Kelly Sheppard 
07/05/2012 10:55 am 
1. 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 in this study were defined operationally. One variable was stated as the practices that are used to prevent ventilator associated pneumonia. The other variable that was found in the study was reasons why certain practices were not used in hospitals to prevent ventilator associated pneumonia. The definitions were not exactly clearly defined, but I could definitely infer what the definitions are. These two variables were consistently being compared throughout the study. 
2. Please describe the data collection process used by the researchers (questionnaires, surveys, specialized tools, physiological measurements [BP, HR], scales [Likert], or medical record review). 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 a survey. The survey was first sent to 719 United States hospitals that had at least 50 beds in the intensive care unit. The lead infection control professional of the hospital received the survey and completed it. After the researchers reviewed their strategic survey, they then chose 14 hospitals for their in depth research study. The data collection approach was appropriate. The researchers received clear cut answers through their survey. They spent a great amount of time putting the survey together so they would get the answers that they needed to move on with their research study. The data collection process is described adequately. A researcher would be able to repeat the process if they wanted to duplicate the study. Reliability and validity was addressed in the study. The researchers even explained where they think they might have ran into a bit of trouble with reliability and validity so future researchers can avoid the situation that they were in. 
3. Are the analysis procedures appropriate? (The textbook is a resource to determine this information.) I do not expect you to completely understand the statistical analysis, but I do want you to recognize if the authors used the correct statistical methods for their study. For example, descriptive studies typically use percentages, means, standard deviations, etc. to describe their findings. This is appropriate. Correlational studies use Pearson's rho or Spearman's rank-order coefficient. Researchers identifying relationships between variables can use bivariate or multivariate analysis (ANOVA or MANOVA). Causality relationships are found using chi square or t-tests. Did the authors address power? Was the level of significance or alpha idenitified (eg. p<0.05 or a=85%) Do the data analysis procedures answer the research question or objective? Are the results clearly presented? Tables? Figures? Narrative summary?
The analysis procedures of the research study are appropriate. The study was descriptive and used a statistical analysis. The results were portrayed as percentages and graphs. The graphs included in the study are very helpful and give clear cut results. When identifying relationships between variables the researchers used a multivariable logistic regression analysis. The researchers did address power during this analysis. Also, level of significance was identified for each of their findings. An example is, ”hospitals participating in a collaborative were more than twice as likely to use semirecumbent positioning (OR, 2.6 [95% CI, 1.44-4.80])" (Krein, Kowalski, Damschroder, Forman, Kaufman, & Saint, 2008). The data analysis procedure answers the research question. The results were clearly presented and showed the results for hospitals that use procedures to prevent ventilator associated pneumonia and hospitals that do not. The results were presented in a narrative summary and result tables. 	Comment by Charlotte: is, “hospitals 	Comment by Charlotte: semi-recumbent
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Kelly Sheppard 
07/07/2012 9:25 pm 
-Kara
I really found interest in your research study topic. I always have wondered if being burnt out in the workplace happens often. I also wonder if getting burnt out happens quickly or develops over a long period of time. I think the researchers did a great job with choosing the questionnaire method to get their information. I feel like employees will be more honest with their feelings when sharing them with a pen and paper. 
Kelly Sheppard 
07/08/2012 9:21 pm 
-Kara
I have to agree with you on enjoying the data collection method the researchers chose. I believe this method gave the researchers more than enough information for their study. Concept mapping is great in my opinion. That method ties all the information gathered into one common point. I also liked that the students were able to choose scenarios that they thought represented violence. This goes to show that not everybody thinks violence is the same thing. There are many forms and those differences are portrayed in the school setting. 
Kelly Sheppard 
07/07/2012 9:18 pm 
-Kristina
I liked that your study has concrete variables. The variables intend to perform the same purpose, yet one might be better than the other. I thought the researchers of your study did a great job comparing the effectiveness of the sutures. If one suture method may be better than the other, a trend may show with how the incision is healing. I thought it was interesting that the researchers chose head lacerations to compare. I wonder if the healing process of these types of lacerations differ from any other part of the body. 	Comment by cconnerton: differs
Kelly Sheppard 
07/08/2012 9:12 pm 
-Kelsey
Your research study topic is very interesting to me. When we all become nurses, I am sure we will come across a situation that involves some type of partner abuse. I think nurses should have some type of training to handle these types of situations. I think nurses should also know what to look for in situations that partner violence is suspected. I also believe the researchers of your study chose the right method to get their data. Questionnaires with this type of situation will lead to valid and appropriate answers by participants. 
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