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Simulated clients reveal factors that may limit
contraceptive use in Kisumu, Kenya

Katherine Tumlinson,®® llene S Speizer,‘:"b Linda H Archer,® Frieda Behets®

While the quality of family planning service delivery was often good, clients reported barriers including:
excessively long waiting times, provider absences, informal fees, inappropriate pregnancy tests,
misinformation, and provider disrespect. Improved monitoring and oversight of facility practices and
examination of provider needs and motivations may increase quality of service.

ABSTRACT

A better understanding of the factors influencing use of family planning has the potential to increase contraceptive
prevalence and improve the ability of women and their partners to freely choose the number and spacing of their
children. Investigations into factors contributing to unmet need frequently rely on data collected using household surveys
or interviews with family planning clients and providers. Our research utilizes qualitative information resulting from
simulated client visits to investigate programmatic barriers to contraceptive use in a sample of 19 health care facilities in
Kisumu East District, a city in western Kenya. Simulated client reports indicate deficiencies in provider competence as
well as tenuous relations between providers and clients. In addition, simulated client data reveal occasional absences of
providers during normal facility hours of operation and requests of informal fees for services. Trainings that address
specific gaps in provider medical knowledge and counseling skills as well as client-provider relations may reduce such
programmatic barriers to contraceptive use. In addition, improved supervision and oversight at facilities may increase
physical and financial access to services. Future research investigating provider motivations may illuminate root causes
of programmatic barriers.

BACKGROUND programmatic factors influencing contraceptive use
may help to address the persistent unmet need in

he life-saving benefits of family planning to both numerous African countries.

mother and child are well established."™ In the
past 20 years alone, maternal deaths in developing
countries have been reduced by 40% in response to
increased access to contraceptive services.® Yet, despite
the success of many family planning programs in Asia
and Latin America over the past 60 years, fertility rates
in sub-Saharan Africa remain high.' At 5.2, the total
fertility rate (TFR) for sub-Saharan Africa is more than
twice the global average.””” Those women who prefer
to space or limit births but are not using any method of
contraception are considered to have an unmet need
for family planning.'® A better understanding of the

Quality and Access

The evaluation of family planning programs in devel-
oping countries is frequently guided by frameworks
first developed in the 1980s and early 1990s.'':'?
Quality of care, hypothesized to be a key determinant
of contraceptive use, is defined by the Bruce-Jain
framework and includes 6 aspects: method choice,
information, client relations, provider competence,
follow-up mechanisms, and integration.’? Access to
services, sometimes referred to as availability, can refer
to geographic or financial accessibility as well as the
ability of potential clients to gain contact with service
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EhC’Pe' Hill, Chapel Hill, NC, USA access has also been found to be related to use or non-
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In the simulated
client approach, a
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pretends to be a
new client at a
health facility and
undergoes a
family planning
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session.

provider bias against certain methods; these
practices are often referred to as medical barriers
to family planning'''*'®; addressing medical
barriers may facilitate improvements in quality

of care.!!

Measuring Progress

The quality of nationally sponsored family planning
programs in Kenya was first assessed in 1989.'°
These national programs began in Kenya in 1967 in
response to high fertility rates and rapid population
growth.'”'® The first evaluation of these programs
provided evidence that government-sponsored
family planning programs, long criticized for “poor
performance,”'” were beginning to show improve-
ment in critical areas of service quality such as
method choice and client treatment; however,
progress was lacking in discussion and manage-
ment of contraceptive side effects, as well as wait
time and inquiry into the client’s reproductive
goals.'®'”'? Only a handful of studies since 1989
have used facility-level data to measure family
planning service delivery quality in Kenya at a
national level; a 1995 study found improvements in
discussion of side effects,'® and a study using data
from 2004 to compare public and private facilities
found no differences in the technical capacity of
service providers by facility type.?°

The Simulated Client Approach
While most investigations of facility-level factors
influencing contraceptive use rely on data col-
lected through provider and client interviews,
this article takes a less common approach by
describing interactions between health care
providers and simulated family planning cli-
ents.?'™?° The simulated client approach provides
an unobtrusive means of collecting data about
service delivery and is likely to provide more
accurate data than approaches using client or
provider interviews or third-party observations.
The data presented here are part of a larger
study conducted in the Kenyan city of Kisumu,
located in a region with a TFR of 5.4.>° The study
design uses the simulated client methodology to
test the validity of standard data collection
instruments typically employed to measure
family planning service quality and infrastruc-
ture at service delivery points. These standard
instruments, collectively known as the Situation
Analysis, include a facility audit, an observation
guide, and questionnaires for interviewing family
planning clients and service providers.’'>? As
part of our validation study, these standard
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instruments were employed at the same facilities
where the simulated client method was used.
Analysis of validation data is ongoing. The
objective of this paper is to share information
provided by the simulated client method that
would have gone unobserved if data collection
had relied solely on the standard instruments.

METHODS

Data for this study were collected in 19 public and
private health care facilities of medium to high
volume located in Kisumu East District, Kenya, in
2012. In the simulated client approach to facility-
level data collection, a trained female data collector
pretends to be a new family planning client at a
health facility and undergoes a family planning
counseling session. Following the counseling ses-
sion, the simulated client records or reports her
observations.

