. Communication was a key focus
across the surveys with some participants identifying ex-
amples of good strategies for ‘top down’ communication
such as daily all-staff bulletins, huddles, bulletins, daily
emails, and corporate communications. These forms of
communication enabled participants to remain informed
of rapid changes in organisational policy and practice.
Most comments identified problems with communica-
tions. Many participants wanted clearer, more timely
communication.

‘Better communication of NHS plans at the start of
the pandemic. I appreciate plans were changing and
the situation was dynamic but felt trainees weren’t
part of the decision-making process or listened to
when we could have contributed’. (Doctors in
Training)

Some staff groups felt excluded from some of the
communication points such as huddles, or that their
voices were not heard. Many of the staff who felt that
they were not heard were non-clinical staff such as
laboratory services staff who asked that hospital man-
agers ‘not so much continue to prioritise as start to
try to listen/engage with staff engaged in performing
the practical work …’ (Acute Hospital 2). There was a
recognition by some respondents that staff such as
domestics and porters had little voice; interestingly
these groups are not identified in the respondent
groups in Tables 2, perhaps lending support to this
point.
BAME staff, a group identified as at increased risk of

serious illness and death from COVID-19 [26], also felt
unheard. The specific increased risk from infection expe-
rienced by this group of respondents increased the sense
of urgency that managers hear and respond to their
concerns:

‘Managers have a role in identifying and listening
to BAME staff…. to ask BAME staff about their
concerns, this may help those who do not or can-
not voice their concerns to be given the opportun-
ity to … speak up and be listened to’ (BAME
network).
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There was detectable anger from some respondents
who experienced a lack of ‘honesty’ of some of the or-
ganisational communication in relation to the level of
risk posed to them, leaving them feeling vulnerable and
unprotected:

‘Be honest about risks. Be honest about if masks are
not offering any protection or only slowing the risk of
spread?? (sic) We are almost being thrown to the
wolves and left to fend for ourselves!’ (Acute Hospital
3).

Physical and mental relaxation interventions
Physical and mental relaxation interventions are de-
signed to reduce stressful thoughts and facilitate mental
and physical calmness [24]. The most well-received re-
laxation interventions had aspects of socialising, peer
support and access to an area for rest.
Physical relaxation interventions. Yoga and massage

were the two physical interventions that participants
identified using most. Data indicated significantly less
engagement with complementary therapies and art
therapy.
Mental relaxation interventions. The most widely used

mental relaxation interventions were wellbeing hubs and
rest areas. A persistent theme explaining the popularity
of the hub was the feeling of a safe space and separation
from work areas.

‘Being able to access quiet space and time to switch
off - even for 15 mins.’ (Mental Health Services).

‘I have…referred staff to the Wellbeing hub, most
staff just for a break away to reflect and have quiet
time.’ (Acute Hospital 3).

Wellbeing hubs were identified by many participants
as something they hoped would be extended beyond the
pandemic.

‘Looking to the future after the pandemic, what
would help with your wellbeing, here at the [hos-
pital]? For the wellbeing hub to remain so staff can
go and relax out of sight of public and patients.’
(Acute Hospital 1).

Few participants reported engagement with wellbeing
apps like Headspace. Some staff proposed virtual relax-
ation training as an alternative that would allow them to
interact with colleagues.

Cognitive behavioural interventions
Cognitive behavioural interventions aim to give the user
strategies to reflect on their thoughts and manage stress

and negative emotions [27]. The findings of the frame-
work analysis suggest that these types of intervention
were accessed least across services. The cognitive behav-
ioural interventions that staff identified as most benefi-
cial for health and wellbeing were psychological and
counselling services, and team huddles with colleagues.
Telephone helplines and self-care resources were usually
perceived as something positive to have access to but
generally had low uptake.

‘The [NHS Board] Occupational Health Clinical
Service … rose admirably to the challenge of a phe-
nomenally increased workload and were proactive in
making efforts to support individuals’ (Acute Hos-
pital 2).

