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ABSTRACT

The study examined the gquality cf educational
research published in the journals, with a focus on the following:
(1) an evaluation of the gquality of contemporary published research
from the standpoint of sound researchk conduct and reporting as judged
by experts, and (2) an examination of the relationship between
assigned quality ratings and selected characteristics of research
articles and participation experts. A stratified random sample of the
1971 educational research articles was selected and a sample of
judges to rate the articles was selected via the membership directory
of American Educational Research Association (AERA). The results of
the study provide consumers of tesearch with needed information
regarding the soundness of the research whose findings influence
present-day decision making. {(Authorj
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Introduction
This study vas designed to determine the qualiry of ecducaticnal resegrch

articles published in educational journals and in journals of related pro-
fessions. Published educational research is the delivery system by which pfo-
fessional educators acquire much of their urderstanding of today's educational
nrotlems. In this critical communicative process, the need for sound research
yvielding meaninpful, interpretable inforration is imperative. Ygﬁ, consider-
able doubt has been raised as to the quality of published educational research

and, therefore, as to the validity and significance of the data being provided

bt
1

educators via the research renorted (Bloom, 1566; iichael, 1963: Scriven, 19260).

The only recent comprehensive study of the quality of published educational
rescarch was carried out on a representative sarple of 1.62 research articles
by an ad hoc Committee cn Evaluation nf llducational Research established by
ArtA (VYandt, 1967). That study found that a majority of research articles
published in 162 contained serious flaws. iiore disturbing, less than 7%

of the research articles published in education fournals were rated as being
worthy of publicatinn, and the qualfty of research published in education
journals vas found to e markedly inferior to that published in journals of

related professions - primarily psycholony.

1Presented at the American Iducational Research Association Annual Conference
Chicago, April 1974,

*University of South Florida
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vumerous guidelines for evaluating educational research have appeared
in the last 20 years, attestino to the need for informed, critical evalua-
tion of thc material appearing as research (e.g. Best, 1970; Borg, 1963;
_vorak, 1956; Tarquhar & Krumboltz, 195%: Johnson, 1957: Kohr & Suydam, 1970;
Strause, 1267 Symond, 1956: Van Dalen, 19583; Ullersma, 196%). However, empiri-
cal studies on the question of the quality of actual research have been almost

non-existent. o follow-up of the 1962 work of the AERA Coumittee om Ivaluation

[
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of Rescarch has heretofore been undertaken.

Tue years since 1752 have brought many ostensible advances in educational
rescarch. llembersiiip in AEPA has grown tremendously since 1962; new journals
have been established to publish educational research. Educational research
is now recognized as a specialty in its own right, not simply a subspecialty
of psychology. The years since 1962 have also been the years of federally
funded projects.in educational research and for programs with a mandate for
“evaluation. ' & consideration of these changes led to the decision to re-

plicate the earlier study.

Statement of the Problem
The purpose of the present study vvas to determine the quality of the
current body of educational research published in journals. 1In examining
the gencral question of quality of published educational research, the investi-
gators focused on the following specific questions:

1. What per cent of the educational research articles published in
journals are considevred by experts in educational research to
(1) merit publication without change, (2) need minor revision to
make them acceptable for publication, (3) need major revision tc
make tiiem acceptable for publication, (4) be so low in quality they
should not have been nublished?

How do tue experts rate representative educational research articles
or specific characteristics related to the quality of research and
of research reporting?

o




3. 1Is there a difference in quality, both overall and on the specific
characteristics, between educational research articles published in
(1) research - oriented education journals, (2) non-research oriented
education journals, and (3) related profession journals?

4. What specific shortcomings are most frequently cited by experts to
substantiate a judgment to reject or require major revisions in an
article.

In order to compare the findings wich those of a decade ago, the study
was, insofar as feasible, a replication of the work of the Committee on Evalua-
t.on of Research (Wandt, 1967). Procedural departures from the earlier work
wire taken wherc necessary in an attempt to strengthen the research design.
Scue changes were also required because of changes over the decade in the
porulation of journals, and reviewers. liany of the procedural changes were
based on recommendations of the earlier investigatofs (Wandt, 1267) or insp ved
by difficulties that they encountered.

In addition to pursuing the basic questions posed above, the investiga-

tors also examined the influence of selected characteristics of the judges

on assigned ratings.

iiethodology

The sampling and data gathering procedures of the study were identical
to those of the earlier study of the committec on Evaluation of Research except
where specifically noted.
Selection of journals and articles.

The first task was the identification of the population of educational
research articles and selgction of a representative sample of the articles.