For this study, 6 simulated female clients
were hired and trained. Simulated clients ranged
in age from 23 to 30, with parity ranging from 0
to 3 children. All 6 clients were assigned a
“preferred method” of contraception to request
from the provider, which allowed investigators to
examine provider practices across a range of
methods. Of the 6 simulated clients, 3 were
assigned a preferred method of oral contraceptive
pills (OCPs), 1 was assigned a preferred method
of injectables, 1 the intrauterine device (IUD),
and 1 the contraceptive implant. See the simu-
lated client profiles (Table 1) for additional
information on the background characteristics
of each simulated client. In addition to visits
from simulated clients, all 19 selected facilities
participated in a facility audit, third-party obser-
vations, and interviews with exiting family
planning clients and service providers.

Simulated clients assigned to prefer OCPs
were trained to accept 1-3 packs of pills when
offered. Those clients assigned to prefer inject-
ables, the IUD, or the implant were trained to
conclude their counseling session before such
methods could be administered in order to avoid
receiving unwanted procedures. A list of cultu-
rally appropriate and credible reasons for con-
cluding services prior to receiving commodities
was determined with input from all data
collectors during the 1-week training period.
Some examples of credible reasons include:

® [ need to ask my husband first

® Let me go think about it

408



Simulated clients reveal family planning barriers in Kisumu, Kenya

www.ghspjournal.org

TABLE 1. Profiles of Simulated Clients

Simulated Clients

1 2 3 4 5 6
Age 27 24 28 28 23 30
Residence Non-slum  Non-slum Slum Slum Slum Slum
Marital status Unmarried  Unmarried ~ Married Unmarried ~ Married Married
Parity 0 0 2 1 0 3
Preferred method Pills Injectable IUD Pills Implant Pills

® [ changed my mind, I just want the condom

® [ don’t have the money, let me go and come
back

® ] want to compare with another facility

There were an estimated 108 providers
offering family planning services at the
19 participating facilities. This study was
designed so that each of these providers would
be visited by 1 of the 6 simulated clients;
however, many facilities schedule only 1 provider
to offer family planning each month or each
quarter (3 months). As a result, it was not
possible to collect simulated client data on all
family planning providers at the 19 facilities
during the study period. Multiple attempts were
made to collect data on different providers by
sending different simulated clients back to
participating facilities; these repeat visits often

resulted in multiple observations of the same
provider, as seen in Table 2. Of the 52 providers
reached in the study, 21 providers were visited
just once. In 10 of the 19 facilities, simulated
clients succeeded in visiting all family planning
providers working at the facility; in another
2 facilities, clients were able to visit all but 1 of
the family planning providers. In the remaining
7 participating facilities, simulated clients visited
between 14% and 44% of the family planning
providers. Approximately 56 family planning
providers within selected facilities, or 52% of all
estimated providers, were not visited by a
simulated client. However, a majority of provi-
ders not visited by a mystery client were not
providing family planning services or were off-
duty during the study period.

The sample of 19 facilities was selected to
include all medium (11) and high volume (8)

TABLE 2. Distribution of Simulated Client Visits Per Provider

Number of providers
receiving client visits

Total simulated client visits
(# providers X # client visits)

Providers with 1 simulated client visit
Providers with 2 simulated client visits
Providers with 3 simulated client visits
Providers with 4 simulated client visits
Providers with 5 simulated client visits
Providers with 6 simulated client visits

Total

21 21

11 22

4 12

6 24

5 25

5 30
52 providers 134 visits
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According to the
quantitative
checklist tool,

1in 5 providers
displayed
reportedly
negative attitudes
towards clients.

health care facilities currently providing family
planning services within Kisumu East District.
The volume of facilities was determined through
conversations with local NGO staff and by
visiting the potential facilities to determine the
number of family planning clients serviced in the
preceding week, according to the official patient
registration log (medium = <10; high = <25).
The sample included both public (14) and private
(5) facilities, and all of the selected facilities also
offered maternal and child health services and/or
HIV-related services in addition to family plan-
ning services. Data collection took place August
1-17 and Sept 17-28, 2012. The service providers
included in the study are those who were
providing services on the day a simulated client
attended their facility.

Simulated clients recorded their observations
soon after their counseling session with a short
user-friendly and objective checklist. The check-
list, informed in part by MEASURE Evaluation’s
Quick Investigation of Quality,>* was designed to
capture quantitative data on aspects of family
planning service delivery quality, according to
the Bruce-Jain framework."?

In addition to these quantitative data, all 6
mystery clients had the opportunity to provide
any additional information they observed while
at the selected facility. This additional informa-
tion, provided in both written and verbal format
to the study principal investigator (and first
author) in an unsolicited manner at the end of
each day of data collection, provides in-depth
insights for this paper; where appropriate in the
paper, this information is supplemented with
quantitative data from the simulated client
checklist. All 6 simulated clients volunteered
additional information, which was not restricted
to any specific topic and was subsequently
entered into a Microsoft Word document and
organized into 4 emergent themes: interpersonal
relations, provider competence, provider accessi-
bility, and inappropriate charges to clients. It is
important to note that the quotes provided in the
results section are all drawn from this informal
feedback, which was not collected in a systematic
manner, and are therefore not representative of
high/medium volume facilities in Kisumu.