‘Telephone support line for staff was well-intentioned
but low uptake reflects the fact that face-to-face sup-
port, ideally from a familiar face, is much more ef-
fective’ (Acute Hospital 2).

Barriers to accessing support
Organisational. In areas where relaxational and cognitive
behavioural interventions had low uptake, the reasons
given for not accessing interventions were largely organ-
isational factors. Key barriers to accessing wellbeing sup-
port included heavy workload, understaffing,
inconvenient locations and not having sufficient time; ‘
too busy upskilling to be ITU Nurse [to be able to access
interventions].’ (Acute Hospital 1).

‘… there are a number of wellbeing services but don’t
feel they are very accessible. [We need to be] ad-
dressing understaffing and lack of equipment re-
quired to cope with workload… wellbeing should be
a lasting priority.’ (Acute Hospital 3).

Suggestions given to improve accessibility include
‘some of the services being delivered in ward areas, when
safe to do so’ (Acute Hospital 1), and greater flexibility,
particularly around the length of staff breaks, to accom-
modate access; ‘not be tied to solely your 30-minute
lunch break.’ (Acute Hospital 3).
Location. Some respondents identified that the lack of

proximity of interventions to their place of work was a
barrier to access.

‘Lots of access to wellbeing materials, however, my
main site is not in the hospital. I work in the com-
munity so didn’t have the same access, felt less val-
ued than hospital staff.’ (Acute Hospital 3).

Stigma. A minority of participants who had not used
any services indicated a sense of fear of being judged.
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‘Haven’t used any. I’m in the management depart-
ment it just doesn’t seem appropriate to utilise the
services.’ (Acute Hospital 1).

‘Helplines have been available however I did not
want my boss thinking I could not manage therefore
did not access groups or support when on reflection I
may have benefited from some 1:1 support’ (Acute
Hospital 3).

It’s not for us. Another comment made by staff from
the laboratory department indicates their hesitation to
access the available services:

‘I know a lot of first come first served hospital-wide
stuff has been put on but laboratory staff are so in-
sular they always think it’s not meant for them. If
we had a regular session once a week only for our
staff in our workplace it would encourage uptake
and help with bonding/relaxation.’ (Acute Hospital
3).

Individual preference. There appeared to be a tension
between approaches used in delivering the interventions
and individual staff preferences. For example, whether
break rooms should be used for quiet breaks or as a
socialising space, some preferring individual interven-
tions while others preferred group activities.

‘Sadly I haven’t accessed them [activities]. Saw staff
through the window in small groups and felt silly po-
tentially going in on my own.’ (Acute Hospital 1).

Others felt they did not require the support.

‘Honestly not had time to do any of these things
while at work, and in my own time I find it more
relaxing to leave and be with my partner’ (Doctors
in Training).

The availability and variability of wellbeing support for
staff were appreciated by many respondents across the
data. A variety of resources were deemed useful in ac-
commodating staff different needs.

‘I think the resources that have been introduced are
great for helping our wellbeing. Everyone has differ-
ent needs when it comes to wellbeing so it would be
difficult to introduce resources to suit everyone.’
(Acute Hospital 2).

Discussion
During this early period of the COVID-19 pandemic
frontline staff were thrown into a situation with high

physical, psychological, cognitive and emotional de-
mands on them as they developed new ways of working
and navigated the rapidly changing clinical environment.
The organisation responded by providing a range of or-
ganisational and individually focused resources.
In the face of increased job demands, much of the

support desired by participants related to organisa-
tional processes and structures. Participants identified
the importance of clear, concise and consistent com-
munication between and across layers of the organisa-
tion to enable them to deal with the evolving
protocols and policies. The importance of managers
engaging with staff and taking account of their expe-
riences in decision making, or ensuring adequate
training for those staff who were redeployed, are
again features of the everyday fabric of the organisa-
tion. While the additional services focused on devel-
oping personal resilience were appreciated, staff were
clearly looking towards effective use of everyday or-
ganisational processes as a means of managing the
demands of the pandemic. Such a focus from partici-
pants highlights the importance of organisations, and
by implication, managers, focusing on how they can
shape everyday processes to meet increasing demand
quickly.
As the group of individuals within the organisation who

