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Abstract     

For patients with early breast cancer undergoing breast conserving surgery, radiotherapy is given either as a 

post-operative course of External-Beam RadioTherapy (EBRT), given daily for over a number of days and often 

weeks, or with TARGeted Intrabeam Intraoperative radioTherapy (TARGIT-IORT), which is delivered, during 

surgery under the same anaesthetic. Several studies have reported the quantitative Quality-of-Life (QoL) 

benefits of TARGIT-IORT over EBRT. This qualitative study was designed to gather a deep understanding of the 

benefits and impacts of receiving EBRT or TARGIT-IORT as perceived by patients. It also captured how 

differently the treatments affected the lived experience of the patient and their care partner through their 

treatment journey.  

A patient-led Working Group was established to guide study design, delivery and to help validate findings. 

Patients with experience of receiving EBRT or TARGIT-IORT were first purposively sampled by Hampshire 

Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust after which a randomiser was applied to ensure the final selection process was 

free from bias. In February and March 2023, 29 semi-structured interviews (15 EBRT, 14 TARGIT-IORT) were 

conducted virtually via Zoom. Thematic analysis of verbatim interview transcripts was then carried out by two 

coders generating 11 themes related to either EBRT or TARGIT-IORT.  

A number of procedural grievances were noted among EBRT patients. EBRT was perceived as being disruptive 

to a range of normal routines (work, home-life, and the burden of travel), and dissatisfying due to discomfort 

of side effects. TARGIT-IORT was perceived by patients and care partners as being efficient (given while they 

are asleep during surgery and without additional hospital visits) with minimal if any disruptions to QoL and 
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that it was the safer option. The need for adequate, accessible information provision at the right time to 

reduce anxieties was noted in both cohorts. These new insights are valuable for healthcare staff and policy 

makers and could help incorporate the two treatments into routine practice. Further research is now needed 

to explore TARGIT-IORT in more diverse populations and in the 35 other countries where it is already a well-

established treatment option.  
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Introduction  

Conventional radiotherapy treatment for breast cancer involves patients undergoing external-beam 

radiotherapy (EBRT) several weeks or months after their lumpectomy (surgery to remove the tumour). EBRT is 

usually delivered to the whole breast from outside of the body, as the patient lies on a treatment table. 

Patients are required to attend treatment sessions, each lasting about 15 minutes, five days-a-week over 

three-six weeks or, as in some units that follow the new FAST-Forward protocol, administering radiotherapy 

over five sessions. Additional 5 to 8 days of tumour bed boost is given in about a quarter of cases who are 

found to have higher-risk disease. 

Targeted Intrabeam Intraoperative Radiotherapy (TARGIT-IORT) offers an alternative to women with early 

breast cancer that is currently being used in a small number of hospitals across England. This approach, first 

used in 1998, delivers a single dose of radiotherapy directly to the breast tissue surrounding the tumour 

immediately after the tumour has been removed and the patient is still under the same anaesthetic in the 

operating theatre. The long-term results of the international randomised TARGIT-A trial (n=2298) in which 

TARGIT-IORT was compared with EBRT, found TARGIT-IORT to be effective as whole breast radiotherapy, 

reduced non-breast cancer deaths and improved overall survival in those with grade 1 and grade 2 cancers 

(Vaidya et al., 2020, Vaidya et al., 2021). 

To date, several studies have investigated patients’ experiences with TARGIT-IORT quantitatively (Sosin et al., 

2018, Welzel et al., 2013, Corica et al., 2016, Corica et al., 2018, Keshtgar et al., 2013, Andersen et al., 2012). 

These studies gathered information about patients’ Quality of Life (QoL) during and after treatment via 
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questionnaires and have concluded that patients receiving TARGIT-IORT report high QoL scores (Sosin et al., 

2018) and better emotional wellbeing, less pain, fewer breast, and arm symptoms compared to patients 

receiving EBRT (Welzel et al, 2013). Patient preferences have also been explored in studies based in USA and 

Australia (Alvarodo et al., 2014, Tang et al., 2021, Corica et al.,2019, Corica et al., 2014). However, qualitative 

insights can give researchers and practitioners an in-depth of understanding of patient perceptions that can 

help explain, with confidence, the reasoning behind the difference in quality of life experienced by patients 

having these treatments. 

Much of the literature on patients’ experiences of receiving radiotherapy has focused on EBRT alone where 

qualitative studies have utilised various methods such as workshops, interviews, and diary entry analysis. 

Recurring themes include the need for adequate information provision, healthcare professionals’ knowledge 

of breast lymphoedema (swelling of the arm where lymph nodes were removed), perceived lack of choice, 

experiences of being naked, and feelings of disempowerment (Probst et al., 2021), psychological burdens of 

impact (and the resources required to support patients) (Llewellyn et al., 2019), impact of side effects such as 

skin toxicity on patients’ QoL, life and health after radiotherapy and feeling mystified by radiotherapy and how 

it works (Schnur et al., 2009, Schnur et al., 2011). While there are other studies investigating breast cancer 

patient's lived experiences of receiving the diagnosis, treatment perceptions, experiences of survivorship and 

symptoms from radiotherapy (Williams and Jeanetta, 2016; Shaverdian et al., 2018; Murchison et al., 2020; 

Long, 2001; Hickok et al., 2005; Haviland et al., 2016), they do not focus on lived experiences of receiving EBRT 

specifically. 

In addition, the literature review has highlighted that no qualitative comparison of patients’ experiences of 

TARGIT-IORT and EBRT have been conducted although one qualitative study, exploring overdiagnosis of breast 

cancer, did briefly describe the experiences of patients having TARGIT-IORT and EBRT (Pickles et al., 2022). 