Confidentiality was a key component of the
ethics training received by the simulated
clients. Each simulated client was required to
sign a pledge of confidentiality upon comple-
tion of the training. Facility managers were
aware of and supportive of the study. The
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University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
(UNC-Chapel Hill) and the Kenya Medical
Research Institute (KEMRI) reviewed and
approved the study protocol and informed
consent process for this study.

RESULTS

The 6 simulated clients completed a total of
134 visits with 52 providers (88% of whom were
female) at the 19 participating facilities. To our
knowledge, providers did not identify simulated
clients during their visit, although they may have
been made aware of the potential for a simulated
client visit by their facility supervisor, who
consented to participate in the study. In
1 instance, a simulated client reported she
thought her provider became suspicious because
the provider brought additional staff into the
examination room to observe the consultation
and questioned the client’s motivation to use a
contraceptive method. Outside of this 1 event, all
simulated clients reported that they felt con-
fident the observed providers did not identify
their true purpose.

Client-Provider Interactions

In 5 out of the 134 simulated client visits, the
client volunteered unsolicited feedback character-
izing their provider as “friendly,” “respectful,” or
“nice.” These 5 voluntary reports of positive client
interaction reference 4 providers (1 provider
received 2 positive reports) working at 2 public
and 2 private facilities. Clients volunteering
positive reports had expressed a preference to
their provider to use either pills or implants. One
client provided an account of a provider who did a
good job discussing the different family planning
options. Another client reported that her provider
was very encouraging of the client’s desire to
begin a contraceptive method. The following
demonstrates a provider taking steps to ensure
client access to a method not currently available at
the facility:

Despite the fact that the method I wanted was not
available in the facility, the provider managed to tell
me more about the method I had chosen and she
even made a call to the family planning team which
was going around in various facilities to provide
Jfamily planning services which were not available in
those facilities.

However, not all accounts of interactions
with providers were positive. According to
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quantitative checklist data, providers failed to
greet simulated clients in a respectful or friendly
manner at 18% of visits; these 24 visits were
spread across 13 different facilities, 2 of which
are private, and 17 different providers. Of the
17 providers with a reportedly unfriendly man-
ner, 16 were visited by more than 1 simulated
client. Of the 16 providers with multiple visits,
4 received more than 1 negative report; in only
1 case did all simulated clients report indepen-
dently that the provider was lacking in respect.
Half of the negative reports came from clients
assigned to prefer OCPs; this is not surprising
given that half of the 6 simulated clients had this
assignment. Unfriendly behavior was rarely
reported by the implant client (8% of all negative
reports) or the IUD client (also 8% of all negative
reports). Of the negative reports, 38% came from
the simulated client assigned to prefer injectable
contraception; it is possible this is more a
reflection of this client’s age (24 years) than
her preferred method.

All 6 simulated clients voluntarily mentioned
rude or disrespectful treatment at some point by 1
or more service providers visited during the study.
According to informal feedback, in 2 public
facilities, a provider reportedly stated ‘“family
planning is not an emergency” in an effort to
explain long wait times or to appease clients who
could not be seen on the same day that they
arrived. As 1 client reported:

The provider was so rude... arrogant. Women were
really complaining. The provider yelled at the
clients and told them no one can challenge her on
Sfamily planning. If she wanted to, she could tell
everyone to just go home and come back another
day. She said, ‘I'm tired of injecting your buttocks
every day.’

In addition to the providers displaying report-
edly negative attitudes towards clients (according
to the quantitative checklist tool), with 1 provider
going so far as to engage in such behavior as
shouting at clients (according to informal feed-
back), 1 additional provider harbored unfounded
suspicions that affected client access to desired
methods. In this case, a simulated client seeking
injectable contraception was strongly accused of
coming to the facility knowing that she was
pregnant, in the hopes that receiving an injection
would induce an abortion. Due to this suspicion
on the part of this provider at a public facility,
the simulated client was not offered any family
planning method.

Global Health: Science and Practice 2013 | Volume 1 | Number 3

Technical Competence of Service Providers
According to a combination of quantitative
checklist data and informal feedback, in 10%
of all simulated client visits (13 visits with
10 different providers at 8 public facilities), the
service provider refused to offer the client their
preferred method of contraception unless the
client was able to provide physical evidence of
current menstruation or was willing to take a
pregnancy test (at an additional cost of 100 to 150
Kenyan shillings, equivalent to US$1.18-$1.76).
In the remaining 90% of simulated client visits, all
clients were offered their preferred method or
were referred to a facility where their method
could be obtained.

Of the 13 instances where unnecessary men-
strual requirements were imposed, 9 occurred
with clients requesting OCPs, 3 during requests
for injectable contraception, and in 1 instance
with a client requesting the implant. In explaining
this medical barrier, 1 mystery client reported:

The provider advised me to go back (to the clinic)
when on menses or to do a pregnancy test so as to
prove there was no pregnancy.