have the power to effect change, managers become a focus
for staff in relation to the implementation of organisa-
tional practices and support structures. The data contains
many references to expectations and experiences of the re-
lation between staff and managers focused on being lis-
tened to, engaged with or acknowledged by managers
(usually those beyond direct line managers). Being heard,
or having a voice, within the organisation is understood as
a key mechanism through which workers can influence
management’s actions. Whilst having a voice can take the
form of direct discussion, surveys such as those being ana-
lysed here can be understood as a means of enabling staff
to have a voice within the organisation. The notion of
voice within organisations is nevertheless complex as it is
bound up in the complexity of organisational hierarchies
and power structures which permeate organisations from
the wider social structures of society placing members of
social groups in relation to one another [28]. Thus, not
everyone has equal access to use their voice or be heard. It
is important to consider how power might prevent staff
from having a voice, because feeling able to influence what
happens in the workplace has been found to be associated
with feeling valued, increased sense of engagement, and
staff retention [29, 30]. The desire or expectation of en-
gagement with managers is perhaps indicative of the con-
nection that this has with feelings of psychological safety
and how opportunities for engagement with managers in-
fluences PSC of an organisation.
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It follows then that those staff who feel they do not
have a voice within the organisation, feel disenfran-
chised, and devalued. This was particularly evident in
the data surrounding the experience of BAME staff who
felt that their concerns were not heard by either other
staff, or more particularly by managers who had the
power to instigate changes to enable them to feel safer.
However, a range of respondents including doctors in
training and laboratory staff also identified a feeling of
not being heard within the management structures.
Where groups feel unheard, and therefore unsafe, this
impacts their perception of the organisation’s PSC and
may have a detrimental impact on wellbeing as has been
found by some studies where lower PSC was associated
with burnout and poorer wellbeing [31–33].
In addition to the lack of support experienced by those

who felt unheard, those who experienced structural or
geographical barriers to accessing the individual sup-
ports on offer felt unsupported. Data indicated that these
barriers to accessing the support led to frustration from
staff and potentially a sense that they were less valued by
the organisation although this is not directly referenced.
Whilst the authors acknowledge the difficulties of imple-
menting individual support interventions so that they
were geographically accessible to all, the potential im-
pact on staff’s sense of being cared for or valued by their
organisation is useful to understand as it has conse-
quences for retention and staff wellbeing [30, 34].
This discussion has focused on the findings that or-

ganisational factors, material and relational, were central
to the staff’s experience of working during the initial
months of the COVID-19 pandemic. The findings high-
light the material needs of the staff for resources and
processes to help them manage their work. As key
players within organisations, managers’ understanding of
the sources of increased job demands, and resources that
will enable staff to deal with these, is critical to the pre-
vention of burnout [35, 36]. However, we found that the
provision of these was bound up in participants’ experi-
ence of their relation with the organisation and manage-
ment, influencing their sense of safety. That it is such
aspects of the everyday fabric of the organisation are im-
plicated in staff experience of support and psychosocial
safety can inform management action in health service
organisations. This is important because the perception
that the organisation cares can support motivation and
ongoing effort [37] during the peak of the pandemic
when the demands on staff were high. High PSC has also
been found to act as a buffer to fatigue [37] and enable
staff to take action to look after their health [20].
The finding that it is everyday processes and structures

that staff feel can provide the necessary resources to
manage the job demands is important to support man-
agers to fulfil this need. Whilst it is possible that being

seen to provide some support, and therefore valuing staff
wellbeing, has some impact on wellbeing [19], there is a
need for managers to provide the right support in the
right place at the right time to prevent burnout [15].

