Appendix

Worksheet for Critiquing a Journal Article or Research Report 
	Particular Research Element of the Journal Article to Be Critiqued
	Share your critique in this middle column, applying all of the criteria from the chapter for each research element. It is not enough to just describe what the authors did, without critiquing it.  

Place a full citation for the journal article or research report here:
	Did the research element meet the criteria set out in the respective chapter? Indicate Yes, No, Not Sure, or N/A in this cell.
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	Journal (Chapter 5)
	Identify, describe, then critique the journal itself, if a journal article  
	

	Research element
	Critique each research element found in your article or research report by applying the relevant chapter content in this middle column; research elements may not appear in this order in your chosen report or paper, and some elements may be missing. If missing, comment on whether its absence is an issue. Don’t just say N/A.

	Title of article or research report (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Authors’ identity and implications of order in which the names are listed (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Abstract (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Keywords (some journals do not have any) (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Opening points (Chapter 6)
	
	

	Kind of research argument (Chapter 6)
	
	

	Research questions (perhaps objectives) (Chapter 6)
	
	

	Methodological orientation (indicate if explicit or inferred by you) (Chapter 2)
	
	

	Introduction (may or may not be separate from literature review, but comment anyway) (Chapter 6)
	
	

	Literature review (may or may not include hypotheses, research questions, objectives and theory, conceptual framework or model) (Chapter 7)
	
	

	Theories, models, or conceptual frameworks (may be under a separate heading or part of literature review) (Chapter 3)
	
	

	Hypotheses (N/A if not present) (Chapters 10 and 14)
	
	

	Research design (Chapter 8)
	
	

	Methods (different criteria for qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods) (Chapters 8, 9, and 10)
	
	

	Results if quantitative (comment on statistics)  (Chapters 11, 12, and 13)
Findings if qualitative (Chapter 13)
Both if mixed methods (especially comment on the principle of integration) (Chapter 14)
	
	

	IF ARGUMENTATIVE ESSAY, THEORETICAL PAPER, OR CONCEPTUAL PAPER, you cannot critique method, results/findings, discussion, or limitations (unless the author has included them); instead, focus on the research elements in the shaded area below.

	Argumentation style and quality of execution (deductive/inductive) (Chapter 17)
	
	

	Thesis-antithesis-synthesis (Chapter 17)
	
	

	Type of rhetoric (ethos, pathos, logos) (Chapter 17)
	
	

	Extent of theory reported (Chapter 18)
	
	

	Conventions for reporting conceptual and theoretical papers (Chapter 18)
	
	

	Logical fallacies

(Chapter 18)
	
	

	Tables and/or figures (if none, could there have been any?) (Chapter 10)
	
	

	Discussion (may be stand-alone section or integrated into the Results/Findings or Conclusions section) (Chapter 14)
	
	

	Delimitations and limitations (may or may not have separate headings) (Chapters 6 and 13)
	
	

	Implications (may or may not have separate heading) (Chapters 14, 15, and 16)
	
	

	Conclusions (may or may not have exact heading, but look for wrap-up of sorts; check especially for modal verbs and modal force) (Chapter 15; check Chapter 16 for modal verbs)
	
	

	Recommendations (may have exact heading or be buried in text, but try to find and judge them; if none, could there have been any? Check for modal force) (Chapter 16)
	
	

	References (in list and in text) (Chapters 4 and 5)
	
	

	Acknowledgements (if none, could there have been any?) (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Research bios (if none, could there have been any?) (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Appendices (judge them; if none, could there have been any?) (Chapter 4)
	
	

	Footnotes and endnotes (judge them; if none, could there have been any?) (Chapter 4) 
	
	


What is your general assessment of the scholarship in the article or research report, given what you discovered while assessing each individual research element? To express this judgment, first give the entire paper or report a thumbs-up, thumbs-down, or not sure (use the icon). Then, prepare at least four additional paragraphs in the space below, using an extra page if required (not just one paragraph). Refer to particularly contentious or well-done research elements of the paper or research report to justify your final judgment on the scholarship. 

The following document will be used to assess your assignment:

	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Scope/range—number of research elements covered in your critique (possible 20–21) 
	

	Appropriateness of your judgment about not critiquing particular research elements 
	

	Depth—quality of the analysis of each research element that you did critique (depth and correctness)
	

	Thoroughness when applying material covered in the chapter
- Was your application of the chapter material that you did use nuanced and sophisticated or just rudimentary?

- Also, did you leave out relevant chapter content that could have been applied?
	

	Degree to which your final judgment of the scholarship (set out in the four paragraphs above) was supported by your overall analysis of each research element 
	# of thumbs-up

# of thumbs-down

# of uncertain            
# not evaluated
	Example 1 Although you gave the scholarship a thumbs-up, you gave two key research elements a thumbs-down: methods and discussion. Your final judgment is not supported by your judgment of these key research element judgments.
Example 2 You gave a thumbs-down to the scholarship, and this was supported by 15 thumbs-down for separate research elements, especially the Method and Discussion sections.
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