In the original study the following criteria were established for iden-
tifying journals publishing educational research: (1) They must have been

indexed in Education Index and (2) They must have been cited 10 or more times

in chapter bibliograpinles of the Review of Educational Research during the

full three year cycle immediately preceding the year selected for study.



RER changed its editorial policy in themliddle of 1970, so that the last

full 3-venar cycie was from mid-1967 to mid-1970. In the future, this may not
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be a useful criterion to use in a study of this kind. Perhaps citation in

Fncyclopedla of Educational Ressarch or the Arnual Review of Educational

Research could be used.
Journals were classified as '"Related Profession“ (RP) if they were in-

dexed in Ulrich's Periodicals Dir:ctory under the headings of psychology,

sociology, and medical science. The: remaining journals were classified as
either "Educational, publishing primarily research'" (ER) or "Educational,
publishing primarily non-recearch' (NR) depending upon the per cent of
articles (exclusive of reviews and comments) that were research.® The
criterion for classification as “'primarily research' was 51% or more of
the articles devoted to research. The 1971 population of journals is re-
ported in Table 1 and the populaticn of journals for the 1962 study is in
. Appendix D.

In comparing the population of joirnals with that of the earlier study,

the following chances were found:

(1) Tifty-seven journalz met the selection criteria in 1962, only

% met them for 1971. UWine journals in 1952 and two in 1971
had no research articles, leaving a population of 49 for 1962
and 44 for 1971.

(2) 1Ir 1962, only 5 journals vere classified as ""Educational, pub-
lishing primarily research.' In 1971 there were 13 - a draaatic
change. The number of HR journals decreased from 27 in 1962 to
22. There was no change in the number of RP journals.

(3) Several journals selected in 1971 were classified differently
than in 1962: Three NR (1962) were ER in 1971: two ER (1962)
were NR (1971) and one RP in 1962 became ER in 1971.

(4) COf journals added to the 1list, 6 yere ER, 11 IR, and 4 RP: of
those deleted, 1 was ER, 15 NR, and 3 RP.

*The 1962 study used "percentage of total journal pages devoted to resos




One unanticipated difficulty from this objective process of selecting
articles was that five articles from three 'Melated Profession' journals

(American Journal of 'iental Deficiencvy, Journal of Speech and Hearing Research,

Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders) were so technical in a non-educa-

tional specilalty that the reviewers were unable to review them. For each
such article, a replacement was randomly selected from the same journalz J
In future studies of this type, perhaps a criterion of ''relevance to edﬁEé;
tion" should be added to the selection criteria for the population of articles.
The sample was formed by stratifying the population of articles (N = 1486)
by journal, and drawing an 87 sample of articles at random within each stratum
(journal), thereby creating a proportionate stratified random sample of 121
articles. (See Table 1). The 121 articles are listed in Appendix & The
earlier study sampled from a population or 827 research articles. The 1486
research articles in the 1971 population represents a marked increase in
number from a decade earlier, although the 1971 population 1is contained with-

in fewer journals (44 as compared to 49),

Selection of Judges

Judges for the 1962 study were selected from the AERA directory on the
basis oé their "professional reputation in educational research mecnodology."
The investigators in the present study decided to begin with a random sauple
of the members in Division D ((leasurement and Tesearch llethodology) of the
1971-72 AFRA Directory. The first step was the selection of a 10% sample
of the approximately 5000 regular members of Division D, selecting the first
person randomly, then proceeding to select every 10th person in the directory.
The approximately 500 Division D members selected were then sent replyicarda
inviting them to scrve as judges. Of the 459 members who responded, 353
indicated a willingness to participate and supplied information about thelr

background.



The judges in the original study were described as being §elected on the
basis of their professional reputation. Ninety-eight per cent held the dogtnr-
ate, 63% had taught research courses, 757 had.supervised a dissertation, and
78% had supervised a thesis. The median number of published articles was 16.
The volunteers for the present study departed somewhat>from the original group
of judges as to these characteristics, so an attempt was made to select from
the pcol of volunteers a group which was as similar as‘possible to the orig-
inal group of judges. After first heing selected in regard to '“earned doctor's
degree’ the volunteers were rank ordered as to ''mumber of publications." " An
attempt was theﬁ made to select those with the greatest nuwber of publications.

' The final criterion was supervision of theses and digssertations. Even with
this deliberate selection, the present sample of judges has fewer publications
and a little less research experience than judges for the earlier study, perhaps
indicating that they are generally a younger group than those in the 1562 study.
The final group of judges selected numbered 171; 121 to serve for the main rating
study and 50 to serve in a rcliability study of the ratings. The characteris-
tics of the judges are reported in Table 2.