Implications for research policy and practice
International relevance
The COVID-19 pandemic has created challenges for
healthcare services across the world, with no service im-
mune to the challenges of working throughout the pan-
demic and the threat posed to staff health and wellbeing.
In areas with less well-resourced health systems, the po-
tential impact is even greater, with evidence to suggest
that COVID-19 is disproportionally affecting people liv-
ing in poorer areas, minorities and a broad range of vul-
nerable populations [38]. Nevertheless, one of the
notable findings of this study is the extent to which or-
ganisational factors plays a role in staff health and well-
being. While physical infrastructure will always be
important and remain a pertinent challenge for less re-
source rich areas, our findings suggest that management
have a substantial part to play in supporting staff health
and wellbeing through the cultural tone they set. In this
sense, our findings can be used to inform the develop-
ment of staff support, especially from the management,
during future outbreaks of COVID-19 and other health
crises across global healthcare services.

Strengths and limitations
A key strength of this study was the use of the qualita-
tive approach to analysis and data collection, where the
use of free text questions enabled staff to focus on what
was important to them, enabling them to provide re-
sponses that move beyond their experience of the spe-
cific interventions that had been implemented in the
health board to identify a range of organisational issues.
The heterogeneity of the data, gathered from a range of
staff via a range of qualitative survey questions at differ-
ent time points provided a rich dataset. The strength of
the analysis is demonstrated through the congruence
and consistency of themes identified across the data.
Across the hospitals and services where data collection
was undertaken, a substantial range of interventions was
implemented. Feedback on these interventions provides
valuable insight for health managers with a responsibility
to support staff health and wellbeing.
We recognise that the datasets were limited by the

lack of some staff perspectives, such as those of commu-
nity and service staff. The impact of COVID-19 on the
wellbeing of these groups remains a vital area for future
research. Secondly, there was variance in the phrasing of
the questions asked across the data collection which
limits direct comparability of findings between groups of
respondents or hospital sites. However, all questions
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focused on the main aim of the analysis which was to
develop an understanding of staff experience.

Conclusion and recommendations
The participants in this study strongly valued the
provision of support during the COVID-19 pandemic,
interpreting this as demonstrating that the organisation
valued their wellbeing. While the organisation imple-
mented individual relaxation and cognitive behavioural
interventions, the most sought after support was that
provided through everyday organisational structures and
processes, and engagement with managers. It seems
clear that the organisation needs to understand the per-
ceptions and needs of their staff and build on this under-
standing to retain the increased level of PSC that was
mostly experienced by staff. In this way, they reduce the
risk of loss of motivation and engagement, burnout and
diminished staff wellbeing following the pandemic when
undoubtedly the additional individual interventions will
be scaled back or removed.

Authors’ information Catherine Clarissa is a teaching
fellow at the University of Edinburgh, Nursing Studies,
School of Health in Social Science, Edinburgh, United
Kingdom.
Sam Quinn is a research fellow at the University of

Edinburgh, School of Health in Social Science, Edin-
burgh, United Kingdom.
Rosie Stenhouse is Senior Lecturer, Nursing Studies,

and Associate Director, Centre for Creative-Relational
Inquiry, School of Health in Social Science, University of
Edinburgh, Edinburgh, United Kingdom.

Abbreviations
BAME: Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic; COVID-19: Disease caused by SARS-
CoV-2; JD-R: Job Demands-Resources; MERS: Middle East Respiratory
Syndrome; NHS: National Health Service; PSC: Psychosocial Safety Climate;
PTSD: Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder; PTSS: Post-Traumatic Stress Syndrome;
SARS: Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome; WHO: World Health Organization

Authors’ contributions
RS, CC and SQ all made substantial contributions to the study, revised the
manuscript, and approved the final version for publication.