In no instance did any of these 10 providers
attempt to rule out pregnancy by another means,
such as inquiring about unprotected intercourse
since the client’s last menstrual period. Clients
unable to meet these requirements were instructed
to return at their next menses or when they had
funds for a pregnancy test. In most cases, clients
who were turned away were not offered an
alternative method, such as condoms, for use in
the meantime. Interestingly, among those providers
imposing menstrual requirements and with multi-
ple simulated client visits, some did not impose
these requirements for all hormonal types or all
simulated clients; for example, 2 providers imposed
menstrual requirements for OCPs but no other
hormonal method, while another imposed require-
ments only for injectables clients. Two of the
providers refused to offer OCPs to some, but not
all, of the simulated clients requesting this method
without proof of menstruation or pregnancy test.

In addition to medically unnecessary men-
strual requirements,*>?? several providers report-
edly dispersed misinformation to clients. For
example, 1 simulated client volunteered feedback
that she was sometimes discouraged from using
injectable contraception due to concerns about
excessive delays in the time it takes the average
client to return to fertility; more than 1 provider
stated average return to fertility for a client

Simulated client
reports indicate
deficiencies in
provider compe-
tence as well as
tenuous relations
between provid-
ers and clients.
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discontinuing injectable contraception is 2 years
or greater. In refusing to offer injectable contra-
ception to a simulated client, 1 provider at a
public facility stated ‘““the injection can’t be given
to someone who has not had kids.” In another
instance, a client visiting a private facility was
provided misinformation by her provider about
the TUD:

My provider told me ... payment depends on the type
(of 1UD), for example, one for 5 years costs 1,000
KSh (equivalent to US$11.76), one for 10 years costs
2,000 KSh (US$23.53), one for 15 years costs 3,000
KSh (US$35.29).”

These different versions of the copper-bearing
IUD do not exist.>*

Simulated clients also volunteered information
suggesting that at least 3 of the 44 providers visited
by a mystery client at a public facility may not have
been trained to deliver family planning services.
For example, in 1 public facility, all 6 simulated
clients were offered family planning services by a
person volunteering as a mentor for HIV patients.
At another public facility, staff members perform-
ing patient registration or lab work also provide
family planning counseling when the facility is
short-staffed. It was unclear whether these per-
sonnel had adequate training in provision of
family planning methods to step into this role.

Provider Accessibility

Simulated clients frequently mentioned exces-
sively long wait times, often due to large numbers
of clients and few providers, which resulted in
their inability to make contact with the targeted
provider during the first attempt. For example, 2
simulated clients arrived on the same day at the
same public facility shortly before 9 am, waited
until 4 pm without receiving services, and were
then asked to return another day. Another client
arrived at a different facility at 11 am and waited
until closing without receiving services; she was
also told to come back another day. In total, 4
simulated clients were turned away at the end of
the day without receiving services after waiting
most of the day; this occurred at 3 different
facilities, 1 of which was private.

Of those visits for which they were not turned
away at the end of the day, simulated clients
waited an average of 3 hours between arrival and
departure at the facility (according to the check-
list instrument), and, in 19% of visits, simulated
clients waited 5 or more hours at the facility.
Furthermore, those seen after an acceptable
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amount of wait time sometimes felt the provider
was unable to offer the necessary time and
attention. As 1 client reported, ““The provider was
in a hurry. She wanted to go for lunch and just
counseled me in the hallway.”

In other cases, simulated clients mentioned
that care was delayed because providers arrived
late to the facility (some arriving as late as 12 pm
despite official opening times of 8 am in all 19
facilities), or the facility opened late, or the
providers did not return to the facility after the
lunch break. This type of delayed care occurred on
7 occasions, at 7 different facilities, 2 of which
were private. In cases where the provider did not
return after lunch, the clients waited until closing
time without ever receiving services. In 1 case, a
client arrived at 2 pm on a Friday and found the
provider promptly, but the provider informed the
client that she was tired and asked her to come
back on Monday. The provider did not offer the
client any contraceptive method, such as condoms,
for protection over the weekend. The official
closing time on Fridays at this facility is 5 pm.

Provider accessibility was also sometimes
compromised by competing duties; in a facility
where no other provider was on hand that day, a
simulated client reported, “The provider did not
complete the service because she received a
phone call telling her to go somewhere.” The
client had to leave the facility without complet-
ing the family planning counseling session and
without receiving any method of contraception.

Inappropriate Charges to Clients

In 3 out of every 4 simulated client visits where
the client received 1 or more packs of OCPs
(a total of 57 visits), the client was charged a fee
greater than the price reported by the facility
manager. Often the client was charged
50 Kenyan shillings (approximately US$0.59) in
a facility where the manager indicated pills are
provided for free, including patient registration.
In some cases (12 visits), other simulated clients
attending the same facility but seeing a different
provider were charged a different price or were
not charged at all, indicating inconsistencies in
fee collection within facilities. On 2 occasions,
service providers refused to provide clients with
receipts and were observed putting the fee
directly into their pockets while still in the closed
door counseling or examination room. Of the
14 facilities engaging in informal fee collection,
3 are private facilities. Because simulated clients
were unable to accept invasive or unwanted
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procedures (such as an injection, IUD, or
implant) for ethical reasons, we were unable to
ascertain whether inappropriate fees are charged
for methods other than OCPs.

