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Abstract

The purposes of this descriptive research were: 1) to explore perception of
barriers to apply research results from research projects funded by the Routine to
Research Unit, the Faculty of Medicine, Siriraj Hospital during 2004-2010, 2) to
compare perception of barriers to research utilization between two groups: developer
and user, and 3) to compare perception of barriers to research utilization between two
groups of the developers whose research projects were utilized less than 50 percent
and more than 50 percent.

The research was conducted into 2 phases. The first phase, the quantitative
data were collected. The sample included 147 developers and users of the 68
research projects which were funded by the Routine to Research Unit, the Faculty of
Medicine Siriraj Hospital during 2004-2010.The research instruments consisted of :1)
the research utilization evaluation form, 2) the general data record form, and 3) the
BARRIERS to research utilization scale, developed by Funk et. al. (1991), which
consists of 4 factors in 29 items. Data were analyzed by using descriptive statistics,
independent t-test, and Mann Whitney U test. The second phase, the qualitative data
were collected by in-depth interview with 15 stakeholders of research projects and
data were analyzed by content analysis.

The results show as follows. 1) The sample rated that they perceived
barriers to use research results for the benefits of their organization at the highest level
(Md=2.20, IR=0.78). The third highest scores were: (a) lack of time to read research
(55.7%), (b) insufficient time to search for new ideas or implement research results
while working (50.3%), and (c) lack of authority to change a process of working
(46.1%). 2) The user group perceived barriers to research utilization significantly
higher than the developer ((p<0.001). Finally, 3) there was no statistical significant
difference of the perception of barriers to research utilization between developers
whose research projects were utilized less than 50 percent and more than 50 percent
(p >0.05). The sample needed small group discussion most to facilitate the utilization
of their research results.
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