Funding
Funding was provided by the Edinburgh and Lothian Health Foundation.
The funding body had no involvement in the design of the study and
collection, analysis and interpretation of data, and in writing the manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets analysed during the current study are not publicly available due
to the anonymity requirements of the ethical permissions granted for this
study, but are available from the corresponding author on reasonable
request and with permission of NHS Board Executive Nurse Director.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethical review and approval for this project was gained from the research
ethics committee in the School of Health in Social Science at the University
of Edinburgh (Reference: STAFF190). All primary data included in this study

were collected as part of local service evaluation processes that adhered to
NHS Board information governance policies and the consent of participants
through engagement with the online survey tools used for data collection.
Consent for inclusion of the primary data in this study was gained from the
owner of each dataset by the senior nurse in the NHS Board who
commissioned this analysis. All data was anonymised prior to receipt by the
authors.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Received: 3 June 2021 Accepted: 24 September 2021

References
1. World Health Organization. WHO Director-General’s opening remarks at the

media briefing on COVID-19–11 March 2020. 2020. https://www.who.int/
director-general/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-
the-media-briefing-on-covid-19---11-march-2020. Accessed 25 Feb 2021.

2. Lai J, Ma S, Wang Y, Cai Z, Hu J, Wei N, et al. Factors Associated With Mental
Health Outcomes Among Health Care Workers Exposed to Coronavirus
Disease 2019. JAMA Netw Open. 2020;3:e203976. https://doi.org/10.1001/ja
manetworkopen.2020.3976.

3. Mira JJ, Carrillo I, Guilabert M, Mula A, Martin-Delgado J, Pérez-Jover MV, et al.
Acute stress of the healthcare workforce during the COVID-19 pandemic
evolution: A cross-sectional study in Spain. BMJ Open. 2020;10:1–9.

4. Pappa S, Ntella V, Giannakas T, Giannakoulis VG, Papoutsi E, Katsaounou P.
Prevalence of depression, anxiety, and insomnia among healthcare workers
during the COVID-19 pandemic: A systematic review and meta-analysis.
Brain Behav Immun. 2020;88:901–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2020.05.026.

5. Allan SM, Bealey R, Birch J, Cushing T, Parke S, Sergi G, et al. The prevalence
of common and stress-related mental health disorders in healthcare
workers based in pandemic-affected hospitals: a rapid systematic review
and meta-analysis. Eur J Psychotraumatol. 2020;11:1810903. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/20008198.2020.1810903.

6. Fernandez R, Lord H, Halcomb E, Moxham L, Middleton R, Alananzeh I, et al.
Implications for COVID-19: A systematic review of nurses’ experiences of
working in acute care hospital settings during a respiratory pandemic. Int J
Nurs Stud. 2020;111:103637. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2020.103637.

7. McMahon SA, Ho LS, Brown H, Miller L, Ansumana R, Kennedy CE.
Healthcare providers on the frontlines: a qualitative investigation of the
social and emotional impact of delivering health services during Sierra
Leone’s Ebola epidemic. Health Policy Plan. 2016;31:1232–9. https://doi.
org/10.1093/heapol/czw055.

8. Kim JS, Choi JS. Factors Influencing Emergency Nurses’ Burnout During an
Outbreak of Middle East Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus in Korea. Asian
Nurs Res (Korean Soc Nurs Sci). 2016;10:295–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anr.2
016.10.002.

9. Carmassi C, Foghi C, Dell’Oste V, Cordone A, Bertelloni CA, Bui E, et al. PTSD
symptoms in healthcare workers facing the three coronavirus outbreaks:
What can we expect after the COVID-19 pandemic. Psychiatry Res. 2020;292:
113312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113312.

10. Maunder R, Lancee W, Balderson K, Bennett J, Borgundvaag B, Evans S, et al.
Long-term Psychological and Occupational Effects of Providing Hospital
Healthcare during SARS Outbreak. Emerg Infect Dis. 2006;12:1924–32.
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid1212.060584.

