
How were the article critiques scored? 
 
We assigned 8 points to each of the 13 article critique questions. For each question we looked for three elements in your response: 
(1) a brief summary of what the authors did/reported, (2) your critique / evaluation of what the authors did, and (3) support for 
your evaluation, reasons, rationale, evidence, etc. 
 
 Low, average, and strong responses differed as follows: 
 
·  Strong responses (i.e., scores ~ 7-8) do all three with some real conceptual substance and, at times, insight. 
 
·  Above average (i.e., scores ~ 5-6) do two of three explicilty – i.e., clear writing, clear evaluation and/or clear rationale/evidence. 
 
·  Average responses (i.e., scores ~ 4) do two of three (e.g., ‘a’ and ‘b’ or ‘a’ and ‘c’), but not very explicitly. 
 
·  Below average (i.e., scores ~ 2-3) do one of the 3, often vaguely. 
 
·  Low score responses (i.e., 0-1) fail to address the questions 
 
  
 
What were the class results? 
 
In general, the class results were lower than we (Matt and Cary) expected and we’ve been thinking a lot about why that might be. 
Mostly likely there were many contributing factors – e.g., the relative importance of the assignment wasn’t clear in our Sandbox list 
of weekly ‘to do’s’; Our schedule – 9 credits in 7 weeks – left very little time; And, pedagogically, more explicit examples may have 
been helpful in showing how to do the article critique (remember this is our first time teaching the article critique too!). 
 
  
 
What do the class results mean? 
 
First, don’t panic. You’re entering into a new, foreign discourse. We don’t expect you to have mastered this, nor should you expect 
that of yourself. In fact, knowing that this would take some time is why we spent time during the first two-weeks reading and 
talking about the difficultiies associated with adopting new discourses, how they relate to identity, etc. Don’t forget that discussion 
now that we fully immerse ourselves in the learning process. 
 
Second, remember that writing is about the reader’s understanding of what you write, not about what you meant to communicate. 
Just as the “customer” is always right, so too is the reader’s understanding. As writers we often “know” something but struggle to 
communicate it clearly in writing, or at least clearly from the reader’s perspective. It may be helpful to step away, come back to 
writing with fresh eyes, and approach it as a reader. If you see potential problems, do revisions – re-writing is a big part of 
academic writing. 
 
Third, recognize that we do have some work to do here. We (Matt and Cary) want you to do well and are determined to help in any 
way possible. That said, at this point the majority of responses for this assignment would not have passed the department’s 
preliminary examination prior to 2010. Again, that’s expected at this point as the exam takes place after a year of preparation. 
However, that standard – i.e., passing the prelim – is still the quality benchmark we are all working toward. 
 
  
 
What does this mean for my course grade? 
 
 For your final grade, we’ll count the higher of the two article critique grades. 
 
  
 
What should I do now (or next time)? 
 
·    Remember there are constructive and unconstructive (and even destructive) ways to consume feedback. Constructive 
consumption is typically slow and deliberate. Read the comment, digest, and then put it away for a bit of time. Some of us need 24 
hours, Matt says he always takes two days off after reading a review before he can sit down and, slowly, objectively, examine the 
feedback. Cary says he needs a 6-pack and a bike ride (not in that order) before coming back to a review. 
 
·    Keep the structure of a response in mind – (a) summarize the authors’ approach, (b) critique it (positives and negatives), and 
(c) support it with reasoning.  
 
·    Use the full 10 pages allotted to this assignment. You can’t follow the (a) summarize, (b) critique, and (c) support format for 13 
questions very effectively in less than 10 pages. 



 
·      Write and rewrite your critique in multiple sittings. Writing, reading, re-writing is the formula for success 
 
·      Please recognize that this is an important assignment – major assignments like your article critique will go in your portfolio so 
you want to show positive change. Your comments on Woolfolk chapter X will not. Prioritze your schedule accordingly so that your 
article critique is the number one priority for Week 6. It’s more important than your reading discussions, contoversy, etc. You still 
need to do all of those things but, perhaps, not to the same level of quality that you strive for with the article critique. 
 
 –––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
Your specific results 
 
Your score: 47 out of 104 
You answered some questions in great depth and detail, while addressing the strengths and (mostly) weaknesses of the study. 
Some questions, however, you just seemed to not answer. Overall, your format is working for you, provided you can work in 
answers to some of the questions you missed.  Having said that, however, there is plenty of room for improvement for the next 
article critique you do. Also, perhaps, consider using the 10-pages in your response in a more balanced way. You gave an excellent 
critique of the theory (and affordances), but it took up a lot of space that perhaps could be better used to answer all of the 
questions (with as much care and attention as you did in addressing their theory).   
 
