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Section 1: Introduction to the proposed research 


Title: An Investigation into how Public Health Organisations respond to Health Inequalities.  


Background 
Since ancient times there have been factors which cause health inequalities (A, Hay & D, Peet), Lloyd (2014) also explains that over the previous century public health in the United Kingdom (UK) has improved significantly. People are living longer, and are leading healthier and happier lives (Lloyd, 2014). Some causes of inequality include, early life opportunities, which include opportunities from birth and throughout early childhood, global influences, including poverty/deprivation and national economy influences (Williams, 2011). Hay & Peet (2014) state that health inequalities only exist in populations which are deprived economically and educationally (A, Hay & D, Peet, 2014). 

Public Health initiatives continuously need to be improved, to reduce and tackle health inequalities. Health inequalities are differences between people or groups, which are dependent on social, geographical, biological and other factors (NICE, 2012). These groups are likely to be both children, adults and older people. Policy makers, researchers and public health professionals have continuously aimed to improve the general populations health as well as reducing and eliminating any differences in health. Based on, geography, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status (SES) and other social factors (Mariana C, Arcaya. Alyssa L, Arcaya and S, V, Subramanian, 2016). According to the British Medical Association (BMA), there are substantial health inequalities across the (UK) they are caused by both social and economic inequalities that shape an environment, where individuals are born, grow, live, work and age (BMA, 2017). Inequalities therefore develop through birth, childhood, before later continuing into adulthood (NICE, 2012). Reducing health inequalities is vital from birth, as it determines how people age, live, and how people’s overall health is influenced, they have a huge impact on individuals who are worse off and who experience poorer health. Such as, having inadequate access to health care and being able to book a general practitioner (GP) appointments. Local authorities are in place to tackle health inequalities, to promote the well-being and health of the public by reducing the differences in mortality and morbidity rates between rich and poor, to increase one’s quality of life, and sense of well-being (NICE, 2012). 
Public Health Wales (PHW) stands to achieve a healthier, happier and fairer Wales. Consequently, it exists to protect and improve the health and well-being of people living in Wales, along with reducing health inequalities (PHW, 2017). Public Health in Wales is promoted through joint working of services. PHW, health boards and local authorities aim to work in collaboration with one other, by encouraging improved public health in all areas of Wales (PHW, 2017). Public Health England (PHE) states, to reduce health inequalities the same opportunities must be given to everyone to lead a healthy life, no matter who they are or where they live (PHE, 2017). To tackle these inequalities, PHE puts forward that more attention must be given to those people who are at most risk of developing poor health, if an impact is to be made on their overall well-being (PHE, 2017). 


Justification 
The ability to tackle health inequalities in the most deprived areas of the UK is still a prominent topic. Health inequalities impact on communities and people every day, and it is vital that they are reduced. People who live in deprived areas, experience poorer health and shorter life spans. Consequently, by giving children the best start to life from an early age is critical to reducing health inequalities which may occur later in life (PHE, 2017).  


Aim 
The aim of this research proposal is to examine the role of Public Health and to determine if enough is being done to reduce health inequalities.   


Objectives 


· Describe the history and the study of health inequalities 

· Analyse current health campaigns in Public Health Organisations

· Conclude by outlining how current campaigns are effective

· Give recommendations for improvement on public health guidance and health and well-being initiatives to reduce health inequalities.  


