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A Critique of ‘How do Patients with Cancer Pain View Community Pharmacy Services?’.

Critiquing is an important aspect of a research paper as can improve the paper where necessary and praise the aspects that are written to good standards. From critiquing analyses the strengths and weakness of a research paper and determines whether the findings are usable (Brink and Wood, 2001, p.57).

The article selected for this critique has a clear and understandable title which allows the reader to comprehend the topic of discussion immediately. Academic articles can often use too long or too short titles that can appear confusing to the reader. To prevent this, it is suggested that article titles remain between ten to fifteen words long (Parahoo, 2006). Edwards et al (2017), have provided a suitable title “How do patients with cancer pain view community pharmacy services? An interview studies.”, which consists of thirteen words and provides enough detail to suggest the contents of the research, alongside the method of the data collection which could determine whether the reader has interest to keep reading. 

Polit and Beck (2006) advise the style of an article should be represented well to attract the reader to continue reading. This may include the text being well written including correct grammar and refrain from jargon unless necessary. Examining Edwards et al (2017) article, it is abundant it is consistent with Polit and Beck’s (2006) advise due to the well organised, well written article with accurate grammar and no use of jargon.

Cancer is a common health issue that is regularly researched to help the improvement of diagnosis, symptoms, risk factors, prevention and potential treatments (Worldwide Cancer Research, 2018). Edwards et al (2017), have centred the focus of their research around cancer, more specifically the pain experiences and expectations of patients with advanced cancer from community pharmacy services. The researchers have conducted this investigation to recognise what patients with advanced cancer pain may need from community pharmacy services, to help improve their lifestyle and health issues. 
An author’s qualification and job title can often be a valuable tool to identify whether the author has knowledge of the topic, although qualifications does not guarantee validity or reliability of a research article and the study should be evaluated itself (. The authors in discussion are considered favourable to have knowledge of the topic due to their qualifications. For example, the first author Zoe Edwards has three qualifications including Bachelor of Pharmacy with honours, a Clinical Pharmacy Diploma and is a Member of The Royal Pharmaceutical Society (Royal Pharmaceutical Society (rpharms) 2018). All the authors have a medical background including PhD’s or MD degrees however none of the authors specialise in Cancer. This could indicate that although the researchers have extensive knowledge of pharmaceuticals it could bring reason to doubt their knowledge of advanced cancer as pharmacy is broad spectrum of health.

A descriptive abstract was chosen within the article, which is clear to see. Conkin (2005), describes an abstract as an overview of the research that includes crucial information such as the purpose of the study, methods and findings. The authors have noted the objectives of the study, alongside the methods of sampling and date collection. Edwards et al (2017), may have chosen to use a descriptive abstract opposed to an informative to allow the reader to quickly analyse and determine if the article peaks their interest and whether to continue reading. A descriptive abstract could be considered more appealing to a reader as the include keywords which help the reader determine if the article is regarding their interests (The Writing Centre, 2018).

Burns and Grove (1997) suggest the purpose of a literature review is to combine the development of the research question and identifying the suitable data collection method, alongside showing an expression of reading.

From analysing the literature review within Edwards et al’s (2017) article, it is apparent the authors used a range of literature relating to the topic of study. There is a variety of literature such as Journals with reliable information regarding pain experienced with cancer (Hackett, Godfrey & Bennett, 2016), alongside statistical data regarding cancer (Bennett, Closs & Chatwin, 2009) and communication techniques and experiences between patients and pharmacy staff (Savage et al, 2013). 

All the literature is up to date with no historically dated literature. The oldest literature includes sources from 2009, while the most recent literature is dated 2017. It could be suggested that due to the topic of discussion, historically dated literature may have been useful to compare with recent literature. This is because in previous years cancer treatment has developed dramatically. It could be considered interesting to see if there was greater or less of a connection between pharmacies and patients who could have potentially had more pain due to a lack of treatment. 

The sources used within the literature appears reliable as after investigation, a source used showed as a valid website that relates to the items discussed in the literature review (NHS Digital, 2017). However, not all the literature appears reliable as when investigating another source named “Wright 2016” within the article, there was no results found, therefore is not a reliable source. In recommendation, the authors could have used literature regarding the community pharmacy services to get a fair evaluation. 

An aim is essential as it provides a summary of the research targets and helps recognise key elements of the research (Taylor and Francis, 2013, p.187). The aim within the article is clearly stated and understandable for the reader, however the aim fails to comprehend with the initial research question. The aim claims to “explore the view and experiences of patients with advanced cancer” (Edwards et al, 2017). Alongside this, the initial research question in the title is relating to how patients experiencing cancer pains view community pharmacy services. These contradict themselves and could confuse readers and make them consider what the true purpose of the study is (Edwards et al, 2017).

Edwards et al, (2017) details the study design well, defining it is qualitative. Qualitative research was the suitable option for this research paper as the research was investigating views of the patients, therefore is relating to more thoughts and feelings rather than statistics (Edwards et al, 2017).
For the purpose of the research, the authors selected a criteria for the study population consisting of patients aged 16 and above, this is relevant to the study as considers ethical approaches. Alongside, the authors requested patients have advanced cancer, this is a necessity due to the topic of the research. Edwards et al (2017) also requested for the patients to have been prescribed opioid for cancer and not prescribed anticipatory medication. This is irrelevant to the subject. The research is to request patients with cancer pain to give their views on community pharmacy services, patients who take and do not take medications can still suffer from cancer pain. Alongside this, individuals may consider their medications information a personal subject and may not want to disclose or patients could lie about their medicinal information. 