Rich descriptions of authentic experience can help to place the treatment pathway in the context of patients’ 

everyday world, and to truly understand the perceived barriers, benefits, and personal consequences of 

treatment. Therefore, this study is designed to gather a deep understanding of how patients define the 

benefits and impacts of each therapeutic regimen and how this qualitatively affected patients and / or care 

partners’ experiences. As secondary aims, the study will also identify where there have been unnecessary 

treatment-related impacts on QoL and areas of potential improvements.  
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Methodology 

Study design and ethics approval  

This study used a qualitative research design with semi-structured interviews as the primary research 

instrument. Researchers adopted a phenomenological approach which encourages a bracketing off of 

researchers’ own preconceptions and opinions to help mitigate bias and promotes a special importance to 

individual human experience where multiple realities exist (based on participants’ own subjective 

experiences). At the inception of the study, a patient-led Working Group was established to ensure the 

research was designed and conducted in a respectful and sensitive manner. Figure 1 outlines the research 

process. The study received ethics approval from the Health and Social Care Research Ethics Committee B on 

1st November 2022. The authors have used the consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative studies (COREQ) 

to report the study (Tong et al., 2007).  

 

Working Group 

Four patient advocates (three patients who had been treated for breast cancer and one care partner) with 

lived experiences of radiotherapy, were invited to participate in a Working Group with the researchers. An 

initial meeting was held on 19th August 2022. In this meeting the research design was discussed which included 

reviewing the study aims, the need for a comparison group, data collection method and participant 

recruitment channels. The second meeting, on 30th May 2023, focused on the emerging themes from the 

analysis. Between these meetings, the researchers shared early drafts of the core research material (e.g., 

participant information sheet and consent form) to obtain members feedback and suggestions for 

amendments. The Working Group have also co-authored this paper. 
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Figure 1. Overview of research process. 
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Recruitment of participants and consent  

A key outcome of the first Working Group meeting was to ensure the study design had a comparison group. 

This meant recruiting patients or care partners with lived experience of receiving EBRT to enable a comparison 

to those that had received TARGIT-IORT. The eligibility criteria are based on criteria used previously in TARGIT-

IORT clinical trials (Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Eligibility criteria for interview participants. 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 
• Female patients aged 50-70 
• Previously or currently diagnosed with 

early-stage breast cancer  
• With experience of receiving EBRT or 

TARGIT-IORT in England 
• Care partners (male or female) of 

female patients  
• Able to speak English 

• Male breast cancer patients  
• Individuals that are members of 

potentially vulnerable groups (e.g., 
prisoners) and / or lack the mental 
capacity to be able to give informed 
consent (as defined by the Mental 
Capacity Act 2005) 

 

EBRT (external-beam radiotherapy), TARGIT-IORT (targeted intraoperative radiotherapy) 

 

Participants were first purposively sampled by Hampshire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust. This Trust recruited 

patients to the randomised TARGIT-A trial which recruited between 2000 and 2012. Since the National 

Institute of Health and Care Excellence (NICE) recommendation to offer TARGIT-IORT to suitable patients, they 

have been offering the procedure to their patients. The breast team compiled a list of all patients that received 

either TARGIT-IORT or EBRT. Prospective participants were stratified first into rural and urban subgroups and 

then by age (50-60 and 60-70). A randomiser was then applied to these subgroups to ensure the final selection 

process is free from bias from clinicians who had treated patients. Cover letters and recruitment 

advertisements approved by the ethics committee were posted to 58 eligible patients by the clinical team. 

Those interested to participate in the study contacted researchers voluntarily. Subsequently the researchers 

provided further information and shared a participant information sheet and consent form. In total 29 

participants were successfully recruited to the study. Participant characteristics can be found in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Sample characteristics of interview participants. 

Characteristic (n=29) 
Patient / Care partner 
    Patient (female) 
    Care partner (all were male) 

 
25 
4 

Radiotherapy procedure 
    EBRT (3 weeks course) 
    EBRT (5 days course, FAST-Forward protocol) 
    TARGIT-IORT  

 
3 

12 
14 

Age (of patient) 
    50-60 
    61-70 

 
12 
17 

Location 
    Urban 
    Rural 

 
13 
16 

Year of treatment 
    2019 
    2020 
    2021 
    2022 

 
7 
3 

14 
5 

 

EBRT (External-beam radiotherapy), TARGIT-IORT (Intraoperative radiotherapy) 

 

Semi-structured interviews 

Working Group members agreed semi-structured interviews should be used to gain rich descriptive accounts 

of experiences with EBRT and TARGIT-IORT. Members felt discussing sensitive and privileged information, 

namely people’s experiences of receiving the cancer diagnosis and treatment would be more uncomfortable 

in, for example, a focus group environment. Therefore, two discussion guides (one for each type of 

radiotherapy) were developed and refined with the help of Working Group members. Interviews, lasting 

approximately 60 minutes, were conducting between 9th February and 2nd March 2023 virtually through Zoom 

and either digitally video or audio recorded depending on participants’ wishes. Recordings were transcribed 

verbatim, with potentially identifying details anonymised, and assigned a unique identifier.  

 

Analysis  

In keeping with a phenomenological approach to analysis, researchers began by writing reflexive accounts. 

This involved reflecting on their own experiences, preconceptions and assumptions that have the potential to 

influence interpretations of participants’ accounts. This process helps to create the self-awareness required 

when attempting to consciously bracket out thoughts and opinions that could lead to bias.  
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Thematic analysis based on Braun and Clarke’s (Braun and Clarke., 2006, Byrne 2022) six step approach was 

used to analyse the qualitative data and to identify recurring themes related to patient and care partner 

experience. The process of data familiarisation took place during data collection, transcribing and re-reading 

the transcriptions. Initial transcripts were individually coded (identifying units of meaning) by two researchers 

who then reviewed the other’s codes. Through subsequent discussion and reflection, codes were finalised and 

applied throughout the remaining transcripts. Through an iterative process, codes were further categorised to 

form subthemes and themes. 

 

Results  

The following section presents findings from the thematic analysis which looked at EBRT and TARGIT-IORT 

separately and the outputs from discussions of Working Group Meeting 2. Participants’ quotes have been 

labelled with identifiers (e.g., P1, P2 etc.) not known to anyone other than the researchers (i.e., not the 

hospital staff, participants themselves or anyone else). 

 

Table 3. Themes and subthemes arising from the interviews.  