Section 2: Research Methods


Systematic Review 

The use of systematic reviews will gather concise and relevant research which will link to the chosen title theme. The Cochrane Library defines a systematic review as a high-level overview of primary research on a question, which aims to identify, select, and examine a piece of high quality research which is relevant to that question, to obtain an answer (Campbell, 2014). Systematic reviews will also identify themselves in the abstracts, introductions and in the method sections. Furthermore, it summaries the results of healthcare studies, known as controlled trails, it also provides a high level of evidence on healthcare interventions. Judgements may be made about this evidence, with systematic reviews providing recommendations for healthcare (Cochrane, 2017). Information and research which is gathered from systematic reviews will link to key themes addressed in this research proposal. Therefore, to determine if a review is a systematic one, there should be a methods section available. Helen Aveyard (2014) puts forward, a systematic review aims to identify in detail and to find all the available literature on a topic, whilst describing a clear, comprehensive methodology (Aveyard, 2014). One main feature of a systematic review is that reviewers follow a strict protocol to ensure the review process which is undertaken is systematic by using exact methods to identify, critically appraise relevant studies to answer a predefined question (Aveyard, 2014). The process of undertaking a systematic review is rigorous and time-consuming, it usually requires the attention and dedication of an experienced team of researchers over a specific period. A systematic review which is carried out by the Cochrane or Campbell Collaboration is normally considered to be the most detailed review which exists (Aveyard, 2014).  














Methodology and Justification 

The methodology which has been chosen for this research is the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) (2017) the Critical Appraisal Skills enable a person to assess the trustworthiness and the relevance of an article or systematic review. By assessing the results of a published piece of work, to determine if it is believable and useful (CASP, 2017). Critical Appraisal Skills are used determine if a piece of research has been conducted correctly along with identifying reliability (CASP, 2017). It can be used by anyone who would like to use research evidence in their practice or profession (CASP, 2017). 
CASP approaches the research in 3 ways, first, it determines if the study is valid by deciding if it was unbiased by evaluating its methodological quality. Secondly, it looks at the results and if the study has been found as valid, then the results can be drawn upon. At this point the results are assessed by clinical importance along with the possible uncertainty in the results. Once the evidence is finalised as being valid and important, the link to research needs to be addressed, and how it applies to the topic area (CASP, 2017). However, Critical Appraisal Skills provides a framework to consider these issues in an explicit and transparent way (CASP, 2017). Qualitative research may give researchers access to participant’s thoughts and feelings, and can lead to a development of understanding of their experiences (Sutton, 2015). 


Methods and Justification 

CASP will be applied by narrowing down research, to assess validity and usefulness in information which will be used in the research project. It will use the 3 steps that CASP outlines to meet the specific topic area. As Critical Appraisal Skills enable a person to assess trustworthiness, relevance and results of published literature so they can be determined as useful and believable. The following two checklists were used to assess this, first the ‘Qualitative Research CASP Checklist’ and secondly, the ‘CASP Checklist Systematic Review’ which examines systematic papers. Which are found in appendices, 3 and 4. 










Ethics

Ethical boundaries are important in research, and they must be considered when using, reading and analysing secondary research. According to the David B. Resnik (2015), ethnical norms promote the aims of the research, such as, knowledge and truth. This ensures the avoidance of fabrication, falsifying or even misrepresenting research data, by promoting the truth and limiting error (Resnik, 2015). Ethical consideration has been given throughout this research proposal. The use of information and resources from secondary sources, is valid as no information has been changed.   















  


Section 3: Planning 

Research Strategy
Please see Appendices section  


Gantt Chart 
A Gantt Chart is one of the most useful ways to devise and show tasks and when they were completed against a time scale or deadline (Gantt, 2017). Gantt charts are mostly used for tracking project schedules to show extra information and when each task was completed, (Gantt, 2017). They were originally constructed by hand, as each time a project changed it was important to amend or redraw the chart. In history, an American engineer Henry Gantt devised his own version of the chart, 15 years after this, it became known and popular in the western countries. It was then, that his name became associated with charts of this type (Gantt, 2017).
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Appendices 1

Research Strategy 

Searches included using electronic databases as a wide range of literature was found by exploring various databases, which included, Google Scholar, BMA, CINAHL, BMJ where both journal reviews and systematic reviews were found. As computerized databases involve a range of subject indexes of journal articles and other literature which is related to the specific research question. Search involved using key words such as, ‘health’, ‘inequalities’, ‘reduce’, ‘improve’, ‘United Kingdom,’. 
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Appendices 2: Thesis Search Sheet


	
My research question / aim / objective:

	 Question: An investigation into how Public Health Organisations respond to Health Inequalities 

 Aim: To examine the role of Public Health in the United Kingdom (UK), and to determine if enough is being done to reduce health inequalities. 

