05/30/2012 11:30 pm 
1. Is the sample described and representative of the population of interest? Is the sampling method appropriate? Is the sample size adequate, and how do you know this? Can the results of the study be generalized to the entire population? Is protection of subjects addressed (IRB approval, informed consent, etc.)?
The sampling method was not very spelled out. This meta-synthesis of 13 studies made a chart summarizing key statistical points of each study. One heading is entitled, “Sample, Sampling, Methodology” which has this information. The sampling of these studies seems to be appropriate. The number of people is certainly significant and these people used in the study don’t seem to be drastically different. The results can be applied to individuals with kidney failure. The protection of subjects were addressed but not needed because this was a meta-synthesis but all of the studies that the data was taken from did attain IRB approval.
2. What steps should researchers take to ensure they produce an ethical study? Sometimes research is conducted on members of vulnerable populations. Provide some examples of vulnerable populations. What additional considerations must be undertaken to protect these subjects from discomfort and harm?
According to Rebar, Gersch, Macnee, & McCabe (2011), “research actions require full patient consent and institutional review board (IRB) authorization”. To conduct a study you must alos keep in mind the five rights of human subjects. These rights are that of the right of self-determination, right to privacy and dignity, right to anonymity and confidentiality, right to fair treatment and right to protection from discomfort and harm (Rebar, Gersch, Macnee & McCabe, 2011). Some examples of vulnerable populations are prisoners, homeless and the mentally ill. Rebar, Gersch, Macnee and McCabe state that you “must give all members of the population of interest an opportunity to participate and may not target vulnerable groups simply because it is “easier” to get their participation” (Rebar, Gersch, Macnee & McCabe, 2011).	Comment by Charlotte: also	Comment by Charlotte: Can be quoted as Rebar et al. 	Comment by Charlotte: Can be quoted as Rebar et al	Comment by Charlotte: (p. #). 
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06/02/2012 6:11 pm 
Lindsay,
The results might have been more broad also if the participants that they interviewed were from different states as well. I agree that the bad thing about the sample being so small is that it’s not very representative of people all over the country. If the different nursing homes were all over one state you might get more drastic results. There are so many additional factors that could skew the results so I definitely wouldn’t apply the data to the entire population. 
-Katie
06/03/2012 11:11 am 
Krystal,
That’s cool that the study that you chose was based in Hong Kong. I wonder how the data might differ than if the study was done in America. The point that the article addressed about the difference in sample sizes is interesting but understandable. If the sample size is too large your data might not be conclusive of anything. That’s one of the reasons I find qualitative studies so interesting because I wonder how they compile all the data from the interviews that they conduct. It probably takes a lot longer than quantitative studies.
-Katie
06/03/2012 11:21 am 
Kalyn,
It’s interesting that your article focused a lot about the gender of the staff/participants but I think that’s a good thing. While conducting research there are many biases. There are likely subconscious biases that affect the data collected so it’s a good thing that they broke down the gender differences. It is not surprising to me that most of the participants were female either since anxiety disorders are more common in females. I agree that the results could not be generalized because it was data from only four states but it’s more comprehensive then some of the studies I’ve seen. I think it would have been interesting if they broke down the data by state as well. I would wonder if there would be any differences.
-Katie
06/02/2012 6:24 pm 
Kristina,
Great post! The only concern that I may have is what the background of these patients are. People’s experiences with cancer may drastically differ based on what resources they may have. A patient with lung cancer and have a life expectancy of two years is lower class than a similar patient in a higher class standing. Socioeconomic status of the patients may impact the quality of care they receive. I only say these things because if they kept on getting the same results it could mean that their sample isn’t wide enough or it could mean that they have the results that are applicable to the entire population. Also since these participants are volunteers this data may not be accurate for those individuals who did not volunteer. 
-Katie
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