11. Marjanovic Z, Greenglass ER, Coffey S. The relevance of psychosocial
variables and working conditions in predicting nurses’ coping strategies
during the SARS crisis: An online questionnaire survey. Int J Nurs Stud. 2007;
44:991–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2006.02.012.

12. Tomlin J, Dalgleish-Warburton B, Lamph G. Psychosocial Support for
Healthcare Workers During the COVID-19 Pandemic. Front Psychol. 2020;11:
1–7. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01960.

13. Muller AE, Hafstad EV, Himmels JPW, Smedslund G, Flottorp S, Stensland SØ,
et al. The mental health impact of the covid-19 pandemic on healthcare
workers, and interventions to help them: A rapid systematic review.
Psychiatry Res. 2020;293:113441. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.202
0.113441.

Clarissa et al. BMC Health Services Research         (2021) 21:1089 Page 10 of 11

https://www.who.int/director-general/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-covid-19---11-march-2020
https://www.who.int/director-general/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-covid-19---11-march-2020
https://www.who.int/director-general/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-covid-19---11-march-2020
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.3976
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.3976
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2020.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1080/20008198.2020.1810903
https://doi.org/10.1080/20008198.2020.1810903
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2020.103637
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czw055
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czw055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anr.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anr.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113312
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid1212.060584
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2006.02.012
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01960
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113441
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113441


14. Teoh K, Kinman G. Looking after Doctors’ Mental Wellbeing During the
Covid-19 Pandemic. The BMJ Opinion. 2020. https://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/202
0/03/26/looking-after-doctors-mental-wellbeing-during-the-covid-19-pa
ndemic/. Accessed 25 Feb 2021.

15. Greenberg N, Tracy D. What healthcare leaders need to do to protect the
psychological well-being of frontline staff in the COVID-19 pandemic. BMJ
Lead. 2020;4:101–2. https://doi.org/10.1136/leader-2020-000273.

16. Greenberg N, Docherty M, Gnanapragasam S, Wessely S. Managing mental
health challenges faced by healthcare workers during covid-19 pandemic.
BMJ. 2020;368 March:1–4. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m1211.

17. Bakker AB, Demerouti E. The Job Demands-Resources model: State of the
art. J Manag Psychol. 2007;22:309–28.

18. Bakker AB, Demerouti E. Job demands-resources theory: Taking stock and
looking forward. J Occup Health Psychol. 2017;22:273–85.

19. Dollard MF, Dormann C, Idris MA. Psychosocial Safety Climate. Cham:
Springer International Publishing; 2019. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-2
0319-1.

20. Yulita, Dollard MF, Idris MA. Climate congruence: How espoused
psychosocial safety climate and enacted managerial support affect
emotional exhaustion and work engagement. Saf Sci. 2017;96:132–42.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.03.023.

21. Gale NK, Heath G, Cameron E, Rashid S, Redwood S. Using the framework
method for the analysis of qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health
research. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2013;13:1–8.

22. Ritchie J, Spencer L. Qualitative data analysis for applied policy research. In:
Bryman A, Burgess B, editors. Analyzing qualitative data. London: Taylor &
Francis Group; 1994. p. 173–94.

23. Srivastava A, Thomson SB. Framework Analysis: A Qualitative Methodology
for Applied Policy Research. J Adm Gov. 2009;4:72–9.

24. Ruotsalainen JH, Verbeek JH, Mariné A, Serra C. Preventing occupational
stress in healthcare workers. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2015;23:75.
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD002892.pub5.

25. Parkinson S, Eatough V, Holmes J, Stapley E, Midgley N. Framework analysis:
a worked example of a study exploring young people’s experiences of
depression. Qual Res Psychol. 2016;13:109–29. https://doi.org/10.1080/14
780887.2015.1119228.

26. Chaudhry FB, Raza S, Raja KZ, Ahmad U. COVID 19 and BAME health care
staff: Wrong place at the wrong time. J Glob Health. 2020;10:1–4. https://
doi.org/10.7189/jogh.10.020358.