	
Places to search for information:

	
British Medical Association (BMA), (BMJ), Google Scholar, CINHAL, Sage Journals, Government Websites: Public Health Wales (PHW) Public Health England (PHE) National Institute of health and care excellence (NICE).

	

	
Date 
	
Database Name
	
Search Terms 
	
No of Results
	
Comments 

	30th October 2017
	Sage Journals 
	Health, Inequalities 
	2
	Online article which defines health inequalities, the history and current policy 

	20th October 2017
	ncbi.gov
	Health inequalities, concepts and theories 
	1
	Distinguishes between health inequalities and health equities 

	20th October 2017
	Sage Journals 
	public health organisations 
	1
	Considering the wider public health workforce 

	20th October 2017
	(NICE)
	Health inequalities, population, environment 
	1
	Health inequalities and population health 

	20th October 2017
	Sage Journals
	Health, inequalities, public, workforce 
	1
	Health inequalities: mobilising the ‘wider public health workforce’

	20th October 2017
	BMJ
	Social Inequality 
	1
	Social inequality and infant health in the UK: systematic review and meta-analyses

	
	
	
	
	











Appendices 3: 10 questions to help you make sense of qualitative research

Screening Questions 
How to use this appraisal tool 
Three broad issues need to be considered when appraising the report of a qualitative research: 
  Are the results of the review valid? 
  What are the results? 
  Will the results help locally?      (CASP 2013)

Q1. Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research? 
HINT: Consider 
  What was the goal of the research? 
  Why it was thought important? 
  Its relevance 
Yes        Can’t tell        No 

Q2. Is a qualitative methodology appropriate? 
HINT: Consider 
  If the research seeks to interpret or illuminate the 
actions and/or subjective experiences of research participants 
  Is qualitative research the right methodology for addressing the research goal? 
Yes         Can’t tell        No 

Is it worth continuing? 
Detailed questions Q3 - Q10

Q3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research? 
HINT: Consider

 If the researcher has justified the research design, e.g. have they discussed how they decided which method to use)? 
Yes         Can’t tell        No 

Q4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research? 
HINT: Consider 
  If the researcher has explained how the participants were selected 
  If they explained why the participants they selected were the most appropriate to provide access to the type of knowledge sought by the study 
  If there are any discussions around recruitment (e.g. why some people chose not to take part) 
Yes         Can’t tell         No 

Q5. Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue? 
HINT: Consider 
  If the setting for data collection was justified 
  If it is clear how data were collected (e.g. focus group, semi-structured interview etc.) 
  If the researcher has justified the methods chosen 
  If the researcher has made the methods explicit, e.g. for interview method, is there an indication of how interviews were conducted, or did they use a topic guide)? 
  If methods were modified during the study. If so, has the researcher explained how and why? 
  If the form of data is clear (e.g. tape recordings, video material, notes etc) 
  If the researcher has discussed saturation of data  
Yes         Can’t tell         No 

Q6. Has the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered? HINT: Consider 
  If the researcher critically examined their own role, potential bias and influence during

(a) Formulation of the research questions
(b) Data collection, including sample recruitment and choice of location 
  How the researcher responded to events during the study and whether they considered the implications of any changes in the research design 
Yes       Can’t tell       No 

Q7. Have ethical issues been taken into consideration? 
HINT: Consider 
  If there are sufficient details of how the research was explained to participants for the reader to assess whether ethical standards were maintained 
  If the researcher has discussed issues raised by the study (e.g), issues around informed consent or confidentiality or how they have handled the effects of the study on the participants during and after the study) 
  If approval has been sought from the ethics committee 
Yes         Can’t tell       No

