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Introduction to Educational Research: A Critical Thinking Approach, 2e
Chapter 14 Sample Research Analysis and Critique
The Assignment:
Research Analysis:

B1. State the complete reference for the research [author, title, journal, pages, and URL (if applicable)].

B2. Write a brief research analysis of your chosen research report using the guidelines described in Chapter 14. 

Research Critique

B3.  Now that you’ve fully dissected (analyzed) this research report and understand it well, you are in a good position to write a brief critique or critical review, focusing on its purpose, your overall reaction, salient methodological issues, noteworthy weaknesses and strengths, and an overall recommendation (e.g., whether anyone should attend to it,  whether it was worthy of publication, etc.).

Think of this task in the same way as a book or movie review: Tell the reader what the research is all about and then make judgments based on reasonable criteria. Book reviews help people decide whether they want to read the book. Similarly, research reviews help people decide whether they should attend to the research and possibly change their thinking or practice as a result.

Chapter 14 provides guidance in writing a research critique.
John Siegel

University of Arkansas at Little Rock

B1.  

Mazer, J. P., Murphy, R. E., & Simonds, C. J. (2007). I’ll see you on “Facebook”: The effects of computer-mediated teacher self-disclosure on student motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate. Communication Education, 56(1), 1-17. doi: 10.1080/03634520601009710.
B2. See textbook Chapter 14 for references to numbers. 
1. The purpose of this study was to examine teacher self-disclosure on Facebook in relation to student motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate. The authors’ research question was as follows: How appropriate do participants perceive teachers’ use of Facebook. There were three hypotheses (pp. 5-6):

· Participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher high in self-disclosure will anticipate higher levels of student state motivation than participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher low in self-disclosure.

· Participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher high in self-disclosure will anticipate higher levels of affective learning than participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher low in self-disclosure.

· Participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher high in self-disclosure will anticipate a more positive classroom climate than participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher low in self-disclosure.

2. a. Mazer, Murphy, & Simonds cite several previous studies as part of their literature review. Among the most significant was Sorenson (1989), who found that teacher self-disclosure helped to improve overall impression of the instructor and likelihood of taking the instructor for future classes.

b. As social networking Web sites, including Facebook, have become increasingly popular, this study is relevant for educators who are seeking new and non-traditional ways to engage students.

3. Given the authors’ emphasis on Communication Privacy Management Theory, this research is more theory-based. The “discussion” section of the article does highlight practical implications.

4. Motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate were provided operational definitions based on the survey measures of other researchers. The motivation measurement was based on indicators for interest, involvement, stimulation, inspiration, challenge, excitement, and motivation [as an attribute] level based on the amount of teacher self-disclosure on Facebook. Affective learning was comprised of the overall opinion of a course instructor and the probability of enrolling in future classes with the instructor based on the amount of teacher self-disclosure on Facebook. Finally, classroom climate was measured by perceptions of approachability, teaching technique, humor, classroom control, level of encouragement, class atmosphere, discussion approach, student treatment, empathy level, and opinion of teaching method.

5. The authors used a mixed-method approach as part of their study. The quantitative component included measuring motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate using surveys. Study participants were also asked three open-ended questions. These narrative responses – a form of qualitative data – offered additional insight to researchers. This study is inferential, as the statistical analysis was done to determine p values. Manipulation and random assignment are both present, so the study is also true experimental. Overall, provided the literature review, discussion of theory, formal hypotheses, and statistical analysis, the study was traditional – not action – research. 

6. Scores on the motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate measures were all dependent variables. The independent variable was the level of self-disclosure on Facebook – low, medium, or high.

7. A randomized posttest control group design was utilized for this study.

8. The authors used several comparison groups. The control was the group of students randomly assigned to the low teacher self-disclosure manipulation group.

9. One hundred thirty-three (133) undergraduate students, mainly first-year students, participated. The majority of participants were Caucasian and overwhelmingly female (39 versus 94). It appears that the participants were recruited through a general education communication course. The number of students in each of the three groups – low, medium, and high teacher self-disclosure – was equivalent.

10. There were three separate instruments used. The motivation instrument had an alpha reliability estimated at .91; affective learning, coefficient alpha of .93; and, classroom climate, alpha reliability estimated at .75.

11. The researchers included a lengthy discussion section, which highlighted several alternative explanations for findings. Specifically, the age, sex, and rank of the instructor (a younger teaching assistant) may have impacted results. The authors suggest that the classroom climate survey may also have been a limitation, since the instrument was not only modified, but also not widely tested (previously unpublished).  

12. a. Analysis of variance (ANOVA), utilizing the F test, were used to analyze differences between means.

b. All three hypotheses that the researchers proposed were supported based on the statistical analysis. Higher levels of teacher self-disclosure may result in increased motivation, affective learning, and perceived classroom climate.