DISCUSSION

These data, resulting from 134 simulated client
visits with 52 providers in 19 public and private
facilities, provide information on family planning
service provision in Kisumu East District as it
would occur naturally, in the absence of a data
collection team. Simulated clients reported rude
or disrespectful treatment by a number of
providers, including shouting and unfounded
accusations, and clients reported receiving ser-
vices by 3 possibly untrained staff. Medical
barriers were also observed, including unneces-
sary menstrual requirements and misinformation
resulting from provider bias against injectable
contraception for nulliparous women. Simulated
clients sometimes waited at a facility for an entire
day without receiving services and were often
charged fees for services greater than the price
reported in the corresponding facility audit.

Much of the information shared in this paper
is similar to other studies using the simulated
client method, which found frequent implemen-
tation of menstrual requirements?’ and disre-
spectful treatment by providers.?*?7?®* Some
informal information volunteered by the simu-
lated clients, such as the garnering of informal
fees and waiting most of the day at a facility
without receiving any services, has not been seen
in previous results from simulated client studies.

The implications of this study are that service
quality deficiencies, medical barriers, and access
issues related to provider availability and inap-
propriate client charges may limit clients” ability
to obtain the family planning services for which
they come to health facilities. In addition,
women who are treated with disrespect and
given misinformation may spread the word to
others who might subsequently decide not to
visit those facilities.

Regarding consistency of findings, there was
no overall discernible pattern in the aspects of
poor delivery across the participating facilities or
providers. The facilities where providers were
unfriendly or rude were not always the facilities
where menstrual requirements were imposed or
providers were absent. Notably, a facility in
which a provider was twice characterized as
encouraging and friendly by simulated clients
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was also 1 of the 5 facilities in which none of the
providers engaged in collection of inappropriate
client fees.

In considering the rights of clients to have
access to high-quality family planning services,
free of unnecessary medical barriers, it is
important to first think carefully about the rights
and needs of family planning service providers.
The ability to provide services in a technically
competent manner depends on adequate train-
ing, updated technical information, necessary
equipment and supplies, and appropriate gui-
dance.”® Respectful treatment of clients and
consistent accessibility can be better ensured by
providers with a manageable workload, timely
and adequate pay, and respectful workplace
practices.>® Efforts to better understand the
perspective, needs, and motivations of the service
providers are essential for identifying root causes
of poor service quality and may help to address
quality of care deficiencies and medical barriers
identified in this paper. As other researchers have
pointed out, findings from quality of care studies
are not meant to “attack” providers, who are
often “doing what they think best for their
clients”**; therefore, studies designed to capture
provider perspectives should be a priority in
client-centered programs.

Programmatic Implications

Additional Training for Facility Staff

The disrespectful manner reported in the check-
list appears widespread, while the shouting and
unfounded suspicions were less commonly men-
tioned by the simulated clients. However, both
the quantitative and qualitative information
from simulated clients regarding their interac-
tions with facility staff suggest the need for
additional training in counseling skills to
improve interactions with clients. Even those
providers with an impressive knowledge base
regarding a variety of available family planning
methods may fail to meet the contraceptive
needs of their clients if they are engaging with
clients in a rude or dismissive manner.

Use Tools Such as the Pregnancy Checklist

The presence of medical barriers may also
impede client access to family planning methods.
Requiring evidence of menstruation or requiring
a pregnancy test before providing family plan-
ning is a common barrier. Those women who
cannot afford a pregnancy test and must wait
until their next menses to receive a method are at

Quantitative and
qualitative infor-
mation suggests
the need for addi-
tional facility staff
training in coun-
seling skills to
improve interac-
tions with clients.

413



Simulated clients reveal family planning barriers in Kisumu, Kenya

www.ghspjournal.org

Improved
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oversight at
facilities may
increase physical
and financial access
fo services.

Future research
investigating
provider motiva-
tions may illumi-
nate root causes
of programmatic
barriers.

risk of an unintended pregnancy in the interim.
According to the World Health Organization,
hormonal methods pose no medical danger to
women or their pregnancy if accidentally used
while pregnant (with the exception of the
intrauterine device; this method should not be
inserted during pregnancy).’® Those providers
wishing to be reasonably certain their client is
not pregnant can use a simple job aid developed
by FHI 360: the Pregnancy Checklist.?>” Training
providers on consistent and proper use of the
pregnancy checklist in facilities where pregnancy
tests are not freely available has the potential to
increase contraceptive uptake.*®

Use of Accurate Information by Trained Personnel
The provision of misinformation to clients result-
ing from provider bias is another medical barrier
to accessing family planning methods revealed in
this study. The average delay in return to fertility
for women using Depo-Provera is 9 months after
their last injection.?**® Providers who mistakenly
believe that average return to fertility for inject-
able contraception is 2 or more years may deny or
discourage use of this highly effective method in
younger, childless, or low-parity women. This
study also revealed the possibility of unqualified
staff members providing family planning coun-
seling on occasions when the volume of clients
could not be met by available providers. Such
practices could potentially result in harm to the
client if these staff members have not been
trained in family planning provision.

