06/06/2012 3:58 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?
The research design that was used in my qualitative research article was ethnography. Ethnography focuses on culture and getting information from an insider's view. This design was appropriate for this research problem because the researchers became a part of the group of registered nurses. They wanted to understand if they were receiving the appropriate information needed to make a valid decision on receiving the influenza vaccination or not. Validity was addressed throughout the research study. The researchers displayed a credible research study that was published by the Mayo Clinic. The researchers were trustworthy and provided a very safe, confidential, and accurate research study. Reliability was addressed because the results were consistent and accurate under the population that was surveyed. Also, if the study was to be reproduced researchers would be able to use this study as a reliable source. 
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?
The variables that were studied were education on the influenza vaccine and reasons to receive or decline the vaccination. Participants had to answer a prewritten 90 question survey in order for researchers to get their answers. The variables were defined operationally. The participants in the study answered the survey on their own time and by themselves. This allowed for the participants to answer the questions truthfully and without any influence. The definitions were not clearly defined but the percentages of declining and receiving the influenza vaccine were given. Also percentages on the education portion of the research study was given. 	Comment by Charlotte: were
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?
The data collection process that was used by the researchers was an interview through an online survey. The same 90 questions were presented to each of the 990 registered nurses that were participating in the study. I believe that the data collection approach is appropriate because it allowed the nurses to complete the very detailed survey at their own leisure. They had one full month to complete the survey and were able to do so in their own homes. The survey answers were sorted and placed into a data base that allowed for the researchers to access the results very easily. The data collection process was described very adequately. The data process could be duplicated by reading the methods portion of the study. The exact 90 questions asked in the survey were not given but the six topics that the questions covered were given. Reliability and validity was addressed. The researchers knew exactly what they were researching (education and decision making on the influenza vaccine) and developed an accurate survey to get desired results. The aspect being measured did not change throughout the study and could be relied on. 
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	Unacceptable
0 Points
	Acceptable
1 Point
	Good 
3 Points
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5 Points
	Points

	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.
	4




06/09/2012 3:46 pm 
-Kara
I think that it is very interesting that the participants were able to state their own opinions on the research study they were a part of. Did your article give you some of the responses that the participants had? I feel like with giving the participants this option, the researchers were able to receive a good amount of information on how well they conducted the study. I feel like focus groups are a good way to conduct surveys. I believe you can gain a lot of knowledge from a small group of participants. Some groups can start a debate over a topic and researchers can see both sides of a spectrum in one sitting. 
06/10/2012 9:24 pm 
-Maddie
Your article seems to be very interesting since it deals with how women react to their treatment of breast cancer. I feel as if breast cancer is becoming an overwhelming dominant cancer in today's society. If a research study can help pinpoint "stressors" in a patient's battle with cancer I believe we need all the information we can get! I think it was a great idea for the researchers in your study to conduct their data gathering by interviews with the patients. I believe that they can get the most information from a patient by speaking one on one with them. 
06/09/2012 3:52 pm 
-Kelsey
I believe the grounded theory plays a big part in your research study. Oral shift reports are a major part of the nursing profession. They need to be accurate and include as much information about a patient as possible. Often times in a shift, nurses are seeing these patients for the first time. When an adequate amount of information is given to the new nurse on the patient, their care is picked up right where it was left off. I think that it was a great idea for the researchers to meet with the nursing student's right after the oral shift report was given. That way everything was fresh in the student's head and they could answer the researcher's questions accurately. 
06/09/2012 3:35 pm 
Kate, 
The researchers would speak with some registered nurses outside of the study to see if they were really receiving the information on the vaccination that they claimed they were. The researchers would then give these nurses a quick ten question quiz on common facts about the flu vaccination. The researchers got information that they could not believe, none of the nurses were able to answer all ten questions correctly. Some of them did not even get one right! So pretty much the researchers wanted to get information such as that out of the nurses and worked with them on a friendly basis rather than a constant "research study". They were comparing the numbers they got to last years number of flu vaccines recieved in the Mayo Clinic. The researchers were not exactly in the group of the 990 registered nurses, they just sort of joined the group on a friend basis and really connected with the select group of nurses they chose. 	Comment by Charlotte: received
06/10/2012 9:36 pm 
-Kristina
I found your article to be very interesting. When reading the part about data collecting, I wondered how often the researchers met with their participants. I would also be interested to see if on certain occasions that the interviews took place that a participant was just having a bad day and had a negative outlook on the situation. I could definitely see some days being a lot more difficult with these terminally ill patients and wonder if the researchers accounted for this. I bet they found lots of interesting information during the course of this two year study! 
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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.
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