Theme Subtheme Study aim(s)  

External-beam radiotherapy (EBRT) 
Dissatisfaction with unalterable 
elements of EBRT procedure 

Intimidation and discontent 
Dissatisfaction with planning appointment 

1, 2 
1, 2 

Unanticipated disruptions cause 
helplessness 

Delays and extensions cause aggravation 1, 2 
Covid meant isolation from care partner 1, 2 

Straightforward sessions are met with 
surprise 

No major complications encountered 1 
Individual sessions are quick 1 

Disruption to normal life routines 

Patient and care partner work impacted 
Disruption to work has emotional toll 
Travel during treatment is burdensome 
Prolonged disruption to normal routines 

1 
1 

1, 2 
1 

Experience characterised by discomfort 
from side effects 

Side effects and complications are common 
Sessions can be very uncomfortable  

1 
1, 2 

Specific anxieties about receiving EBRT 
Stories from friends and family 
Concerns about radiation impact  
EBRT impacted by Covid pandemic  

1 
1, 2 
1, 2  

Targeted intraoperative radiotherapy (TARGIT-IORT) 
Perception that TARGIT-IORT is efficient 
and aggravation-free 

Quick and one-off feature is appealing 
Ensure minimal mental health impact 
Rare reports of major disruption  
Restrictions and cautions similar to post-op 

1 
1 
1 

1, 2 
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Convenience of performing TARGIT-
IORT during surgery is valued 

Less inconvenience / interruption to life 
Less travel involved  
Advantages when limiting hospital visits 

1 
1 
1 

Perception TARGIT-IORT is a safe 
alternative to standard practice 

Acknowledgement of superior clinical profile 
No awareness / recollection of procedure  

1 
1 

Novel nature of TARGIT-IORT impresses 
while prompting early caution 

First impressions are positive 
Concerns as technique is ‘novel’ 

1 
1, 2 

TARGIT-IORT patients have high 
information needs 

Lack of prior awareness of TARGIT-IORT 
Information is critical  

1, 2 
1, 2 

 

 

Themes coming out of interviews with patients who had External-beam radiotherapy (EBRT) 

 

Dissatisfaction with unalterable elements of EBRT procedure  

The majority of EBRT participants expressed discontent with many of the standard elements of the EBRT 

procedure. Some participants felt intimidated by the size of the room being “disturbing” (P22) and the 

radiotherapy machine being “scary” (P19):  

 

“…the room that you go into where the machine is, is cold…it could be a bit warmer. Now, some of 

that could be psychological because you're in a big white room with a big, huge machine…” (P3) 

 

“…the 2 nurses go into another side room, so, you feel so alone, and you know, and this machine sort 

of moving around you. It's, it is quite scary to deal with. (P19) 

 

Four participants also described the challenge associated with needing to hold one’s breath during sessions. 

This is done with the hope that the heart may receive less radiation by pushing the chest wall and the breast 

away from it. Participants described it as saying, “that was the worst bit” (P12), “it’s going to be difficult” (P15), 

“I don’t want to be zapped on my heart” (P21) and another felt it was “really claustrophobic” (P19) or causing 

“panic” (P19). The planning appointment required for EBRT was met with similar dissatisfaction. While there is 

a clear appreciation for healthcare staff and their workload, participants were unhappy with the dehumanising 

nature of these appointments:  
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“You become another face… you do feel like a slab of meat while they're trying to get you in the right 

position and it's not a pleasant experience. (P19) 

 

These experiences resonated with Working Group members’ recollections: “silent” and “cold, dark room” and 

finding it difficult, a “physical challenge” to maintain position after surgery. Another member felt that while 

healthcare staff were pleasant, the experience of receiving radiotherapy itself is “quite traumatic” and 

emotional, “I remember lying there and tears came from nowhere…”. 

 

As with study participants, Working Group members acknowledged that while healthcare staff themselves are 

not at fault, the “system” causes the dehumanising elements described by participants referring to poor 

staffing levels and a high-pressure work environment within healthcare.  

 

In contrast, one participant positively describes the EBRT sessions, “there’s music on, and I didn’t find any 

cause to worry at all” (P15). The relaxing effect of music was echoed by a Working Group member who also 

recalled how music helped in which she felt was “brilliant” and stated, “it helped my head”.  

 

Finally, a third of participants expressed a strong objection to being tattooed which was required to ensure 

radiation is delivered to the right location.  

 

“What really did wind me up actually, I had to have the 3 dots tattooed on me and I didn’t want 

tattoos.” (P3) 

 

Participants were frustrated by the fact that it is permanent, the colour used, and two participants felt it 

affected their confidence in wearing certain clothes, “I can still see that now, if I wear a swimsuit or 

something” (19). One Working Group member felt that patients are often uninformed about radiotherapy and 

that patients’ preferences are not listened to. She concluded that this was a good example of an area that 

required adequate information sharing at the right time. 

 

Unanticipated disruptions cause helplessness 
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A third of EBRT participants experienced either delays on the day of the EBRT session or extensions to their 

course owing to either machine failure or staff absences. The impacts on patients and care partners include 

stress, aggravation, and disappointment with knock-on consequences proving to be burdensome: 

 

“…the machine broke down...but I couldn't find [the new hospital], and I got really tired and upset. I 

was trying to find where I was supposed to go, and nobody seemed to know, and I just managed to 

grab the team before they went home. I was like, ‘Give me my last radiotherapy now!’ It was down in 

some basement I mean. Location S is a maze. So, that was a bit stressy.”  (P1) 

 

Patients that received their EBRT during the Covid pandemic were unable to have their care partners (in most 

cases husbands) with them at key treatment stages. This isolation caused additional anxieties in the EBRT 

cohort as one care partner stated, “it’s disappointing and it would have been nicer for me to be able to support 

her more…” (P23). Similarly, a patient participant states:  

 

“…it's anxiety level of just having that, that security blanket of having somebody there with you.”  

(P19) 

 

The Working Group discussed isolation and the emotional impact during EBRT sessions. Since EBRT continues 

for days and indeed weeks in some cases (five-six weeks for all members), patients truly feel alone during this 

phase. They recalled overwhelming feelings of sadness during the sessions with thoughts such as, “how did I 

get here”. One member expressed empathy with study participants who would have had to endure further 

isolation during the Covid period. 