Better Supervision

It is important to ensure that providers arrive on
time and are committed to providing services
during the facility’s posted hours of operation. It
may be beneficial to reduce the number of legiti-
mately competing priorities that pull providers
away from their facilities during peak hours of
service delivery. In addition, creating a more
rigorous system of management and supervision
may help to ensure that providers are not frequently
away on personal business during working hours.

Transparent Fees

Lastly, this study reveals an informal fee struc-
ture that suggests possibly corrupt behavior on
the part of some providers, which could create
financial barriers to contraceptive services, partic-
ularly among low-income clients. Forty percent of
Kenyans currently live on less than US$2 per
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day.*! Therefore, even a small informal fee of
US$0.59 may constitute a significant portion of
income for the average family planning client. The
informal fee structure revealed in this study
appears to be fairly widespread for OCPs among
the facilities included in the study; implementing
mechanisms such as receipt books or publicly
displayed prices to help discourage corruption
may lead to increased contraceptive use.

Limitations of This Study

The simulated client method allows the researcher
to collect information on actual practice that would
be difficult to obtain through other means.
However, this method is not without limitations.
First, there is the possibility of poor recall or
subjective interpretation on the part of the simu-
lated client. To address this concern, the 6 simulated
clients who collected the data for this study
participated in extensive training and pilot testing
of their data collection instruments. All records and
reports from each visit to a participating facility were
submitted to the study’s principal investigator on
the same day as the visit, and opportunities for
clarification or elucidation were provided as needed.

A second challenge with this methodology is
the recruitment of simulated clients who realis-
tically represent different sections of the popula-
tion, including residents of areas with slum-like
conditions. All 6 simulated clients were residents
of Kisumu East District and resided in the
catchment area of 1 or more of the facilities
included in the study.

An additional limitation of the simulated
client method is the 1-sided perspective of this
approach to data collection. While the methodol-
ogy allows for unobtrusive observation of provi-
der performance, it does not consider the
perspective of the provider or deficiencies in
training, infrastructure, supervision or other
general areas of support that may be lacking in
the provider’s work environment.>”

Lastly, it is important to note that, given the
design of the study, it is not possible to generalize
these findings to all health care providers or
facilities in Kisumu East District. However, many
of the practices reported above are happening in
1 or more facilities and therefore warrant
examination and further attention.

CONCLUSION

The simulated client method allows researchers to
collect information on service delivery practices as
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they occur naturally, in the absence of data
collectors and research staff, and therefore can
provide critical insights into aspects of care that
may limit contraceptive use. Much of the quanti-
tative and qualitative information supplied by the
simulated clients in this study would have been
difficult or impossible to collect via facility audits,
third-party observations, or interviews with cli-
ents and staff. The results point to important
issues around quality of care, medical barriers,
and provider and financial access that may be
impeding use of family planning services among
potential clients. A larger and more systematic
simulated client study would reveal whether some
of the practices identified in this paper are
widespread or isolated among a few providers or
facilities. Increased training and heightened
supervision of providers is one possible solution
to these issues, as presented above in
Programmatic Implications. However, a better
understanding of provider needs and motivations
will also be key to understanding the root causes
of barriers to contraceptive use. Addressing these
barriers not only has the potential to reduce
maternal and infant mortality but also is an
important step in safeguarding women’s repro-
ductive rights.

Acknowledgments: This research was supported by a grant awarded
to the Carolina Population Center (CPC) at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. We
are grateful to CPC (R24 HD050924) for general support. This
research was also supported by a grant to Katherine Tumlinson from
the American Psychological Foundation (APF). The contents of this
article are solely the responsibility of the authors and do not
necessarily represent the official views of CPC, the Gates Foundation,
or APF.

Competing Interests: None declared.

REFERENCES

1. Cleland J, Bernstein S, Ezeh A, Faundes A, Glasier A, Innis J.
Family planning: the unfinished agenda. Lancet.

2006;368(9549):1810-1827. CrossRef. Medline

2. Cohen S. Promoting sexual and reproductive health advances
maternal health. Guttmacher Policy Review. 2009; 12(2):8-12.
Available from: http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/gpr/12/2/
gpr120208.pdf

3. Hogan MC, Foreman KJ, Naghavi M, Ahn SY, Wang M, Makela
SM, et al. Maternal mortdlity for 181 countries, 1980-2008: a
systematic analysis of progress towards Millennium Development
Goal 5. Lancet. 2010;375(9726):1609-1623. CrossRef. Medline

4. Alan Guttmacher Institute (AGI). World Population Day-Six
reasons to support family planning. News in Context [Internet].
Washington, DC: AGI; 2008. Available from: http://www.
guttmacher.org/media/inthenews/2008/07/09/

5. The Population Reference Bureau (PRB). Family planning saves

lives, 4th ed. Washington, DC: PRB; 2009.

Global Health: Science and Practice 2013 | Volume 1 | Number 3

20.

21

N
N

23.

24.

. Cleland J, Conde-Agudelo A, Peterson H, Ross J, Tsui A.