The great majority of judges in the earlier siudy (847%) were members of
the American Psychological Association. A post hce check of judpes in the
present study found only 447 to be members of APA. The judges are listed in
Appendix B.

Assignment of Articles to Judpes

tne of the 121 articles to be evaluated was assigned at random and mailed
to each of 121 judges drawn randomly from the total group of 171 judges.
Following a recommendation in the eavlier study, the investigators attempted
to reduce bias on the part of the judges toward the articles by having all
articles reproduced with the name of the journal and the names and addresses
of the authors omitted. The remaining 50 judges were each randomly assigned
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and mailed one of the 121 articles beilng evaluated by the larger group of
judges. The pairs of ratings thereby derived on 50 of the 121 articles was
the bagis'fof a reliability study of the syﬁluative ratings. A check on the
_assignment process revealed that.in no c;%e did a judge recelive an article
of which-he’was an author.

AL the time of this report, rating data had not been rgceived on seven
of the 121 articles. Any resulting bias is assumad to be minimal because the
missigg ratings are distributed across six different journals and all three
journal categories. ’However, for the data analysis reported below, the miss-
ing ratings reduced the il of the basic study to 114 and the reliability N

to 44,

The Fvaluation Instrument

=
The evaluation instrument used was a modification of that devised by
the Committee on Evaluation of Research (DMndt; 1907). It required three .
types of reactions to the article: (1) ratings on specific characteristics,
(2) overall rating, and (3) justification of overall-rating. .
Fach judge was asked to rate his assigned article in terms o;\33 charac~
teristics deemed desirable as aspects of quality in conducting and reporting

research. For each characteristic, a five-point scale wa. used, representing

{ive levels of quality:

Level of Quality Description
5 - Excellent A model of good practice
4 - Good A few minor defects
3 - "‘ediocre Not good, not bad
2 - Poor Sowe serious defects
1 - Completel y.} A horrible example
Incompetent

If a characteristic was not appropriate to the research study, the

judge vas asked to place an “X" by the characteristic.



The 33~1item rating scale was an expansion of the 25-item scale used in
/ .

 the earlier study. The investigators added ,elpght items to the original scale,

two that were guggested by the earlier ‘study andgix that arose from the in-

vestigators' personal experiengg in research consumption. - The 33-~item scale

R b

was composed of seven subscales covering the fbllow?ng topics: (1) Title

(2) Problem, (3) Review of Literature, %) Procedures, (5) Datéqualysis,
(6) Summary?and‘Conclusions, and (7) TForm and Style: The rating scale is
included as Appendix A.

Each judge was nex; asked to assumélthe role oﬁ editor of a journal that
published educational research and to make one of four choices in regard
to his assigned article: (1) accepf'as 1§ for publication, (2) accept for
publication after'minor.revisions, (3) accept only after major revisions,
§r (4) reject it. Thislh—choice rating is héreaftcr referred to as the ARRR
rating. Those judges who rated their assigned article-as (3) or (4) were
ésked to indicate which of the 33 specific shortcom%ngs they would cite to
substantiate their judgment.

In the originai study the judge had only three choices.in his role as
editor: (1) accept as is, (2) accept after minor revisions, or (3) reject.
The earlier investigators found that many judges stretched category (2) to
include major as well as minor revisions. Therefore, ''accept after major

revision” was added as an explicit category in the present study.

Interjudge Reliability of the Instrument

For 44 articles ratings were feceived from two judges. Inter-judge corre-
lations were computed for all subscales, for the total scale,and for the ARRR
ratings. These correlations, reported in Table 3, range from .11 for the 1-
item scale of "Title" to .68 for the 5-item scale of ''Review.of the Literature'.

In addition, a check was made as to the extent of agreement between pairs of



‘judges on the ARRR scale. As Tatle 4 indicates, there were no cases in which

an article rated "Reject” by one juage was rated "Accept as 1is' by the other
and vice ve;éa. .?here were only 9 cases (20%) in which the judges diffeged

by two categories. Thirty per cent of the judgments were the same and an

additional .50 per cent differed'by only one category. .

Internal Validaticn of the Instrument A

Since there is no external criterion against which to validate the
rating scale, an attempt was made to gauge the consistency of the.ratings
within the instrument. A total scale score Was’computed for.each articie, by
~adding the nnmerical values of the 33 :atihgs and dividing by the number of
items reted.? Similarly, a mean rating was computed for each of the scven

subscales of the rating scale. The inte;ﬁallconsistency of the instrument

Ry . .
— r

was checked in two ways: - - | !
f/'u:,mf‘d L0 TABLE S

1. Computation of intercorrelations of all the subscalies.,; Except for
correlations with "1itle , these ranged from .30 to .65. All inter-
cgrrelations were significant (df =;112),beyond the .005 alpga level.