 

Straightforward sessions were met with surprise but travelling for EBRT was still a concern 

Four out of the 15 participants interviewed from the EBRT cohort, stated that no side effects or other 

complications were experienced with one participant saying she felt like “one of the lucky ones” (P20). In the 

absence of side effects such pain, burning or tiredness, patients experience a sense of surprise and relief after 

having received prior warnings from either clinical staff or hearing stories from friends and family.  
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“…they said to put a couple of tubes of aloe vera, and keep in the fridge, and put it on religiously. But I 

was fine. I was fine. I literally had no burning. No rash, no nothing. I’d heard about friends having 

burns, but I just didn’t, I didn’t.” (P12)  

 

Similarly, three participants were appreciative of the fact that individual sessions of EBRT were in fact “very 

straightforward” (P1) and quick: 

 

“I did find the time, actually, went quite quick. It wasn’t very long; it might have been an hour. Yeah, it 

wasn't too long.” (P1) 

 

Although these four participants did not experience radiation related side effects, it should be noted that two 

of the four participants did, express frustrations about the burden of travelling during EBRT sessions and that 

the overall radiotherapy course was “time-consuming” (P2). 

 

Disruption to normal life routines 

A few participants were either employed or self-employed and described how EBRT impacted on their own 

work performance (e.g., tiredness, weakness in arm) with one person concluding, “I’m an office worker but if 

I’d be doing a manual job, I think it might have impacted more.” (P3). There is also the realisation that patients 

would likely need to adjust work sessions to accommodate for the EBRT sessions and the related side effects: 

“I've worked out a part time basis to get back into work.” (P19).  

 

Participants shared concerns about the impact on work colleagues. One participant states: “I'm the only person 

that does my job. So, I was acutely aware that when I’m not at work other people are picking up my job” (P19). 

Similarly:  

 

“…we were a short-staffed team, I was aware that when I wasn’t there, it was putting work onto other 

people, and I felt I should have been there….” (P3) 
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The EBRT cohort also revealed the emotional toll of work-related worries and impacts, and the work-guilt 

associated with the impact on colleagues. Similarly, potential impact on the care partner’s work is also, clearly, 

a significant consideration for patients:  

 

“The first night after my first session I was in so much pain, I mean I didn't sleep a wink the first night. 

It was absolute agony…it was my self-confidence, and everything was destroyed…and I didn't dare, I 

didn't want to wake my husband up. He had to go to work early, so then he could take me to 

radiotherapy in the afternoon.” (P19) 

 

These impacts on employment were corroborated during Working Group discussions. One member, 

commenting in particular on self-employed people, described the impact on financial standing and home life 

as “catastrophic”. 

 

In contrast, those that had flexible hours of working were less affected, as one patient participant describes 

her care partner: “luckily he was doing a job where could sort of pick and choose what he did and his hours, so 

it was all right.” (P3).  

 

The repetitive nature of the EBRT sessions, the travel involved, and the side effects experienced all also 

impacted on participants’ normal daily routines. For instance, home activities such as shopping, gardening and 

caring responsibilities were impacted: 

 

“I think we might have cut down [caring for elderly parents] to once a week instead of two or three 

times…” (P3) 

 

One participant mentioned a close family member taking a week off from work to support looking after her, 

her husband, family pets and “doing a few household chores like pushing the Hoover around” (P22).  
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Severe pain brought on by EBRT was described as “agony” (P19) both during sessions and after sessions (P7). 

Ongoing pain months and years after the radiotherapy means patients need to settle into a new norm, now 

constantly having to be aware of their own “limitations” (P6):  

 

“I’m still aching like mad from [radiotherapy], that’s two years later and I’m still achy and in pain.” 

(P6) 

 

For Working Group members, these experiences were familiar. One member clarified that although there were 

no specific side effects from the radiotherapy the disruption to life was “hugely problematic”.  

 

Many of patients who received the FAST-Forward protocol included sessions either side of a weekend resulting 

in a total of seven days to complete the course. No participants complained specifically about the weekend 

being involved in this way however many described dedicated activities for the weekend for example, food 

shopping, family commitments and short trips away which would undoubtedly be affected while in active 

treatment. 

 

Conversations with participants revealed personalities play a role in patients’ cancer journey. One participant 

felt the emotional impact of radiotherapy treatment (and the subsequent withdrawal of routine contact with 

healthcare staff) more than all the others. The anxieties associated with this perceived void and the mental 

health impact itself is disruptive to reengaging with normal life and routines: 

 

“…you've got people checking on you as in consultants or the breast care specialist nurses, your GP, 

the radiographer, people ringing you, checking on you, you're seeing them all the time. After the 

radiotherapy, I’m suddenly though on my own now. I didn’t realise it was a real security blanket…it 

was so reassuring to seeing the consultant and seeing this nurses every day. That was the bit where I 

took a bit of a dive…I had two or three days where I couldn’t stop crying, I thought, ‘Oh I’m on my own 

now’…” (P12) 
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There were also those who demonstrated a pragmatic mindset viewing any discomfort and impactful delays 

associated with EBRT sessions as realities to, in effect, take in their stride, “any inconvenience, you just get on 

with it.” (P20) 

 

Travel is clearly an uncomfortable reality and demanding aspect of receiving EBRT. Many participants 

complained about the repeated journeys required for EBRT sessions. The burden has been described as 

“dreadful” (P7) with people feeling “exhausted” particularly where the effects of radiotherapy (tiredness and 

pain) are felt. The burden of travel also manifests as experiencing a longer day overall as well as sheer cost of 

public transport used to make the trips independently: 

 

“It's a pain having to go to Location S, there's a hospital there where the bus doesn't even go. So, from 

Location O, I have to get a bus from here to Location H, then wait half an hour, then from Location H 

to Location W, bus station, then a taxi to the hospital. That all costs 30 quid and is time-consuming, 

and when you're sore, it’s not ideal.” (P2) 

 

In the majority of cases, there is a reliance on others (the husband but on occasion friends or children) to drive 

participants to the EBRT sessions. While there are no direct statements indicating a burden to care partners, it 

is important to note that in these cases both the patient and the care partner endure the repeated journeys: 

 

“My husband drove…I'm not a good driver…I certainly can’t park so it was good that he went with me 

because in case, if something went wrong or something because he’s like my rock he is.” (P3) 

 

The location of the EBRT sessions is critical to the quality of patient experience and when participants were 

presented with two hospitals to choose from it was clearly valued: 

 

“…it's the same surgeons, all the same team, who were in Hospital W or B. I opted for Hospital B, it’s 

nearer to me and I could get to Hospital B easily, whereas Hospital W was an ordeal for me.” (P21) 
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Two participants that were retired and for who the location of the hospital was particularly close indicated 

that travel was not a burden and considered themselves “very lucky” (P22), though of note, one of these 

participants experienced no EBRT side effects which may have contributed to relatively positive experience. 

