Liji Valiaveettil 
07/01/2012 6:43 pm 
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 consisted of the calculated BMI for the patients undergoing surgery for the anal fistulas. I believe the variables were defined operationally because my study states exactly what the variables are and how they are defined. The study is able to control the variables by maintaining a criterion that allows the variables to be constant throughout. The definitions were clearly defined in that it stated the categories of BMI calculation. For example a BMI of 30 or greater would be considered obese individuals and those with less than 30 BMI were categorized as normal.
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 was a retrospective process, where they would obtain data through notes by the doctor on the healing process. This data collection approach is appropriate because each patient was assessed immediately after surgery and then 2-4 weeks after, and then 3 and 12 months post-op. The data collection process was described sufficiently, in that if someone were to repeat this study, they would be able to collect similar population sample and data. The study acknowledged the criteria they had for the participants and explained the reasoning of why they ruled some participants out. Reliability and validity are acknowledged. Reliability is when a measure is consistent in producing same results even if the variable or aspect being measured has not changed. A study can be considered valid if the measurable source is measured correctly what it is intended to do so (Rebar, Gersch, Macnee, & McCabe, 2011).
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 study states that it uses univariate and multivariate analysis in order to compare the success rates of the surgeries. There is a table illustrated that explains number of patients, the patients’ demographics, fistula and surgery data, and BMI. There is another table that illustrates the results and how it is broken down and determined. The table even identifies the percentage of participants who had either certain types of fistulas such as: transsphincteric, intersphincteric, and suprasphincteric. The means are available and the results or data are recorded in number and then in percentages. The summary and tables are very descriptive and provide as a lot of information in an organized and comprehensible way. The research objective was to determine if obesity affected patient healing process and the results are relevant to this question.
Rebar, C. R., Gersch, C. J., Macnee, C. L., & McCabe, S. (2011). Understanding nursing research: Using research in evidence-based practice (3rd ed.). Philadelphia: Lippincott, Williams, & Wilkins.
Schwandner, O. (2011). Obesity is a negative predictor of success after surgery for complex anal fistula. BMC Gastroenterology 11(61). doi: 10.1186/1471-230X-11-61.
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	Criteria
	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.
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Liji Valiaveettil 
07/02/2012 10:29 pm 
Lindsay,
I have been following your study up to know and it really interests me. For your study it was appropriate to use a criterion for the participants to fall in or be excluded. My study used a criterion as well and I feel that helps with making the study more reliable. Depression falls in many different ranges or levels and if they were to include the severely depressed individuals the results would definitely be different. As long as they explain what the criteria were, the study can be repeated. In my study they elaborated on the criteria and the reasons for the criteria which allows other researchers to repeat the study if they wanted. 
Liji Valiaveettil 
07/02/2012 10:23 pm 
Kara,
You article is really interesting and so important. There have been so many young people committing suicide over school bullying and violence and it so unfortunate. I like the way your researchers broke up the methods of collecting data into three separate parts. This allows for more descriptive data collection. It was wise to ask about the different environments because participants may view violence as bullying or view name-calling as bullying. I think the best way to express the statistical analysis in your study is by percentages and means. It makes me wonder if the results would vary among middle school and high school or if they would be similar. Great post Kara. 
Liji Valiaveettil 
07/03/2012 2:22 pm 
Kristina,
You had mentioned that the researchers made a score chart for the scars. I think that is so important in trying to rule out some discrepancies that otherwise might have occurred. For example, a deeper laceration may affect the results differently than a small laceration. It is definitely important to have a certain criteria that the participants must fall into in order to be part of this study. My study had this as well, and it helps identify the specific type of group the study is targeting and allows for replication of the study if needed.
Liji Valiaveettil 
07/03/2012 2:53 pm 
Kalyn,
The questionnaires for your study are valuable data collection sources. In one of the questionnaires, you said they used a kind of Likert scale where they asked psychiatric nurses how they feel towards their work. They were given several options to choose from such as once a week, several times a week, or every day. These types of questions allow for researchers to get a better feel for the responses. A Likert- type scale is better than asking general questions that would allow participants to openly answer the questions. If that would happen then it would be hard to measure their answers and could lead to biased results.
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	Frequency (excluding Initial Post)
	Participates not at all.
	Participates only one (1) day
	Participates on two (2) different days
	

	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.
	

	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.
	

	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
	

	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.
	