2. Computation of the tetrachoric correlation between the total
scale score and the ARRR rating, on which raters ‘judged the
article on a 4-point scale. The ARRR ratings were split so that
categories 1 and 2 formed one group and categories 3 and 4 formed
the other group. The r was .87 (df = 112) which is signific@nt»
beyond the .005 alpha lével. ; ’

E{gm these analyses it was concluded that the rating scale was sufficiently

consistent trithin itself to be useful in rating research értitles.\

Findingc3
Before the data were analyzed, a check was made to see whethéer the

characteristics of the judges were related to their ratings. It was found . -

2 The total scale score for some articlec was based on sonewhat less than 33
items because nne or more items were marked '"not applicable’ by the judge.

o 3 Findings of the 1962 study (Wandt, 1257) are reproduced in Appendix D.
[SRJ!:‘ Appreciation is expressed to Edwin Wandt for granting permission to repro-

duce these findings. |
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that there was a tendency for. non-APA members and less experienced judges (i.e.
no research teaching, no dissertation supervision, no thesis supervision) to

rate articles slightly higher than the more experienced judges did. However,
i
it was alsc found that the reviewers with varying characteristics were: quite

3
Y

well distributed among the three types of journals, so it was decided to ignore

characteristics of judges in further analyses.

Overall Quality

The findings on the ARRR ratiﬁgs for the 114 eéucaf‘onql research articles
for all journals, f8r all education journals, and .cross the three journal
categories are summarized in Table 6,

For all journals, only 8% of re .arct articles were rated "Acceptable as

1s for publication", 31% were rated "Acceptable after minor revisions™, - 34%

vere rated “Acceptable only after major revisions', and 27% were rated '"Reject'.

AA chi*square analysis was made on thé distribution of ARRR ratiﬁgs across
the three journal categ&iies,/ER, NR, and RP. A chi-square value of 2.50 was
ébfained (df = 6}, which was non-significant. The distribution of ratings

on overall quality was, therefore, interpreted to be comparable, regardless

of the type of journal.

Ratings cn the 33 Characteristics

The findings on 33 specific characteristics of ghe 114 educational re-
seérch articles for all journals, fqr all asducation journals, and across the
thrce journal'categofies afe summarized in Table 7.

Tor o111 jOurngls the highest mean rating was assigned to "Title 1s well
related to coﬁfent” (3.80) and.the lowest was assigned to ''Limitations of the
study.- are stated” (2.37) followed closely by ”Validity and reliability of data
gathering procedures are established (2.43). Uo mean rating fell beiow 2.00

in any journal category and only one mean rating was at 4.00 or above. The

~
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E[{I(j Form and Style). The ANOVA revealed a main effect on Journal Category

11

m:dian rating was 3.26. ‘ #

TFor all Education Jourﬁals the mean ratings ranged Zrom 2.21 to 3.55,
with a méd;gn of 3.00.

.ﬂn'the followinpg characteristics, the assigned ratings were ronsiderably
beiov the median for all three journal categories: (1) Limitations of the study

. w
are stated, (2) Validity and reliability of data ‘gathering procedures are

established; (3) Studies are examined critically, (4) Assumptions are clearly

"ftated, (S)“Reséé;ch design is free of specific weaknesses, and (6) ilethod

- [

of ;ampling is appropriate.

Théﬁfollowing characteristics received ratings considerably above the
) v

median for althhree‘journal catégories: (1) Title is well reélated to article,

~

{2) Problem is significant, (3) Source of important findingé are noted,

%) Data gathérihg methods are described, (5) Conclusions are relevant to

the'problem7 (6) Report is logically organized, and (7) Tone of the report

Vi

d;splayé]an unbiased attitude. The ‘mean ratings of the 33 characteristics
for the articles in ER joqrnéls ranged from 2.19 to 3.60, with a median of
3.04. For the articles in NR jaﬁrnals, the mean ratings ranged from 2.16 to
3.76, with a medfan of 2.90. Tor the articles in the RP journals, the mean
;atings ranged from 2.54 to-4.13, with a mediaﬁ of 3.45.
Rarings on the Subscales

The mean and étandard deyiations across the rating subscales are pre-
sented for the three journal categories énd for 211 journals in Table 8a
and the resulcs of a Type 1 ANOVA for éubscules X Journal Categories are
éummarizéd in Table 8b.

