
Article Critique #3 Feedback 
 
You made a dramatic improvement  between article critique #2 and #3, and that's a 
nice trajectory to be on!  In order to stay on that trajectory, see specific points below ... 
 
A. Theoretical Perspective (about 3 pages) 
 
Critique the author’s conceptual framework (7/8). – You have one take on a conceptual 
framework, the other more prominent one under the interpretation of ("the authors' 
argument") would go something like this: Internet reading is both similar to and unlike 
text reading. The work in understanding how different purposes impacts strategies in 
text reading informs, but does not uniquely define what one might see in internet 
reading. There's been no work done in internet reading in terms of strategies / 
purposes, so we're going to do it.  
Comment on the need for this study and its importance. (7/8) –  
How effectively does the author tie the study to relevant theory and prior research? 
(7/8) –  
Evaluate the clarity and appropriateness of the research questions or hypotheses. (6/8)  
– You cover clarity extensively, but not "appropriateness". Mainly, are these questions 
appropriate (correct, suitable, etc) given the conceptual framework, theory and 
literature review that led them here? 
 
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 (8/8) –  
Critique the adequacy of the study’s sampling methods (e.g., choice of participants) and 
their implications for generalizability (7/8) – Nice. Except, to be clear there is no 
expectation (or even desire) to generalize in qualitative research and with purposive 
sampling in particular.  
Critique the adequacy of the study’s procedures and materials (e.g., interventions, 
interview protocols, data collection procedures). (7/8) -- Are these the right tasks to get 
at the different purposes? Were those the right purposes to be studying? 
Critique the appropriateness and quality (e.g., reliability, validity) of the measures used. 
(7/8) – How do you know that 91% is good? 
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? (7/8) - Really I don't think there is 
any data analysis beyond counting the presence or absence of strategies, and breaking 
them down into the categories as displayed in the tables.I think there could be 
something to say about the logical-ness of breaking down strategies by purpose in a 
contingency table given the small number of participants, and having some confidence 
as to what that means or what conclusions someone could draw from that.  
 



C. Interpretation and Implications of Results (about 3 pages) 
 
Critique the author’s discussion of the methodological and/or conceptual limitations of 
the results (8/8) –  
How consistent and comprehensive are the author’s conclusions with the reported 
results? (7/8) – See response to B5 
How well did the author relate the results to the study’s theoretical base? (6/8) – At 
times, I couldn't tell if the authors connected back to the theoretical base, or you were 
making the connections back to the theoretical base. 
In your view, what is the significance of the study, and what are its primary implications 
for theory, future research, and practice? (8/8) – 