Fifteen participants were the initial target sample size, however the authors were prepared to only gather information until the data saturation was reached (Edwards et al, 2017). To search for suitable participants, the researchers used what could be considered, an unusual and possible unethical technique. To obtain these participants the researchers requested patient information from the clinic’s files. This could be considered unethical and against the Data Protection Act (GOV, 2018).

Non-probability sampling technique was used to obtain participants from the study population, specifically the authors noted that purposive sampling was used. Purposive sampling was used as the researchers requested a specific group of sampling to continue their investigation (Daniel, 2012). There can be implications to purposive sampling including the difficulty of defending the results as the authors use judgement in choosing targets are people for purposive sampling. This may lead to a reader wanting additional data to validate the results, however there was no triangulation use within this research project therefore could cause doubt of the validity of results to the reader (Lombardo, 2012).

The researchers obtained their information from the study samples by using semi-structured interviews. Although the authors have not stated themselves why they chose interviews, it is clear to see it was the suitable choice to investigate a broad subject with no definitive questions and the investigation of the “views of patients” (Edwards et al, 2017).  Semi-structured interviews can be time consuming and may fail to gather all relevant information due to the use of open-ended questions (King and Horrocks, 2010).

Ethical consideration is a crucial aspect to health research. Edwards et al (2017) clearly outlined they had gained ethical permission which was granted from the NHS ethics committee (Health Research Authority NHS, 2017). The researchers have failed to provide any other additional information regarding ethics, such as ethical concerns or ethical procedures. 

Interviews are considered to be time consuming, along with this the data analysis process to retrieve results can also be a lengthy process due to the transcribing of the audio recordings (King and Horrocks, 2010). Edwards et al (2017) outlined the process of the data analysis as transcribing the audio recordings, which were sorted and allocated to categories by the researchers themselves. 

The study results are presented well by the researchers. The results include tables of themes alongside narrative statements and quotations extracted from the interviews. The researchers assured the results were accurate and provided useful information for the reader to acknowledge. 

Edwards et al (2017) discuss their findings in a balanced method by comparing their own findings to previous studies in order to see similarities (Savage et al, 2013). By carrying out this research project, the authors have successfully gained views of patients with advanced cancer towards community pharmacy services. The researchers have not recognised any limitations of their study. 

The researchers conclude with accurate statements based on their findings by acknowledging there are issues with patients needs not being met by community pharmacy services and acknowledge there could be potential for further research. The researchers did not make any recommendation regarding their own research or for any other further research. This could affect future research as the authors or different authors could make repetitive mistakes that could risk the reliability and validity of the research. 

In conclusion the overall experience of reading the article ‘How do Patients with Cancer Pain View Community Pharmacy Services?’ (Edwards et al, 2017) suggest that the authors conducted a well written and easy to follow research paper. Although the research paper is considered a suitable piece of work, some recommendations could be made such as the use of data collection to be made a less time-consuming process along with considering more extensive information regarding the important aspect of ethical considerations to ensure no person comes to any harm throughout the research process. 








References.
Barns, N. & Grove, S. (1997) The Practice of Nursing Research. Philadelphia: Saunders.  

Bennett, M.I., Closs, S.J. & Chatwin, J. (2009) Cancer Pain Management at Home (i): Do Older Patients Experience Less Effective Management Than Younger Patients?. Supportive Care in Cancer. 17. pp. 787-792.

Brink, P.J. & Wood, M.J. (2001) Basic steps in planning nursing research from question to proposal. 5th Ed. Boston: Jones and Bartlett.

Conkin, D.J. (2005) Critiquing research for use in practice. Health Care 19: 183-6.

Daniel, J. (2012) Sampling Essentials. Los Angeles: Sage. 

Edwards, Z. Et al. (2017) How do Patients with Cancer Pain View Community Pharmacy Services? An Interview Study. Health & Social Care in the Community. 26. pp. 507-518.
GOV.UK (2018) Data Protection. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/data-protection (Accessed 27 December 2018)

Hackett, J., Godfrey, M. & Bennett, M.I. (2016) Patient and Caregiver Perspectives on Managing Pain in Advanced Cancer: A Qualitative Longitude Study. Palliative Medicine. 30 (8). pp. 711-719. 

Health Research Authority NHS (2017) Research Ethics Service and Research Ethics Committee. Available at: https://www.hra.nhs.uk/about-us/committees-and-services/res-and-recs/ (Accessed 4 January 2019).

King, N. & Horrocks, C. (2010) Interviews in Qualitative Research. London: Sage. 
Lombrado, C. R. (2018) 6 Advantages and Disadvantages to Purposive Sampling. Connect Us. 

NHS Digital (2017) Additional information in SCR. Available at: https://digital.nhs.uk/services/summary-care-records-scr/additional-information-in-scr (Accessed 2 January 2019).

Parahoo, K. (2006) Nursing Research. Principles, Process and Issues. 2nd Ed. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Polit, D. & Beck, C. (2006) Essentials of Nursing Care: Methods, Appraisal and Utilization. 6th Ed. Philadelphia: Lippincott Williams and Wilkins.

Taylor, B. and Francis, K. (2013) Qualitative Research in the Health Sciences: Methodology, Methods and Processes. London: Routledge.

The Writing Centre. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (2018) Abstracts. Available at: https://writingcenter.unc.edu/tips-and-tools/abstracts/ (Accessed 12 December 2018).

Worldwide Cancer Research (2018) Philosophy. Available at: https://www.worldwidecancerresearch.org/projects/philosophy/ (Accessed 30 December 2018). 


[bookmark: _GoBack]
2 | Page

