06/06/2012 11:02 pm 
1. What research design was used? Please describe the research design (examples of qualitative designs include phenomenology, ethnography, case study, or grounded theory). Is this design appropriate for the research problem? Is validity addressed (in qualitative studies the terms credibility, trustworthiness, confirmability, and validation are sometimes used)? Is reliability addressed?
Since my article was a meta-synthesis of thirteen articles, I’ll list all the different methodologies used of each study: qualitative methodology, exploratory-descriptive, interpretive qualitative design, phenomenology, narrative inquiry, gadamerian hermeneutics, heideggerian phenomology and grounded theory. Some of the methodologies are not listed in the textbook for this class so I am uncertain whether or not they were suitable but the ones that were, seemed fitting for the study. The validity and reliability is not directly addressed in this meta-synthesis so possibly this was addressed in the individual articles.	Comment by Charlotte: phenomenology
2. What variable(s) were studied? Were the variables defined conceptually and operationally? What are the definitions, if provided? If the definitions were not clearly defined, can you infer what the definitions are?
Since the article does not go into the specific detail of each of the studies’ variables I am going to discuss their search of these articles. They chose “only studies with findings considered to have ‘coceptual/thematic descriptions’ or ‘interpretive explainations’”(Schick Makaroff, p. 23, 2012) were included. They used the key words “kidney disease” or “end stage renal disease “and “qualitative nursing research”. So in a way their search criteria could be interpreted as variables. The date of release of the article, place of publication etc can possibly influence the findings of the meta-synthesis.	Comment by Charlotte: conceptual
3. Please describe the data collection process used by the researchers (observation, interviews, case studies, focus groups, collecting stories). Is the data collection approach appropriate? Is the data collection process described adequately (i.e. could you repeat the process if you wanted to duplicate the study)? Are reliability & validity addressed?
All of the studies chosen in the meta-synthesis collected data by an interview. An interview seems extremely fitting for the studies involved. This article is restrictive in the way that it’s focused more on how the data was all put together than how the data was first collected. If you wanted to conduct another meta-synthesis in maybe five to ten years or so and have a more updated version of this meta-synthesis, they do describe their search process in a lot of detail. Reliability and validity are not directly addressed.
Markaroff, K. L. S. (2012). Experiences of kidney failure: A qualitative meta-synthesis. Nephrology Nursing Journal, 39(1), 21-80. Retrieved from http://proxy.library.eiu.edu:2052/login.aspx?direct=true&db=a9h&AN=71937408&site=ehost-live
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	Initial Assignment Posting
	Posts no assignment.
	Posts adequate assignment with superficial thought and preparation; doesn’t address all aspects of the task.
	Posts well developed assignment that addresses all aspects of the task; lacks full development of concepts.
	Posts well developed assignment that fully addresses and develops all aspects of the task.

	5

	Content
Contribution
	Posts information that is off-topic, incorrect, or irrelevant to discussion.
	Repeats but does not add substantive information to the discussion.
	Posts information that is factually correct; lacks full development of concept or thought.
	Posts factually correct, reflective and substantive contribution.
	5

	References & Support
	Includes no references or supporting experience.
	Uses personal experience, but no references to readings or research.
	Incorporates one reference from literature.  May lack relevance.  May lack proper APA format in citing.
	Uses relevant reference(s) to literature or readings to support comments. APA format is correct.
	5

	Clarity & Mechanics
	Posts long, unorganized or rude content that may contain multiple errors or may be inappropriate.
	Communicates in friendly, courteous and helpful manner with some errors in clarity or mechanics.
	Contributes valuable information to discussion with minor clarity or mechanics errors.
	Contributes to discussion with clear, concise comments formatted in an easy to read style that is free of grammatical or spelling errors.
	3




06/09/2012 11:59 am 
Kara,
Reliability would be a difficult thing to prove, especially with interviews. Not only when the subjects talk about their own experiences is this difficult but the concept of their own perception of the situation comes into play. I definitely agree with the definition of variable that you put in your post. It was hard for me to determine what the variable of my study was. The way you described the different facets of a variable was very clear. It’s easy for me to grasp the concept of a variable in a quantitative study but not so much qualitative.
-Katie
06/10/2012 1:43 pm 
Maddie,
Women are actually not the only gender that is affected by breast cancer. Men can get breast cancer; it’s just very rare. You answered the questions very thoroughly and it seems like the article was very informative. I am however confused by the one quote you got from page three of the Holtgrawe, Pinkert & Remmers article. So the definitions of the variables are not defined but the content analysis is? I wonder if all the interviews were conducted by the same person because that may influence the interview process and possible duplication of the study.
-Katie
06/09/2012 12:11 pm 
Kristina,
I’m glad that the study focused so much on the reliability of the subjects. It’s reassuring to hear because I feel like in my article it was barely addressed. Your analysis of Grounded theory helped me understand it better. I’m glad that the study you choose looked into the mental status of each individual because this would impact the results of the study but it’d be interesting to find out how they determined if the patient was depressed or hopeless and if they measured that. It would also be interesting to know what are the items of the Schedule of Attitudes Towards Hastened Death would be like. This article seemed to try to cover as many variables as possible which likely made for good reliable results.
-Katie
06/10/2012 2:17 pm 
Madhavi-
Your article’s method to maximize reliability and validity was good. It’s nice that they went more in depth with the interview process and paid special attention to the reliability and validity. Gathering information by interviews, is almost a double edged sword: you get information from the source but you have to deal with the individual’s biases. With the checking and double checking of the information it is more likely that the information is reliability and validity. In general, I think this is an interesting article.
-Katie
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	Frequency (excluding Initial Post)
	Participates not at all.
	Participates only one (1) day
	Participates on two (2) different days
	2

	Follow-Up Postings
	Posts no follow-up responses to others.
	Posts shallow contribution to discussion (e.g., agrees or disagrees); does not enrich discussion.  Responds to 1 or 2 other students.
	Elaborates on an existing posting with further comment or observation.  Responds to 2 other students’ posts.
	2

	Content
Contribution
	Posts information that is off-topic, incorrect, or irrelevant to discussion.
	Repeats but does not add substantive information to the discussion.
	Posts information that is factually correct; contains full development of concept or thought.
	2

	Length of Postings
	<50 words on one or more posting
	50-75 words on one or more posting
	75 words or greater on all four postings
	2

	Clarity & Mechanics
	Posts long, unorganized or rude content that may contain multiple errors or may be inappropriate.
	Communicates in friendly, courteous and helpful manner with some errors in clarity or mechanics.
	Contributes valuable information to discussion with clarity and without mechanics errors.
	2