 

In contrast to many of the experiences described above, one Working Group member shared that she was 

relieved to have regained her independence since she was able to travel to her EBRT sessions herself. 

However, the Working Group notes that all their experiences included a difficult period of receiving 

chemotherapy first where radiotherapy was viewed as the “lesser of evils”.   

 

Experience characterised by discomfort from side effects  

A wide range of side effects, clearly attributed to EBRT, were reported by the vast majority of participants and 

this characterises an important part of the EBRT experience. These included varying intensities of: tiredness; 

burning (from warm sensation to blistered and sore); skin-related conditions (dryness, itchiness, rash); pain; 

and breast size and density changes. The most common complaint was tiredness: 

 

“…there were 3 or 4 days the following week when I just had to go to bed, or just have to, you know, 

lie on the sofa in the afternoon, or you know I was just really bombed out, and I’m not someone who 

goes to bed and afternoon normally, I’m always busy, and but I had to. I was knackered.” (P12) 

 

EBRT sessions can be very uncomfortable. Severe pain, described as “agony” (P7, P19) was experienced by two 

participants. One individual, unable to withstand the pain and the tiredness experienced, made an 

independent decision to stop attending the sessions for a few days: 

 

“I was very tired…I think I might have missed a few days, because I couldn't make it in between…I 

thought I’ve done so much now, I'm not going to go anymore because it was really, really hurting…I 

just wanted it to end and go away? And not think about it anymore basically.” (P7) 

 

Patients experienced some side effects such pain in the breast or weakness in the arm for a prolonged period – 

months and years after the EBRT sessions. There were also reports of new symptoms requiring follow up that 
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were attributed to EBRT. One participant (P8), who felt uninformed about the “long-term, lasting and late 

effects of radiotherapy” had developed a new pain under her ribs – she reflected:  

 

“I would not have had radiotherapy and I would not be beating myself up about having had it now had 

I been given the full information about the long-term effects. You know, it's life-shortening, 

radiotherapy is life shortening in itself like chemotherapy.” (P8) 

 

During discussions at the Working Group Meeting 2, members were not surprised by the insights captured 

from study participants and felt strongly that there were “no positives” from EBRT (particularly when 

compared to TARGIT-IORT). One member reflecting on their experience with EBRT stated they came away 

thinking “almost anything is better than this.” (WG member) 

 

Specific anxieties about receiving EBRT 

Discussions with the EBRT cohort revealed three main anxieties associated with receiving radiotherapy. Firstly, 

while there is evidence that more information early on (particularly from consultants) helps to reduce worry, 

stories of radiotherapy experience from friends and family members can raise concerns and anxiety levels: 

 

“I only knew what I knew as a lay person, you know, various friends have had radiotherapy, 

unfortunately, people know a lot of people who have all these sort of things… I'd heard about friends 

having burns...”” (P12) 

 

“…and actually, talking to another friend, she said she would do chemotherapy any day over 

radiotherapy because of how the radiotherapy, the pushing around and making you feel like a piece of 

meat, how it how it made her feel.” (P19) 

 

The second concern was the potential for radiation to cause harm: (a) so soon after surgery; and (b) to healthy 

tissue and organs: “You’ve got to heal a bit; you can’t go straight into radiotherapy because obviously you’re as 

raw as hell” (P6). Two participants in particular experienced discomfort in their arm during their EBRT sessions 

– one participant had a number of lymph nodes removed from the armpit and one participant developed a 
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seroma which is an abnormal accumulation of fluid following surgery. A Working Group member shared a 

similar experience where the development of seroma delayed the start of her radiotherapy course.  

 

Another participant who was particularly concerned about unnecessary radiation exposure requested that 

only half the breast was irradiated because she wanted “the absolute minimum” (P8). Similarly, another care 

partner described his wife’s concerns:  

 

“One thing is that my wife was worried about was the radiotherapy because obviously there is this 

thing with radiotherapy, particularly on the breast, of potential damage to the lungs and she was very 

concerned about that.” (P23) 

 

Thirdly, since many of the participants received their EBRT during the Covid pandemic, a few expressed 

worries about potential delays either due to staff shortages, protocol-driven cancellations (i.e., limiting patient 

numbers) or themselves contracting Covid (since multiple visits are required with EBRT) and thereby being 

unable to attend hospital: 

 

“But covid was going on and I remember being so scared that my appointments would be cancelled.” 

(P12) 

 

 

Intraoperative radiotherapy (TARGIT-IORT) 

 

Perception that TARGIT-IORT is efficient and aggravation-free  

Of the 14 TARGIT-IORT participants interviewed, 11 indicated the one-off feature of the procedure was 

appealing. There are many references to how quickly the procedure was completed “it’s lovely to get it all 

done and finished with on the day” (P26). Similarly:  
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“…having it done and dusted, and then then waving goodbye at the hospital gates, it was like why, 

why would I say, ‘No thank you’?” (P16) 

 

As a consequence of this efficiency, there is relief that the procedure permitted radiotherapy to be 

administered without any Covid-related delays, or exposure to the COVID-19 virus during travel or hospital 

during the multiple visits for EBRT, or complications for which three participants had expressed initial 

concerns:  

 

“I was just delighted that it was dealt with really, really quickly, because back at that time the news 

was full of things where, you know, because of Covid, you know, everything has been delayed, and 

people not getting cancer treatment and that was one of my, I remember having that conversation 

with the consultant and said, ‘Look are we going to be delayed’.” (P25) 

 

There is a similar relief detected in participants discussing the potential positive impact TARGIT-IORT can have 

on patients’ mental health as one care partner states:  

 

“…the alternative would have been [EBRT]… her symptoms of depression are she gets very, very tired… 

so intuitively our reaction to [TARGIT-IORT] was… actually quite a good idea.” (P24) 

 

Going through a cancer diagnosis and receiving treatment was clearly an emotional time. One participant was 

impressed with TARGIT-IORT precisely because the efficient delivery of radiotherapy facilitates her moving on 

quickly: 

 

“…the beauty of intraoperative radiotherapy is that I could say ‘OK, been there, done that, move on.” 

