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IntroductionPRIVATE 


The literature review that the authors base their introduction upon is, for the most part, antiquated in nature.  Of the reference sources that are used, only two journal articles (Clair & Snyder, 1979); and (Doyle, Mandel, Layne & Shiek, 1977), as well as one book (Lefcourt, 1976), were published within five years of the 1980 Cross and Cross study.  The remainder of the reference materials ranges in age from eight to twenty-two years.  Also of note is the fact that the authors cited the most recent references less than they cited the more dated materials.  Certainly the authors could have improved the relevance of their study by utilizing more timely information, and by conducting a more in depth literature review.  The background information provided in support of the hypothesis consisted of commentary on both teacher evaluative comments, and pupil perception of control. The background information, however, failed to support, or provide, any information on the statement of the problem. And, as a result of this, the statement of the problem was extremely difficult to detect and understand. 


The statement of the problem was also weakly stated, overly broad, and did not contain any operational definitions of the variables. The statement of the problem would be best re-written to include the population to be studied, the independent/dependent variables, and operational definitions of teacher evaluative comments, student motivation, academic achievement, and perception of control. Further, the statement of the problem contains contradictory language that leads the reader to believe that the study will focus on teachers, the time they spend writing evaluative comments, and how their evaluative commentary will impact student achievement.  The correlation between internality (as it relates to locus of control) and higher academic performance provides the significance for the study.  And, the authors incorporate studies that focus on the motivational influences of evaluative commentary (Hammer, 1972; Clair & Snyder, 1979; Linter & Ducette, 1974) on student achievement; and on the relationship between internality and academic achievement (McGhee & Crandall, 1968) into their study. 


Hypotheses/Questions


The hypothesis, like the statement of the problem, is poorly worded and states that only the effect of individually administered evaluative teacher comments on student perception of control will be studied.  There is no prediction of correlation to any specific outcome, or impact, mentioned in the hypothesis, nor is the hypothesis directional in nature.  It is however easy to understand, and recognize, that this study will extend, and try to build upon, previous research.  Another problem with the hypothesis is the lack of a definition for perception of control.  Locus of control is previously defined in the article, but no mention is made of any definition of perception of control.  If this construct could be defined, it would give support to the hypothesis, and to the strength of the article. 

Sample


The sample that the authors drew from for their study is most certainly not representative of inner city junior high school students.  In the study, only 196 seventh grade students were used out of 700.  Additionally, the seventh graders were drawn from the same school, and from the authors own science classes.  This sample not only provides a poor representation of the target population, but is also a convenience sample.  By using an unrepresentative sample, and by utilizing a convenience sample, the authors run the serious risk of undermining external validity.  Additionally, the authors will not be able to generalize their findings to any other population, save that of their own school, and seventh grade sample of science students (which comprised only about twenty-eight percent of all seventh graders at the school).  


Extending the sample to include all grade levels, and subject areas at the school, as well as possibly forming subgroups in order to overcome any gender or cultural biases that might have existed could have easily overcome the poor sampling techniques.  While the number of individuals chosen to participate in the study was sufficient, there are some discrepancies in the reported figures.  It states in the article that 104 females and 94 males were used in the sample, which totals 198.  The article however, states that 196 pupils were tested, which is obviously two less than previously reported in the article. This difference will most assuredly alter the statistical outcome of the study.  The students in this sample were not told of the experiment, nor were their parents. Although the experiment was not dangerous, the researchers had an ethical obligation to gain parental consent before proceeding with the study since it involved minor children.  

Instruments


The students were administered the 23 question dichotomous (yes-no) Bialer Internal-External Locus of Control measurement.  The authors admit that there wasn’t any data concerning reliability for the Bialer scale.  This could have been overcome by utilizing a more substantial locus of control instrument such as Rotter’s I-E Scale, which has been used quite extensively in locus of control studies, and which has had numerous reliability coefficients reported.  Also of concern is the short span between the pretest, and posttest.  The six weeks that the study spanned was not sufficient in order to sufficiently gauge treatment effects on the students, and thus is a threat to internal validity.  It should also be noted that due to the shortness of the pretest/posttest span, the students could possibly remember the pretest, and thus be sensitized to the posttest (memory effect). 

Design/Treatment


The authors utilized a pretest-posttest control group design.  Within the study, science class students were tested, their scores arranged from the Bialer measurement, and then they were randomly placed to either the experimental or control group.  The experimental design is not described in detail, and further, there is no mention of whether or not the students were in all the five science classes, what the science class subjects were, or whether or not the students all shared the same teachers.  These omissions could have serious effects on validity, and would create numerous problems for those seeking to replicate the design.  Further, given these inconsistencies, it would probably be near impossible for this study to be replicated with any degree of success.  


It should also be noted that there were very serious deficiencies with the way the study was conducted.  Of great importance was the manner in which the teachers participated and were supervised.  Initially the five teachers were to make evaluative comments on those students papers that were in the experimental group.  However, after a couple of weeks had passed only two of the teachers had persisted in their efforts of making comments.  The other three teachers had become lax in writing their comments, and student workbooks reflected their inconsistencies.  Another factor concerning the teachers was the obvious lack of supervision that they experienced.  Perhaps if the researchers had more closely supervised the teachers in their efforts, maybe they would have continued to make their comments throughout the remainder of the treatment phase.  Also worth noting is the possible bias of one of the authors of the study, who was also a teacher involved in the study.  And, with the wide range of ages (ages 11-15) involved in the study there is concern for maturation effect, which could seriously jeopardize the internal validity of the study.

Results/Conclusions


The KR-20 proved to be a sufficient estimator for reliability, as did the analysis of covariance prove to be appropriate for correlating the pretest scores to the posttest scores.  Likewise, the dependent means t-test proved sufficient for gauging the significance between the experimental and control group.  Table 1, the Descriptive Statistics for the Bialer Scale is quite good, but there needs to be additional tables to present supplemental raw data that occurred as a result of the study, which will stand in support of Table 1.  And although the authors do correlate their results to their hypothesis, it should be noted that they try to mask a weak, and poorly designed, study by laying the blame for minimal group differences on variables that were not part of the study.  The authors mention IQ scores, and absenteeism, which were not variables under consideration.  If they desired that these variables be a part of the excuse for a poor study, then they should have included them as variables for consideration.



The strengths of the study were overwhelmingly outweighed by the weaknesses.  The two areas of the study that were good was the random placement of the students in the experimental and control groups, and the selection of solid statistical tools for the analysis of the findings.  Serious weaknesses include a poor and dated literature review, a weak statement of the problem, inadequate literature in support of the statement of the problem, the use of a non-directional hypothesis, the use of a non-representative sample of seventh graders (all from the same grade same school, same classes, and same teacher), the lack of teacher supervision, an inadequate sample size (due to attrition, incomplete data, etc.), the lack of uniform treatment administration, and not operationally defining important variables.  All things considered, the study was extremely weak, and suffered from internal validity problems, external validity problems, and reliability concerns.  Obviously, the authors are interested in their fields of endeavor and in research as well, but creating such a pitifully designed study will do little to contribute to the field of educational research.  