Contraception and health. Lancet. 2012;380(9837):149-156.
CrossRef. Medline

. Population Reference Bureau (PRB). Datafinder. Washington,

DC: PRB; 2012. Available from: http://www.prb.org/

DataFinder.aspx

. Population Reference Bureau (PRB). Datafinder: Africa—sub-

Saharan. Washington, DC: PRB; 2012. Available from: http://
www.prb.org/DataFinder/Geography/Data.aspx@loc=247

. Population Resource Center. Unmet need for contraception in the

21st century: sub-Saharan Africa. Executive summary.
Washington, DC: The Center; 2002.

. MEASURE DHS. ICF Infernational. Unmet need for family

planning. Calverton, MD: ICF International; 2012. Available
from: http://www.measuredhs.com/topics/Unmet-Need.cfm

. Bertrand J, Hardee K, Magnani R, Angle MA. Access, quality of

care and medical barriers in family planning programs. Int Fam
Plan Perspect. 1995;21:64-69 & 74. Available from: http://
www.guttmacher.org/pubs/journals/2106495. html

. Bruce J. Fundamental elements of the quality of care: a simple

framework. Stud Fam Plann. 1990;21(2):61-91. Available from:
http:/ /www.popcouncil.org/pdfs/ councilarticles/sfp/
SFP212Bruce.pdf. Medline

. Cornelius RM, Novak JA. Contraceptive availability and use in

five developing countries. Stud Fam Plann. 1983;14(12 Pt
1):302-317. CrossRef. Medline

. Shelton JD, Angle MA, Jacobstein RA. Medical barriers to access

to family planning. Lancet. 1992;340(8831):1334-1335.
CrossRef. Medline

. Stanback J, Nutley T, Gitonga J, Qureshi Z. Menstruation

requirements as a barrier fo confraceptive access in Kenya. East
Afr Med J. 1999;76(3):124-126. Medline

. Miller RA, Ndhlovu L, Gachara MM, Fisher AA. The Situation

Andlysis Study of the family planning program in Kenya. Stud
Fam Plann. 1991;22(3):131-143. CrossRef. Medline

. Henin RA. Kenya's population program 1965-1985: an

evaluation. Nairobi: Population Council; 1986.

. Miller K, Miller R, Askew I, Horn MC, Ndhlovu L, editors. Clinic-

based family planning and reproductive health services in Africa:
findings from situation analysis studies. New York: Population
Council; 1998. Available from: http://www.popcouncil.org/
pdfs/cbfp.pdf#page=24

. Ndhlovu L, Solo J, Miller R, Miller K, Ominde A. An assessment

of clinic-based family planning services in Kenya: results from the
1995 Situation Analysis Study. New York: Population Council;
1997. Available from: http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/
PNACF255.pdf

Agha S, Do M. The qudlity of family planning services and client
satisfaction in the public and private sectors in Kenya. Int J Qual
Health Care. 2009;21(2):87-96. CrossRef. Medline

. Hardee K, McDonald OP, McFarlane C, Johnson L. Quality of

care in family planning clinics in Jamaica. Do clients and
providers agree? West Indian Med J. 2001;50(4):322-327.
Epub 2002 May 08. Medline

. Huntington D, Lettenmaier C, Obeng-Quaidoo I. User's

perspective of counseling training in Ghana: the “mystery client”
trial. Stud Fam Plann. 1990;21(3):171-177. CrossRef. Medline

Huntington D, Schuler SR. The simulated client method:
evaluating client-provider interactions in family planning clinics.
Stud Fam Plann. 1993;24(3):187-193. CrossRef. Medline

Leén FR, Lundgren R, Huapaya A, Sinai |, Jennings V.
Challenging the courtesy bias inferpretation of favorable clients’

415


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(06)69480-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17113431
http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/gpr/12/2/gpr120208.pdf
http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/gpr/12/2/gpr120208.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60518-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/PubMed/20382417
http://www.guttmacher.org/media/inthenews/2008/07/09/
http://www.guttmacher.org/media/inthenews/2008/07/09/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(12)60609-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22784533
http://www.prb.org/DataFinder.aspx
http://www.prb.org/DataFinder.aspx
http://www.prb.org/DataFinder/Geography/Data.aspx?loc=247
http://www.prb.org/DataFinder/Geography/Data.aspx?loc=247
http://www.measuredhs.com/topics/Unmet-Need.cfm
http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/journals/2106495.html
http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/journals/2106495.html
http://www.popcouncil.org/pdfs/councilarticles/sfp/SFP212Bruce.pdf
http://www.popcouncil.org/pdfs/councilarticles/sfp/SFP212Bruce.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2191476
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1965616
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6665824
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0140-6736(92)92505-A
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1360046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10442109
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1966641
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1949097
http://www.popcouncil.org/pdfs/cbfp.pdf
http://www.popcouncil.org/pdfs/cbfp.pdf
http://www.popcouncil.org/pdfs/cbfp.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNACF255.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNACF255.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzp002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19190135
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11993027
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1966716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2375048
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2939233
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8351699

Simulated clients reveal family planning barriers in Kisumu, Kenya

www.ghspjournal.org

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

perceptions of family planning delivery. Eval Rev.