(P9) 

 

Convenience of performing TARGIT-IORT during surgery is valued  

Most participants from the TARGIT-IORT cohort shared why they preferred to receive radiotherapy at the 

same time as the surgery. There is a recognition of the convenience that TARGIT-IORT brings as a result of not 
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having to attend hospital on multiple occasions e.g., less travel and car parking and supporting independence 

(particularly for retired individuals): 

 

“It’s my choice to have [TARGIT-IORT] because I thought that it was a better option for me particularly 

because I live on my own and it would allow me to be more independent.” (P18) 

 

While the majority of participants were retired, those that did have young children felt TARGIT-IORT supports 

their caring responsibilities: “I’ve got a [child] and I’ve got to look after him… This is a better way to go…” 

(P14). Additionally, one retired participant who valued the independence TARGIT-IORT facilitated concluded it 

would also suit younger, busy, women well:  

 

“…particularly for younger women this would be an extremely good thing, if they're working, it allows 

them to get back to work without that constant interruption and if they've got a young family.” (P18) 

 

Many participants were able to draw from stories and experiences they had heard from friends and families. 

The apparent inconvenience and impact of daily radiotherapy doses discouraged patients from EBRT when 

TARGIT-IORT was presented as an option. One participant whose father received daily doses for prostate 

cancer felt she would “rather get it all over in one go” (P10). Similarly: 

 

“[TARGIT-IORT] was perfect, because it just meant I didn't have to queue up in the car park with the 

other poor people having radiotherapy, and I did have friends who had serious cancers who were 

having radiotherapy at the time, and it was just miserable.” (P9) 

 

There is also a perception that with TARGIT-IORT recovery times are likely to be faster since it would be signify 

the end of their cancer treatment: “I’m going to get [TARGIT-IORT] and it’s done” (P16) and “I can just then get 

on and recover” (P4). Another participant summarises her main reasons for opting to receive TARGIT-IORT: 

 

“So, there were probably 3 reasons I went for [TARGIT-IORT]. You know, Covid, convenience, and the 

fact that I thought, you know, ultimately, I’d probably recover quicker.” (P9) 
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Only one participant from the TARGIT-IORT cohort, a care partner, described significant logistical impact due 

to his wife’s cancer treatment in general: 

 

“…created quite a challenge really for me, I mean, I was never going to moan about it, I wasn’t the one 

who just had cancer surgery! But you know, it meant the days suddenly got very challenging…” (P25) 

 

Perception TARGIT-IORT is a safer alternative to standard practice  

Five participants felt that they did not experience any complications as a result of TARGIT-IORT and were able 

to resume their normal activities quickly. While there are a few cases of soreness and itchiness that 

participants specifically attributed to TARGIT-IORT, most participants did not report the range of side effects 

seen in the EBRT cohort. As a result, participants gave their endorsements for TARGIT-IORT, respectively: 

 

“I moved around, I got up, got changed, got dressed. It was surprising actually, this is why I’ve decided 

to do this, if this is what it gives you then everyone should have it. You know you don't need to feel 

debilitated, and you can carry on with your life. I've got a [child], and I've got to look after him. So, if 

you can, why not. This is a better way to go if the prognosis allows it.” (P14) 

 

“There were no, no after-effects, no problems. It all healed up very well, because it was quite a small 

incision anyway and very, very successful.” (P28) 

 

The majority of participants felt the procedure prevented healthy tissue and organs from being unnecessarily 

exposed to radiation because “the radiotherapy is directed immediately where the lump [is]” (P17).  

 

“I confess I heard that and thought ‘God, that’s a bloody good idea, why don’t they do that more 

often?’. Because obviously if you don’t have to beam through loads of flesh and muscle to get at what 

you're aiming for then that’s got to be better to be honest.” (P24) 
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A few participants described side effects (soreness, tiredness), precautions (new bra needed, seatbelt cushion) 

and restrictions (no pressure, sport, lifting) however they were unable to clearly attribute whether these were 

related to the surgery or the TARGIT-IORT procedure since both occur at the same time.  

 

“…yeah, my arm was a little bit sore…I’m sure it must have been the radiotherapy or the operation, I 

don’t know.” (P29) 

 

“…a special seat belt cushion that protects your breast from the seat belt and I had one another 

cushion under my breast supporting it…” (P11) 

 

Novel nature of TARGIT-IORT impresses while prompting early caution  

Although it has been in use for the last 25 years since the first case was done in 1998 TARGIT-IORT is seen as 

novel and innovative with advantages acknowledged over EBRT. The decision to proceed with TARGIT-IORT is 

widely considered “easy” (P28) or “intuitive” (P24) or a “no brainer” (P4): 

 

“…well, you’re in there, so you might as well get on and do it and that would surely save the need for 

me having to come back, I can then just get on and recover basically…it was a no brainer for me, an 

absolute no brainer.” (P4) 

 

However, a few participants described their initial concerns since TARGIT-IORT was introduced by the 

consultants as a clinical trial and was largely unheard or “unknown” (P9). Care partners, often husbands and 

sometimes participants’ children wanted to carry out their own research to help making an informed decision 

about TARGIT-IORT. One participant had already felt she was convinced by the consultant’s explanation and 

the advantages over EBRT however her daughter, who worked in healthcare, stated “…‘hold on a minute, we 

need to look at the statistics and the recovery times, side effects’…” (P10). Similarly, another participant’s 

husband wanted to an opportunity to ask the consultant more questions to help feel more reassured: 

 

“…but [care partner] just wanted to have the conversation around the intraoperative radiotherapy 

because it was an unknown really.” (P9)  
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It should be noted that many of the participants were either themselves or their close family (e.g., husband) 

highly educated, often with a science-based background, and were able to explore clinical study papers and 

statistics: “I’ve got a little statistical training…so I looked at the stats and what the mean variation was…what 

the levels of certitude at either end of the scale were…” (P24).  