A. Theoretical Perspective (about 3 pages) 
 
Critique the author’s conceptual framework (8/8). – Nice walk through the conceptual framework of the paper and your critiques 
for/against it. 
Comment on the need for this study and its importance. (1/8) – I really don't see an answer to this question. The closest I can see 
is one sentence on pg. 3 talking about the theoretical framework ("There is plenty of exciting research that can be done with 
educational affordances, but this paper has only a tenuous connection to the concept that leaves me wondering why the authors 
bothered."), and the last sentence of the section about connections to theory ("Since those studies have already demonstrated a 
large portion of what this study sets out to do, more information could be provided about how this study differs from the others."). 
That's a pretty indirect answer to the question, and pretty minimal. 
How effectively does the author tie the study to relevant theory and prior research? (8/8) – Nice. Although, this sentence is a little 
problematic: "The paper is well cited, although some of the citations seem unwarranted." I think well-cited means that people 
reference this paper a lot, NOT that this paper lists a lot of references.  
Evaluate the clarity and appropriateness of the research questions or hypotheses. (2/8)  – The closest I can see you come to an 
answer is one sentence talking about theory ("From this point on, I will operate with the understanding that this is the theory 
driving the experiment and that the underlying purpose of the study is to determine whether students using mobile devices can 
alleviate the above mentioned deficits."). Just a couple of sentences on whether or not the research questions were clear and 
appropriate (and why) would be helpful. 
B. Research Design and Analysis (about 4 pages) 
 
Critique the appropriateness and adequacy of the study’s design in relation to the research questions or hypotheses (3/8) – You 
report some of what the authors did (sample, number of groups, analyses), but you also have to answer the main question –  (a) 
What design are they using [go back to Woolfolk in her descriptions of designs]? (b) Is that design appropriate for the type of 
questions they are trying to answer? (For example, a correlational study would not be appropriate if they were interested in 
questions of causation) And, why or why not? 
Critique the adequacy of the study’s sampling methods (e.g., choice of participants) and their implications for generalizability (2/8) 
– Only one sentence here (its a good one): "The sample size was N=66. The fact that this was a convenience sample presents 
external validity problems." BUT, the real answer requires an elaboration -- what external validity problems to you see, and why? 
What is the population they wish to generalize to? Knowing what you know about the sample, what cause for concern might you 
have that this sample wouldn't generalize to the population of interest? 
Critique the adequacy of the study’s procedures and materials (e.g., interventions, interview protocols, data collection procedures). 
(2/8) -- You got stuck in the mode of reporting some of what the authors did here (which is important), but forgot to 
evaluate/critique (which is perhaps more important). 
Critique the appropriateness and quality (e.g., reliability, validity) of the measures used. (3/8) – I see *some* reporting of what 
measures the used (a likert scale), but you really want to focus here on two words, that should appear in your response: Reliability 
and Validity. There is no reliability data reported on the measures (so I would state that), and validity (and its many kinds) as either 
reported by the authors or as evaluated by you, is something you need to talk about in this section. For example, you might raise 
doubts (or champion) the use of self-report data as a valid measure. 
Critique the adequacy of the study’s data analyses. For example: Have important statistical assumptions been met? Are the analyses 
appropriate for the study’s design? Are the analyses appropriate for the data collected? (6/8) - What you have here is good, but 
what might make this response a bit stronger is to add some sort of summary/topic sentence that I believe is more reflective of 
your analysis (e.g., "In general, the authors analysis of data were appropriate for the questions they asked. A few potential 
(minor?) problems may need to be clarified, however" - Is that true of your response, I'm not sure, it's hard to get your overall 
sense of their effort here beyond the list of things wrong). Nice catch on the APA use of numbers, but to be clear, this is kind of a 
gray area in APA and different editors while ask you to do different things in the same circumstances. That is, you note "numbers 
less than 10 are typically spelled out. This paper has numerous examples where this is not done (e.g., “5-point Likert scale”).  But, 
in APA there are some directions that would lead you to believe that 5-point scale is correct - "Use numerals for all "numbers that 



represent time; dates; ages; sample, subsample, or population size; specific numbers of subjects or participants in an experiment; 
scores and points on a scale; exact sums of money; and numerals as numerals" (APA, p. 124). But, spell out approximate days, 
months, years (new). "She has about fifteen years remaining on her jail sentence." 
C. Interpretation and Implications of Results (about 3 pages) 
 
Critique the author’s discussion of the methodological and/or conceptual limitations of the results (2/8) – "A lack of obvious 
theoretical framework had implications to this study as a whole". Whoa! I didn't read your first section with an understanding that 
they had a lack of a framework, you extensively covered a theoretical framework the authors used. I'm confused.  You do point out 
one potential limitation / confound in the study (cameras vs. pdas), but don't forget to answer the main question here -- Did the 
authors adequately discuss their limitations? What limitations to they list? What's good about that? What's bad about that? (ie, did 
they miss any?) 
How consistent and comprehensive are the author’s conclusions with the reported results? (8/8) – Nice! 
How well did the author relate the results to the study’s theoretical base? (0/8) – I simply do not see an answer to this question 
In your view, what is the significance of the study, and what are its primary implications for theory, future research, and practice? 
(2/8) – Beat me over the head with a direct statement -- I can't tell if you think this a significant study or not. You discuss some 
potential future research questions, but don't address implications for theory and/or practice 
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