13.  In addition to the limitations mentioned above (#11), the authors acknowledge that the “effect sizes” (p. 12) were small, which impacts generalization. Practical suggestions for instructors regarding self-disclosure are also included.

B3. 


Mazer, Murphy, and Simonds’ article describes the authors’ research with Facebook, a popular social networking website that, at the time of the study, was restricted to the educational community. Specifically, the researchers want to investigate if varying levels of teacher self-disclosure have an impact on student motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate. Three specific hypotheses and a research question were posed. The question, which was broader and more practical, was the following: “How appropriate do participants perceive teachers’ use of Facebook?” The three hypotheses were as follows:

· Participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher high in self-disclosure will anticipate higher levels of student state motivation than participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher low in self-disclosure.

· Participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher high in self-disclosure will anticipate higher levels of affective learning than participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher low in self-disclosure.

· Participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher high in self-disclosure will anticipate a more positive classroom climate than participants who view the Facebook website of a teacher low in self-disclosure.

The authors used a mixed methods approach to conduct their study. Surveys were used to determine affective measures in relation to the hypotheses. For motivation and affective learning, scales developed by other researchers were used. Interestingly, in the case of classroom climate, another researcher’s instrument was modified. For the qualitative portion of the study, several open-ended questions were asked to solicit additional information from participants.

The researchers used a female graduate teaching assistant (TA) as the basis for the Facebook website used in the study. The low self-disclosure page only included a headshot photograph of the TA and basic information about teaching position. The medium self-disclosure page featured a headshot photograph and pictures of the TA with her family at home, as well as information about favorite movies, books, and quotes. The high self-disclosure page included the headshot photograph and photos of family and friends in public. In addition, comments about social events, such as dances, were included. Personal information about favorite books, movie quotes, campus groups, and relationship status was also included.


Since I regularly use Facebook and other social networking websites to do outreach and promotion as a librarian at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock (UALR), I was particularly interested in this study. After reading the article, however, I was left with more questions than answers. Overall, I pondered if it was really possible to link attributes including motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate to an instructor’s Facebook page. Although these dependent were operationalized, I wondered if the study was trying to oversimplify that which in reality is very complex. We can determine motivation, affective learning, and classroom climate on the basis of a Facebook page? In some ways it sounds too good to be true.


Methodologically, I had concerns about the authors’ sampling. One hundred thirty three (133) undergraduate students – mainly freshmen – were recruited from a communication course. I took note that there were almost three times as many females than males – 94 versus 39. Coincidentally, most of the participants were also Caucasian. Was this sample representative of the university at large? I would have preferred if a more equal number of participants were recruited on the basis of sex. 


In addition, the researchers use a randomized posttest control group design, it might have been better had the authors’ administered some sort of pretest to compare differences in scores to. Although statistical analysis was done, it would have given greater insight to have the additional data. I will say that the reliability estimates for motivation and affective learning were both over .90. Somewhat of a concern was the reliability estimate for classroom climate -- .75 – which may be lower since the researchers modified an existing scale. There was no discussion about validity.


The results supported each of the three hypotheses. However, the authors mention in the discussion section that these findings could not be generalized due to the “small effect size (p. 12). Interestingly, a Likert scale question regarding perceived appropriateness revealed that 4% of respondents found teacher use of Facebook very inappropriate; 35%, somewhat inappropriate; and, 6%, very appropriate. Almost a quarter of respondents, 22%, were undecided. Given how new Facebook was at the time of the study and the fact that Facebook is open to anyone now, perhaps results may be different. That is, there may be wider acceptance of teacher participation. It would be interesting to re-do the study in 2010 and compare results.


I did appreciate that Mazer, Murphy, and Simonds did attend to a variety of alternative hypotheses. Specifically, they acknowledge that age, sex, and rank of the instructor may have impacted results. Would findings have been the same with an older male professor? Might females have been harsher on an instructor of the same-sex? What if it had been a male instructor featured on Facebook instead? The poses and activities in the photos may have made a difference. In the headshot photo, was the female TA smiling or frowning? What clothes was she wearing? What about other body gestures, which are a form of communication? Finally, what types of activities was the TA and her family/friends involved with – photos and comments relevant to drinking shots of alcohol at a bar are much different than those relevant to dinner with mom, dad, and the grandparents. People may make all sorts of preliminary judgments based on photos and profiles, which may or may not be correct in reality. As I alluded to earlier, perhaps this study is just wishful thinking.


Instructors may value the comments from the qualitative section of the study. The authors acknowledge that there were “three themes”: ‘professionalism, desire to learn more about the teacher, and potential negative treatment from teachers’ (p. 12). While some students were enthusiastic about teacher participation, privacy concerns were raised. Research participants did not want to be “lecture[d] about things that [instructors] may come across on their profile” (p. 12), much like a doting parent. Other student participants warned professors about giving mixed messages and encouraged teachers to be themselves. It makes sense that students can tell the difference between perceived versus actual personality in the classroom.