27. Cheng C, Kogan A, Chio JH. The effectiveness of a new, coping flexibility
intervention as compared with a cognitive-behavioural intervention in
managing work stress. Work Stress. 2012;26:272–88. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02678373.2012.710369.

28. Stenhouse R. Understanding equality and diversity in nursing practice. Nurs
Stand. 2021;36:27–33. https://doi.org/10.7748/ns.2020.e11562.

29. Tillott S, Walsh K, Moxham L. Encouraging engagement at work to improve
retention. Nurs Manage. 2013;19:27–31.

30. Brunetto Y, Rodwell J, Shacklock K, Farr-Wharton R, Demir D. The impact of
individual and organizational resources on nurse outcomes and intent to
quit. J Adv Nurs. 2016;72:3093–103. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13081.

31. Idris MA, Dollard MF, Yulita. Psychosocial safety climate, emotional
demands, burnout, and depression: A longitudinal multilevel study in the
Malaysian private sector. J Occup Health Psychol. 2014;19:291–302. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0036599.

32. Idris MA, Dollard MF, Winefield AH. Integrating psychosocial safety climate
in the JD-R model: A study amongst Malaysian workers. SA J Ind Psychol.
2011;37:1–11. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v37i2.851.

33. Mansour S, Tremblay D-G. How can we decrease burnout and safety
workaround behaviors in health care organizations? The role of
psychosocial safety climate. Pers Rev. 2019;48:528–50. https://doi.org/10.11
08/PR-07-2017-0224.

34. Moloney W, Fieldes J, Jacobs S. An Integrative Review of How Healthcare
Organizations Can Support Hospital Nurses to Thrive at Work. Int J Environ
Res Public Health. 2020;17:8757. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17238757.

35. Bakker AB, Demerouti E, Taris TW, Schaufeli WB, Schreurs PJG. A multigroup
analysis of the job demands-resources model in four home care
organizations. Int J Stress Manag. 2003;10:16–38. https://doi.org/10.1037/1
072-5245.10.1.16.

36. Schaufeli WB, Bakker AB. Job demands, job resources, and their relationship
with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. J Organ Behav. 2004;
25:293–315.

37. Garrick A, Mak AS, Cathcart S, Winwood PC, Bakker AB, Lushington K.
Psychosocial safety climate moderating the effects of daily job demands
and recovery on fatigue and work engagement. J Occup Organ Psychol.
2014;87:694–714. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12069.

38. Shadmi E, Chen Y, Dourado I, Faran-Perach I, Furler J, Hangoma P, et al.
Health equity and COVID-19: global perspectives. Int J Equity Health. 2020;
19:104. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-020-01218-z.

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

Clarissa et al. BMC Health Services Research         (2021) 21:1089 Page 11 of 11

https://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2020/03/26/looking-after-doctors-mental-wellbeing-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2020/03/26/looking-after-doctors-mental-wellbeing-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2020/03/26/looking-after-doctors-mental-wellbeing-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://doi.org/10.1136/leader-2020-000273
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m1211
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20319-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20319-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD002892.pub5
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2015.1119228
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2015.1119228
https://doi.org/10.7189/jogh.10.020358
https://doi.org/10.7189/jogh.10.020358
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.710369
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.710369
https://doi.org/10.7748/ns.2020.e11562
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13081
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036599
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036599
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v37i2.851
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2017-0224
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2017-0224
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17238757
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.10.1.16
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.10.1.16
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12069
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-020-01218-z

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Research questions

	Methods
	Design
	Data sources
	Data analysis
	Ethics

	Results
	Organisational factors
	Physical and mental relaxation interventions
	Cognitive behavioural interventions
	Barriers to accessing support

	Discussion
	Implications for research policy and practice
	International relevance


	Strengths and limitations
	Conclusion and recommendations
	Abbreviations
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	References
	Publisher’s Note