 

TARGIT-IORT patients have high information needs 

As mentioned above, due to the relative novelty of TARGIT-IORT and in the absence of experiences of TARGIT-

IORT among participants’ friends and family, reliable information from trustworthy sources is critical. The 

majority of participants (in both EBRT and TARGIT-IORT cohorts) displayed high levels of trust in their 

consultant. Receiving adequate information from them about TARGIT-IORT, particularly due to its initial 

availability via a clinical trial, was appreciated: 

 

“I think what was good was the way that it was explained in the first place and what the pros and cons 

were, or if in fact, there weren't any cons really at all…So, you know, we were told that the treatment, 

doing it during the operation, is just as effective but it would mean that you would have no 

subsequent radiotherapy and, you know, of course I’m young and foolish, I assume that to be true, we 

trust the doctor…” (P25) 

 

“[The consultant] said’ ‘This is this, that is that…pluses and minus’…gone through pros and cons and I 

had made up my mind that that was a good way to go.” (P14) 

 

Working Group members could relate closely to this subtheme of trust. They explained that the retrospective 

perception of TARGIT-IORT was always likely to be a “no brainer” however for a patient going through the 

highly emotionally-charged process of receiving their diagnosis and treatment, at a time when they are already 

overwhelmed with new information, the relationship with the doctor is important:  

 

“…if it’s being offered to you, it’s important how it’s being offered to you. We put out trust in, so much, 

our doctors.” (WG member) 
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Two participants described receiving explanations from radiation oncologists during their pre-surgery 

appointment, however, these discussions were not influential in helping to decide which type of radiotherapy 

they would receive. A few participants were wary of using the Internet to search for information related to 

their treatment options: “I’m very cautious of what information I take in from Google” (P4). However, the 

majority did conduct their own Internet searches to bolster their understanding of TARGIT-IORT:  

 

“I then went away and looked the bugger up, and then you could learn for yourself a little bit, reading 

between the technical stuff, what it’s all about, the success rate is there or there about the same, it’s 

not wonderful but for me, it was a no brainer. (P16) 

 

The provision of information was discussed on a number of occasions by Working Group members. Simple and 

clear language is particularly important at a time when patients are already in a vulnerable, stressed, and 

emotional state:  

 

“…you are so blindsided…the normal way you operate doesn’t necessarily apply.” (WG member) 

 

Working Group members pointed to the need for information sources to be created adequately in the first 

place, for example, being written by patients / care partners who possess the lived experiences and so are able 

to elaborate on the areas that matter.  

 

“…there should never be a need for a patient to go home and want to Google, you should go home 

with the information in hand or go home with reputable evidence-based sources of information.” (WG 

member)  

 

Discussion 

The primary finding of this study is that the subjective experiences of patients and care partners receiving 

EBRT or TARGIT-IORT differ significantly. Strong recurring themes of appreciation and recognition of 
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innovation, convenience, absence of side effects and lack of disruption to life have emerged from the TARGIT-

IORT cohort while in the EBRT cohort, we have largely heard about discomfort and disruption to life. Notably, 

EBRT patients experienced disruption to their life despite the majority (12/15) received their EBRT with the 

shorter, compressed Fast-Forward regimen. We can expect that this disruption would be much greater using 

the well-documented and less toxic 3-week regimen. These themes – centring around: (a) treatment 

procedure itself; (b) impact on QoL; and (c) information needs – was presented to and were validated by a 

patient-led Working Group. 

 

Patients and care partners involved in this study described numerous challenges, concerns, and dissatisfaction 

with elements of the EBRT procedure while processing a difficult and emotional diagnosis. These findings are 

consistent with the existing literature on EBRT experience. Probst et al. (2021) also identified procedural 

grievances, for instance, patients described the radiotherapy sessions as “dehumanising”, “emotionally 

draining” and complained about the tattoos being a permanent reminder of the cancer.  Previous studies 

exploring patient-perceived barriers to radiotherapy include patients’ fear surrounding radiation toxicity which 

can result in non-compliance and insufficient treatment (Guidolin et al., 2017; Sosin et. al, 2018). In fact, 

research has identified that fears and anxiety regarding the EBRT experience can influence a patient’s decision 

to opt for a mastectomy over EBRT, despite the latter having equivalent if not non-inferior survival rates 

(Shaverdian et al., 2018). Several studies have demonstrated that as the distance from radiotherapy centre 

increases, the rate of mastectomy also increases (Goyal et al., 2014, Athas et al., 2000, Nattinger et al., 2001, 

Celaya et al., 2006). Indeed, this was the primary patient-centric reason that the TARGIT-IORT procedure was 

originally conceived (Vaidya et al 1996, Vaidya et al 2001, Vaidya et al., 2010).  

Our study demonstrates the need for improvements in the way EBRT is delivered and has implications for 

practice that extends to cases where patients are not eligible for TARGIT-IORT. In stark contrast, those 

receiving TARGIT-IORT have no awareness or recollection of the procedure since radiation is administered 

during surgery. Patients and care partners found this feature particularly appealing and contributed to their 

decision to opt for TARGIT-IORT. Indeed, TARGIT-IORT has been widely adopted elsewhere and treated 45,000 

patients across 38 countries (Vaidya et al., 2022).  
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It is evident that QoL-related benefits and impacts are a central component of radiotherapy lived experiences. 

Compared to TARGIT-IORT, EBRT has a prolonged impact on patients and perhaps a compounded impact on 

QoL where patients live alone (lack emotional or practical support), don’t drive (reliance on others or public 

transport with additional costs and travel time) or have caring responsibilities (partners, parents, children, 

pets). Travel and mobility issues have been recognised as barriers already (Guidolin et al., 2017) as has the 

inconvenience of a prolonged treatment plan which can affect those living in remote areas even more (Sosin et 

al., 2018). Our findings demonstrate the advantages TARGIT-IORT offers to those that are eligible. All 

participants in our study acknowledged the efficiency of the procedure with many drawn to the option (over 

EBRT) because it was considered “straightforward” and “over-and-done” during surgery. The benefits of 

TARGIT-IORT to patients in terms of cost, travel time and distance have been demonstrated, in principle, 

elsewhere (Bargallo-Rocha et al., 2017). Furthermore, the environmental and social impact of the substantially 

more travel required for EBRT, and huge reduction in carbon-footprint from cancer treatment by use of 

TARGIT-IORT has also been well documented (Coombs et al., 2016). 

