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Critiquing is essential in the review of other people’s work and research. You are critically analysing relevant information. A critique is another way of viewing, recent and significant information, not just in nursing and health, but in other areas (Brink and Wood 2001, p55).  According to Polit and Hungler 1997, p409 “the quality of the research is closely tied to the kinds of decisions the researcher makes in conceptualizing, designing, and executing the study and in interpreting and communicating the study results”. However critiquing other people’s work can mean picking out mistakes, seeing what information is relevant to the research, and what research has been included or not. 

The title of the research paper being critiqued is the “National survey of the injury prevention activities of Children’s Centres” (Watson et al 2013). The title clearly states the nature of the research paper and indicates that it is a national survey, it focuses on injury prevention activities and the environment in which the research was undertaken (Watson et al 2013). The words used in the title allow searches to identify this research paper in accordance with its content. “One of the most important determinants of the use of research findings is the ability of the research consumer to obtain the study findings in the literature” (Nieswiadomy 2002, p.337). 

The study was commissioned to research injury prevention activities of children’s centre because of the major public health issue around unintentional injury to pre-school children and how children’s centres can contribute to their prevention (Watson et al, 2013). The study was carried out by seven people from the school of Nursing and Primary Care Division at the University of Nottingham and from The Child Accident Prevention Trust  (CAPT), in London.  All the authors listed have a range of qualifications and work in the relevant academic fields (Watson et al, 2013). The authors have the qualifications and experience that merit them capable of carrying out the research so gives the research credibility and the reader confidence in its value (Polit and Hungler 1997, p306)

The abstract is informative as it contains detailed information such as key facts, terms, headings, objectives, results, an evaluation and research design (Koopman 2011).  It summarises how the research was carried out: that children’s centres were identified in England and questionnaires sent to those centres by post. The abstract states the type of questions included in the surveys and appeared mainly qualitative as it recorded opinions, knowledge and attitudes. It gives information on the response rates and a summary of the key results as well as the barriers, benefits and recommendation for further support (Watson et al, 2013). The abstract is a summary of the research paper and allows the reader to determine whether the research paper is of interest and is to be explored further (Koopman 2011).

In the literature review, the researchers have used various other research studies that have been carried out by others to substantiate the reasoning behind their research and to assist in the interpretation of the findings. They have used research from sources like the Audit Commission/ Health Care Commission 2007, World Health Organisation 2005, Office for National Statistics 2011 and Stone 2011 to verify the statement that “unintentional injury is the major public health challenge facing pre-school children in England today” (Watson et al 2013). This statement is the starting point for their research into injury prevention. On reviewing the literature used, it appears that some of it is dated from the early 1990s. They have justified using the papers by using subsequent more recent publications or clarified the lack of research in this area. An example of this is in relation to strategies around prevention where publications have been used from 1995, 1998,2001, 2003, 2007 and 2011, and show the difficulties in implementing these strategies (Watson et al 2013). Furthermore as children’s centres are a reasonably recent concept, their role in prevention has not been recognised and this research aims to address this. 

The Literature review shows the use of some key publications that form the foundation for the research and are specific to the topic like the Audit Commission/ Health Care Commission (2007) Better Safe than Sorry: Preventing Unintentional Injury to Children, and those around the development of the role of Children’s Centres like the Department of Education (2010) Sure Start Children’s Centre Statutory Guidance London. There does not appear to be any actual statistical information around accident reporting and incidents within Children’s Centres which may have added to the research particularly in respect of making recommendations for where preventative resources could be targeted otherwise the literature appears relevant and logical and included publications on preventing injuries, Children’s Centres, medical and health research, prevention strategies and how to carry out research (Watson et al 2013).

There is an expectation that the study aim should be clearly stated at the end of the introduction to the research paper (Polit and Hungler 1997 p67). In the research paper, the study aims “to describe and quantify the injury prevention activity being undertaken by Children’s Centre across England”. Although the aim is clear, the researcher does not define what a children’s centre is and whether there are variations amongst these that could impact the results.  It is also not clear what an injury prevention activity is or the criteria for this (Watson et al, 2013).

The study design is not directly stated however the paper states that a questionnaire was compiled of “pre- coded closed questions and open- ended questions” covering a range of areas. On that basis the study design is gathering quality information and experiences, thoughts, opinions and feelings therefore it is qualitative in design (Vanderstoep and Johnson 2008, p7). It uses a survey where questions were agreed by the group of researchers and used questions from previous similar surveys. The researcher also consulted with children’s centre managers not involved in the survey who piloted and commented on the survey (Watson et al ,2013). When opinions are used around agreeing and disagreeing and to which level, it does not take into account other factors that may have influenced this decision or opinion such as regional differences in support or guidance. Also by collecting data on attitudes then this might be seen as an individuals attitude and not necessarily reflective of the centre as a whole or of the majority of staff working there (Nieswiadomy 2002 p159).