Q8. Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous? 
HINT: Consider 
  If there is an in-depth description of the analysis process 
  If thematic analysis is used. If so, is it clear how the categories/themes were derived from the data? 
  Whether the researcher explains how the data presented were selected from the original sample to demonstrate the analysis process 
  If sufficient data are presented to support the findings 
  To what extent contradictory data are considered 
  Whether the researcher critically examined their own role, potential bias and influence during analysis and selection of data for presentation 
Yes      Can’t tell     No 

Q9. Is there a clear statement of findings? 
HINT: Consider 
  If the findings are explicit 
  If there is adequate discussion of the evidence both for and against the researcher’s arguments 
  If the researcher has discussed the credibility of the findings (e.g. triangulation, respondent validation, more than one analyst) 
  If the findings are discussed in relation to the original research question 
Yes       Can’t tell       No 


10. How valuable is the research? 
HINT: Consider 
  If the researcher discusses the contribution the study makes to existing knowledge or understanding e.g.
do they consider the findings in relation to current practice or policy? or relevant research-based literature? 
  If they identify new areas where research is necessary 
  If the researchers have discussed whether or how the findings can be transferred to other populations or considered other ways the research may be used 
Yes       Can’t tell       No 






Appendices 4: 10 questions to make sense of a review (systematic)

Screening Questions
How to use this appraisal tool 
Three broad issues need to be considered when appraising the report of a systematic review: 
· Are the results of the review valid? 

· What are the results? 

· Will the results help locally?      (CASP, 2013)
(Section A)   (Section B)   (Section C) 

Section (A) Are the results of the review valid?

Q1. Did the review address a clearly focused question? 
HINT: An issue can be ‘focused’ In terms of  
· The population studied
· The intervention given
· The outcome considered 
Yes    Can’t tell    No

Q2. Did the authors look for the right type of papers? 
HINT: ‘The best sort of studies’ would 
· Address the reviews question 

· Have an appropriate study design (usually RCTs for 
papers evaluating interventions) 	
Yes    Can’t tell    No 

Is it worth continuing? 
Detailed Questions 

Q3. Do you think all the important, relevant studies were included? 
HINT: Look for 
· Which bibliographic databases were used? 
· Follow up from reference lists 
· Personal contact with experts 
· Search for unpublished as well as published studies 
· Search for non-English language studies 
Yes   Can’t tell   No 


Q4. Did the review’s authors do enough to assess the quality of the included studies? 

HINT: The authors need to consider the rigour of the studies they have identified. Lack of rigour may affect the studies’ results. (“All that glisters are not gold” Merchant of Venice – Act II Scene 7) 
Yes   Can’t tell   No 

Q5. If the results of the review have been combined, was it reasonable to do so? 
HINT: Consider whether 
· The results were similar from study to study 
· The results of all the included studies are clearly displayed 
· The results of the different studies are similar 
· The reasons for any variations in results are discussed 
Yes   Can’t tell   No 

Section (B) What are the results?
Q6. What are the overall results of the review?
HINT: Consider
· If you are clear about the review’s ‘bottom line’ results
· What these are (numerically if appropriate)
· How were the results expressed (NNT, odds ratio etc) 

Q7.  How precise are the results? 
HINT: Look at the confidence intervals, if given 

Section (C). Will the results help locally?


Q8. Can the results be applied to the local population? 
HINT: Consider whether 
· The patients covered by the review could be
sufficiently different to your population to cause concern 
· Your local setting is likely to differ much from that of the review 
Yes   Can’t tell   No 

Q9. Were all important outcomes considered? 
HINT: Consider whether 
• Is there other information you would like to have seen 
Yes   Can’t tell   No 

Q10. Are the benefits worth the harms and costs? 
HINT: Consider 
• Even if this is not addressed by the review, what do you think? 
Yes   Can’t tell   No
Appendices 5: CASP Checklist 
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