 

In our study, inconveniences and logistical complications were exacerbated by EBRT side effects which were 

recognised as a key characteristic of the EBRT patient experience and have implications on QoL. Stanton et al. 

(2001) investigated factors affecting QoL during and after radiotherapy and found that functional impacts of 

treatment, particularly breast specific pain (on e.g., mobility) are important correlates of QoL. In addition, 

Schnur et al. (2009) showed that key patient concerns include the timing of side effects and the impact of side 

effects on self-esteem affecting patients’ perception of being attractive, good workers, patients, and parents.  

Another study supports these findings and also shares one case of such extreme physical discomfort (pain, 

burning etc.) that the patient admitted she had considered ending treatment and another saying she would 

never choose to have radiotherapy again due to the burning sensation (Schnur et al., 2011). Our study has 

captured similar cases. This study also underscores the emotional toll, anxieties, and stresses that disruptions 

to life (e.g., work-related) cause and have been heard at a NICE Committee meeting (NICE., 2018). There were 

fewer reports of side effects directly attributed to TARGIT-IORT in our findings. This is consistent with a study 

comparing TARGIT-IORT with EBRT (quantitatively) in which patients receiving TARGIT-IORT also reported less 

pain, fewer breast, and arm symptoms, and better every-day functioning when compared to patients receiving 

EBRT (Welzel., 2013). However, our study detects apparent patient obscurity between surgery-linked or 
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TARGIT-IORT-linked side effects – this clearly needs to be addressed through appropriate education and 

adequate information provision. 

 

Results from our study cohorts point to the need for improvements in communication and information 

provision. The role of high-quality communication by healthcare staff and access to emotional support 

services, particularly when radiotherapy treatment ends has been highlighted already (Llewellyn et al., 2019). 

Previous research has also identified that patients can often feel mystified by radiotherapy (EBRT), how it 

works and will have anxieties about life and health after radiotherapy (Schnur et., 2009) or feel disempowered 

and lacking the ability to make an informed choice (Probst et al., 2021). In our study, Working Group members 

emphasised the importance of trust in connection with information provision particularly during an emotional 

cancer diagnosis. Members felt a number of study findings could be addressed adequately by effectively 

communicating the right information at the right time. Examples include: letting participants know clearly that 

tattoos will be permanent; what the immediate and long-term side effects of both radiotherapy types are; 

understanding the side effects of surgery thereby avoiding confusion with TARGIT-IORT; ensuring TARGIT-IORT 

explanations are always supplemented with lay language overviews of the efficacy and safety profile compared 

to EBRT. One study showed that more than 90% of patients felt that if they were more informed about 

radiotherapy, they would be less scared about it (Shaverdian et al., 2018). The Working Group advocated for 

any shared information, such as leaflets, to be written by patients i.e., those that have experiences of receiving 

radiotherapy and therefore have an awareness of where there are likely to be challenges in understanding 

treatments and their impacts clearly. Similarly, considerations also ought to be given to ensuring people with 

learning disabilities and communication difficulties are able to make an informed choice by developing 

accessible information. To satisfy ‘valid consent’, doctors in the UK are now obliged to follow the new GMC 

guidelines underlining the essential nature of adequate patient information (GMC, 2020) about all proven 

treatment options, even if they are not available at their own centre. In the UK this powerful principle is now 

fully enshrined in law (Montgomery v Lanarkshire Health Board, 2015). The substantially better patient 

perception and experience documented in this study needs to be included during consultations with patients 

when discussing treatment options before they have their surgery for breast cancer.  

 

Strengths and Limitations 
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A major strength of this study design is the inclusion of patients who received TARGIT-IORT as well as those 

who received EBRT, allowing assessment of patient’s perceptions in each of these two types of treatments. 

Another strength of this study is that measures were put in place to mitigate researcher bias. Researchers each 

wrote a reflexive account to help maintain an objective standpoint and interview transcripts were 

independently coded by two researchers with rigorous discussion to help generate an unbiased coding frame. 

Where possible multiple perspectives have been sought – firstly, through capturing the views and experiences 

of care partners and secondly those receiving current standard of care (EBRT) to enable a comparison. 

Furthermore, the study population included a good mix of age and urban-rural areas. Finally, our involvement 

of a patient-led Working Group has supported efforts to design a study that is conducted sensitively and 

robustly and helped to validate our findings. 

 

The limitations are that the study population was from just one location in England and, most participants are 

white and belonged to higher socioeconomic groups. Further research is needed to explore the lived 

experiences of radiotherapy in early breast cancer in more diverse populations in England and indeed other 

countries where TARGIT-IORT is an established treatment option.  

Many of our participants received their cancer diagnosis and treatment during the COVID-19 pandemic. While 

this has helped to highlight issues such as patient isolation in EBRT recipients and its absence in TARGIT-IORT 

recipients, it could also be seen to add obscurity to the some of the findings.  

 

Conclusion  

This qualitative study, co-led by patients, uncovered detailed lived experiences of patients treated for early 

breast cancer (and their care partners) receiving either EBRT or TARGIT-IORT. The research demonstrated a 

patient-perceived superiority of TARGIT-IORT over EBRT – it is considered more efficient with less disruption to 

life routines. The paper also illustrates the importance of provision of accessible information about all 

radiotherapy treatment options from trusted sources, at the right time (before breast cancer surgery), to 

reduce initial anxieties and help patients make informed choices. These new insights need to be taken 

together with the established quantitative survival and QoL benefits of TARGIT-IORT over EBRT. We believe 

that these deep insights into the patient’s perspective will substantially improve our understanding of the lived 
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experiences of patients with breast cancer and will help clinicians, patients, and policy makers to 

comprehensively consider how access to better treatments in the NHS can improve patients’ lives. Further 

research is now needed to explore TARGIT-IORT in more diverse populations and in the 35 other countries 

where it is already a well-established treatment option.  
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