The study population was made up of children’s centres’ managers in England. It states that three primary care trusts were selected at random from a total of 10 in England and all children’s centres within those areas were surveyed. It does not give any information as to how the random selection was made. This resulted in 694 children’s centres being surveyed and it was a voluntary survey. A postal questionnaire was sent with a prepared envelope for return and reminders sent to encourage responses (Watson et al, 2013). 

The researchers  (Watson et al, 2013) collected data for their research from the completed questionnaires. They had a 55.8% response which is 384 completed and returned surveys out of 694 posted. In the research paper, it recognises the limitations in respect of the response rate which raises the concern that the non- response could bias the findings. It claims that when designing the survey, together with the pilot study that having a questionnaire to collect data was the simplest way of gathering the information (Watson et al, 2013). When requiring a voluntary response it is always a risk that the results may be affected by the response rate but the research paper does not state whether they used methods around sampling errors (Brink and Wood, 2001 p.143). 

The research paper (Watson et al 2013) does not outline the ethical procedures that were undertaken but does confirm that it has ethical approval by the North Nottinghamshire Research Ethics committee (study reference number = 09/40407/44) (Watson et al, 2013). There is no information in the paper about informed consent but the surveys were voluntary. 

In this research, the data was analysed using Microsoft Access where the questionnaire results were entered into a database and analysed using StataSE 11 (StataCorp.,College Station, TX, USA). The system then analysed the data using frequencies and variables (Watson et al , 2013). The paper does not state how or whether a data analysis plan was completed. There is no statement in respect of reliability and validity in the data analysis section of the paper so it is difficult to identify whether the data produced is what was expected and was consistent and dependable (Polit and Hungler p.467, p.471, 1997). 

The study results are presented in three tables with explanatory paragraphs. There is also information contained in the paper around activities and joint working which is not represented visually or in table forms. A visual would have made this data clearer and easier to read, it would have also given a more complete picture of the research undertaken. It just lists information and focuses on fire, burns and scald prevention but does not say why it focuses on this particular area (Watson et al 2013).

The research study results have been categorised under the following themes: priority areas, knowledge and attitudes, strategies, joint working activities, barriers to prevention work and future support. Not all the results have been appropriately presented or why the questions were asked and their relevance. The main findings of the study was that there were variations in the priority given to injury prevention in children’s centres. It also identified a lack of knowledge about injury prevention and what resources were available to individual centres. It summarised that injury prevention activities of children’s centres was a neglected area (Watson et al ,2013). 

In the discussion section the researchers state that this is the first study in respect of children’s centres so their research cannot be compared to any other publications or research studies. However they do have comparable results in respect of injury prevention activities that took place in health authorities and primary care trusts.  The research paper does meet its aim and objective to carryout a national survey of injury prevention activities of children’s centres. It justifies the importance of injury prevention activities but claims the results show that a high percentage of those responding did not ensure this was put in practice in their centre and gave it the emphasis it required. The research showed that joint working and collaboration with other agencies had its limitations. It also identified barriers to this which is shown in a table (Watson et al, 2013).

As previously mentioned, the study acknowledges limitations due to the response rate raising bias issues. As the research is in relation to opinion and attitudes, there could be a bias because managers who felt there was a lack of commitment to injury prevention were more likely to complete the survey. There is a contradictory argument for this that they might be less likely to respond. According to Nieswiadomy, 2002, p343 there is an acceptance that limitations of a study should be documented in the research paper, the reader should also be able to make their own decisions and identify limitations. In this paper (Watson et al 2013), there is a lack of clear definitions around how comparable the data is according to the type of centre, the age group of the children within the setting and whether there is a certain type of injury that occurs most frequently and/or how preventable it was.

The research advises that its conclusions are broad and not detailed or in-depth.  It concludes that although managers accepted the importance of injury prevention and most were preventable, there were lots of gaps in many areas including funding, resources, training, knowledge and support. The paper does not make recommendations apart from the need for children’s centres to have support. However, it does not specify or recommend where this could come from and who would be responsible for delivering it. It does not recommend further research.

In conclusion, the research paper was fairly easy to read and interpret. However it could have been improved by clear definitions of certain criteria which may affect how comparable the results are. It also does not produce any surprises or any results that were not already expected or very different from research at other settings. There are also questions like why they did not survey the types of injury, whether there is a pattern or why they did not consider and include this. Data is included about certain aspects of injury prevention activities but the researchers chose not to present the full data set but again did not state why. If the research paper is to have value, it should have a strong outcome or recommendation but this research paper does neither. However its aim was to do a national survey of children’s centres and that is what it did but the paper could have had a greater value if it produced a practical recommendation which might have included a recommendation on further research. The paper is however well- written and presented in the format expected. It just lacks that final conclusive finding that could have influenced injury prevention moving forward.
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