This critique was selected to display my understanding of importance of critically reviewing research articles.  In. It is important for clinicians to read and critically evaluate published research in order to improve, modify and update their clinical practice.  By keeping current on research, the clinician ensures that their clinical practice is based on relevant and applied research.  To us, it simply means that we have evidence to support what we do and why we do it.  This critique helps support that I was able to develop an understanding of reading research in my first year and continued to develop that skill throughout the program.

Beth Burlage


Advances made in medicine, technology and academia, among other areas, can be attributed to scientific research and the distribution of the outcomes of the research.  Consistency, accuracy and justifications in research can be the difference between the results being viewed a needed breakthrough or a failure.  The article, Hair Cell Loss in the Aged Guinea Pig can be used as an example of how to have your research recognized as unorganized, incomplete and unwarranted.  This critique will evaluate the details of their research and discuss the weaknesses and needed improvements of their published article.  


In published research, an introduction should be used as a means to orient the reader to the topic.  The manner in which this can be done is to review past, related literature, explain the need for the research and state the hypothesized conclusion of the experiment.  However, in the article, the introduction is very weak and unorganized.  First, the authors Ingham, Spiro and Withington (1999) do not give any background research on presbycusis and how it relates to the current research.  The research reviewed discusses other research using various animal cochleae, but, they fail to relate the research back to their own.  With the lack of background research to support their experiment, it leaves the reader wondering: what is the justification to perform this research?  What is the real value or purpose?  An answer could be achieved through discussion of the experiment in a hypothesis; however, the hypothesis is not clearly stated in the introduction.  Rather Ingham, et. al.  explains “the study reported here was conducted in an attempt to quantify hair cell losses in old guinea pigs” (1999, pg 42).  This is more of an explanation of the research as opposed to a hypothesis of outcomes.  The introduction of this article is in need of improvement, in that, more support for and justification of their research should be provided.


The methods section of an experiment or article is crucial for readers to understand why and how conclusions were made about the results of the outcome.  A methods section should be explicit and clear, so that, if needed, the study may be replicated.  The methods should be justified so that readers understand why certain procedures were used. Ingham et. al (1999) offer no explanation for their methods used.  There is no clarification on how they counted the stereocilia in the cochlea.  Did they perform any electrophysical or behavioral procedures on the guinea pigs to gauge hearing prior to death?  Also, they state that their n=18; however, upon further reading, we are able to see that actually 23 cochleae were used in the research.  What was the reason for not using come cochleae over others?  It is of vital importance to point out and explain any potential confounds of the methods or potential influences the subjects may have had on the outcome.  After reading about the ages of guinea pigs, it is difficult to understand how young and old were defined.  While it may not be necessary, understanding hair cell function prior to death, any genetic factors the guinea pigs may have had and the explanation of age ranges for use of guinea pigs would only help reinforce their methods.  The authors mention a control group but do not offer how the group was defined.  The methods section of a paper should give insight into the procedures used in an experiment; however, this article’s method section seems to raise more questions than give answers.


Statistical analyses of the outcomes of the research are to be reported in the results section.  However, in the current paper, many of their statements appear to be more suited to fit into the methods section than the results section.  For example, Ingham et. al. (1999) explain how the animals were divided into two groups based upon their age.  They also discuss the apparatus used for magnification and the angle for photographing the images in order to count hair cells.  In addition, they provide figures of analyses, but place them in the discussion section rather than the results section.  The photographs provided to support their assumptions regarding hair cell loss are ambiguous.  They point to ‘evidence’ but a reader cannot tell what type of hair cell is damaged and whether it is from an “old” guinea pig rather than a “young” guinea pig. 


Finally, the discussion section of a research article is the forum to express future uses for the conclusions of the study.  However, the discussion section in this article takes information that should have been used in other sections and introduces here.  First, there is the first mention of a control group and other procedures used, which should have been addressed in the methods section.  There is even new data introduced, rather than including it in the results section.  The authors give information about frequency tuning curves in the aged guinea pigs’ cochleae that was not previously mentioned in the article, among other items such as anatomical observations.

  The results of the research are roughly defined, and are not supported by past research.  The authors’ research is not related back to human subjects or even others’ research.  While they do state “the results presented here correlate with previous studies” (p 46) but the do not give specific information about previous studies nor their results.   This again leads the reader to question the justification for the research.  While there were some statements made about other research that were included in the discussion section, they were improperly or inaccurately cited.  The citations included were simply a number, referring to a list of references listed on their works cited page.  It is important to give credit to the researchers and their work by citing your reference using their last name and the date their study was published.  The authors’ are deficient in concluding how their research can be applied to future research or what the applications will be in the ‘real’ or scientific world.  


Research should have the capability to be applied for future, reasonable use.  All research should be seen as being valuable to either prove or disprove past, current and new schools of thought.  However, when the research design and the reporting of the research are unorganized and inaccurate, the value of the research is lost and questions of the purpose and ethics arise.   To conclude, it is necessary to ensure the accuracy of the methods and procedures used in any experimentation while also being able to justify the means and applications of the research.