2007;31(1):24-42. CrossRef. Medline

Leén FR, Quiroz G, Brazzoduro A. The reliability of simulated
clients’ quality-of-care ratings. Stud Fam Plann.
1994;25(3):184-190. CrossRef. Medline

Madden JM, Quick JD, Ross-Degnan D, Kafle KK. Undercover
careseekers: simulated clients in the study of health provider
behavior in developing countries. Soc Sci Med.
1997,45(10):1465-1482. CrossRef. Medline

Maynard-Tucker G. Indigenous perceptions and quality of care
of family planning services in Haiti. Health Policy Plan.
1994,9(3):306-317. Medline.

Schuler SR, Mclntosh EN, Goldstein MC, Pande BR. Barriers to
effective family planning in Nepal. Stud Fam Plann.
1985;16(5):260-270. CrossRef. Medline

Population Council. Quantitative assessment of the quality of
care: effects of provider training. INOPAL Updates. New York:
The Council; 1992.

Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS) and ICF Macro.
Kenya Demographic and Health Survey 2008-09. Calverton,

MD: KNBS and ICF Macro; 2010. Available from: http://www.

measuredhs.com/pubs/pdf/FR229/FR229 pdf

Fisher A, Mensch B, Miller R, Askew I, Jain A, Ndeti C, et al.
Guidelines and instruments for a family planning situation
analysis study. New York: Population Council; 1994.
MEASURE Evaluation. Quick Investigation of Quality (QIQ): a

user’s guide for monitoring quality of care in family planning.
MEASURE Evaluation Manual Series, No. 2. Chapel Hill, NC:

University of North Carolina, Carolina Population Center; 2001.

Available from: http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure/
publications/ms-01-02/at_download/document

Stanback J, Thompson A, Hardee K, Janowitz B. Menstruation
requirements: a significant barrier to contraceptive access in

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

developing countries. Stud Fam Plann. 1997;28(3):245-250.
CrossRef. Medline

World Health Organization Department of Reproductive Health
and Research (WHO/RHR) and Johns Hopkins Bloomberg
School of Public Health/Center for Communications Programs
(CCP). INFO Project. Family planning: a global handbook for
providers. Baltimore, MD and Geneva: CCP and WHO; 2007
Available from: http://www.fphandbook.org/

Huezo C, Diaz S. Quality of care in family planning: clients’
rights and providers’ needs. Adv Contracept. 1993;9(2):129-
139. CrossRef. Medline

World Health Organization Department of Reproductive Health
and Research (WHO/RHR). Selected practice recommendations
for contraceptive use. 2nd ed. Geneva: WHO; 2004. Available
from: http://whglibdoc.who.int/publications/2004/
9241562846.pdf

FHI 360. Pregnancy checklist. Research Triangle Park, NC: FHI
360; 2012. Available from: http://www.thi360.0rg/sites/
default/files/webpages/Modules/ AFTER/ pdfs/ checklists.pdf

Stanback J, Diabate F, Dieng T, de Morales TD, Cummings S,
Traoré M. Ruling out pregnancy among family planning clients:
the impact of a checklist in three countries. Stud Fam Plann.

2005;36(4):311-315. CrossRef. Medline

Fotherby K, Howard G. Return of fertility in women discontinuing
injectable contraceptives. J Obstet Gynaecol (Lahore). 1986;6
Suppl 2:5110-115. Medline

Pardthaisong T, Gray RH, McDaniel EB. Return of fertility after
discontinuation of depot medroxyprogesterone acetate and
intra-uterine devices in Northern Thailand. Lancet.
1980;1(8167):509-512. CrossRef. Medline

Population Reference Bureau (PRB). 2011 World Population
Data Sheet [accessed 2013 May 17]. Available from: http://
www.prb.org/pdf11/2011population-data-sheet_eng.pdf

Peer Reviewed

Received: 2013 May 22; Accepted: 2013 Jul 20; First Published Online: 2013 Oct 14

Cite this article as: Tumlinson K, Speizer IS, Archer LH, Behets F. Simulated clients reveal factors that may limit contraceptive use in Kisumu, Kenya.

Glob Health Sci Pract. 2013;1(3):407-416. http://dx.doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-13-00075

© Tumlinson et al. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are properly cited. To view a copy of the
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/

Global Health: Science and Practice 2013 | Volume 1 | Number 3

416


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0193841X06289044
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17259574
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2137944
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7940623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(97)00076-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9351137
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10137743
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1966999
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/PubMed/4060211
http://www.measuredhs.com/pubs/pdf/FR229/FR229.pdf
http://www.measuredhs.com/pubs/pdf/FR229/FR229.pdf
http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure/publications/ms-01-02/at_download/document
http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure/publications/ms-01-02/at_download/document
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2137892
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9322340
http://www.fphandbook.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01990143
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8237566
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2004/9241562846.pdf
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2004/9241562846.pdf
http://www.fhi360.org/sites/default/files/webpages/Modules/AFTER/pdfs/checklists.pdf
http://www.fhi360.org/sites/default/files/webpages/Modules/AFTER/pdfs/checklists.pdf
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4148962
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16395948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12315276
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(80)92765-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6102234
http://www.prb.org/pdf11/2011population-data-sheet_eng.pdf
http://www.prb.org/pdf11/2011population-data-sheet_eng.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-13-00075

	TABLE_1
	TABLE_2