The ANOVA was p rformed using Journal Category as a between-subiects

variable composed of three levels (ER, NR, RP) and using Subscales as a

'within—éubjects variable composed of seven levels (Title, Problem Statcment,

Review of Literature, Procedures, Data Analysis, Summary and Conclusions, and

¥
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significant beyond the .00l alpha level and a main effect on subscales also
significant beyond the .001 alpha level. There was no significant interaction
between the two variables.

The post hoc analysis for the subscale means indicated that the differ-
ence between A (Title) and G (Form and style) 1s not significant, while
the means for both of these scales differ from thcose for the other five
subscales. The means of the other five subscales do not differ significantly
from each other. For the journal categories, the post hoc analysis indicated
that the mean for '"Related Profession" jourmals 1is significantly higher than

that for both categories of Education journals, but the difference between

the means of the two categories of Lducation journals is not significant.

Specific Skhortcomings C'ted by Judges

Each judge who, in the role of ecditor, chose to reject his article
or to accept only after major revisions vas asked to indicate thz specific
shortcémings he would cite to substantiate his judsment. A tabulation of
the résulting citations is presented in Table 9 for all journal articles
and for articles in each of the three journal categories. For eacht charac-
teristic Table 9 contains the frequency of citation and the rank within
each journal category.

the 10 most frequently cited shortcomings of articles in All Journals

in order of frequency and with per cent of articles affected were:
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1. Research design 1s free of specific weaknesses (27%).
2. Research design 13 appropriate to solution of the problem (237).
3. Validity and reliability of data gathering procedures are estab-

lished (22%).

4. Conclusions are substantiated by the evidence presented (22%).

5. ilethods of sampling are appropriate (21%).

6. Appropriate methods are selected to analyze data (217%).

7. Conclusions are significant (207).

8. Limitations of the study are stated (197).

9. Tables and figures are used correctly (18%).

10. Qlesults of the analysis are presented clearly (16%).

The pattern of shortcomings in the total sample of articles was generally
ccamen across all three journal categories. A Kendall coefficient of coucor-
dance (¥) computed on the threec sets of ranking was found to be .71, indi-
cating a significant (p<.001) relationship among the rankings across the
three journal categories. Turthermore, seven of the 10 most frequently
cited shortcomings in the All Journals category were also among the 10
most fregquently cited in each of the three separate categories. However,
dicparities were apparent across the seven subscales of the rating instru-
ment. Virtually all of the most frequently cited characteristics were
contained within the following three subscales: (1) Procedures, (2) Data
Analysis, and (3) Summary and Conclusions. Those characteristics rele-

vant to Title, Problem, Review of Literature, and Form and Style were

relatively free of frequent citations.
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Limitations of the Study

The findings and conclusions of this study should be interpreted in light of
the followine limitatZons:

1. ?s in the oriainal study, the articles wera evaluated by judges who were
Jéonsidered expert 1In educational research but not necessarily in the
specific area of the study which they-evaluated. Matching specialty of
the article to specialty of the judre might have produced scomewhat dif-
ferent results.

2. The ponulation of articles in the study was crcated using an arbitv-ry,

though okjective, operational definition of "educational research'. Un—
doubtedly, a change in this definitlon would alter the population make-
up and possible result in a population vwith characteristics different
from the one in this study.

3. Generalizations from this study should be limited to articles published
in the vear 1971. Althouph it 1is reasonasle to sugpest that similar
patterns mav exist for articles published during other years, no evidence
bearins on this point is at hand.

4, Althouph "blind" ratings were used, some judres may have rcecognized

the source of the article, so that some degree of bias may have existed

vhich is unde:ected.

Discussion and Conclusions
This survey of the quality of published educational research vas a replication
of a studv conducted in 1962 by an ad hoc committee of AERA. Interpretation of
the findinrs necescarily requires some comparisions with those of the earlier study.
These comparisons must consider three variables: (1) The “true' quality of the

articles, (2) The biases of the judges for or apainst a class of journals, and

(3) The reference point or rating standard of thé Judres.
Q ,
ERIC \
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The real corcern of the investicators was with the first variable, that is,
the '"true'" quality of the rescarch. jlovever, all conclusions rerarding the quality
of the research must be tentative because the effects of the other tuo forces are
unknovn at the present tine.

If the possible problems of judpe bilas and judege standards is ignored, the
followine conclusions mav be dravm:

1. The percentage of published articles rated '"reject' was lower for 1971
(27%) than for 1962 {40%), but the percentage rated "accept as is" is
also lower (9% in 1971, 19% in 1962). These data are confounded by the
chance in the rating sczle from a 3-point scale in 1962 to a 4-point
scale in 1971. If the "liinor revisons' category for the 1971 study is
collansed with "Acceot as 1s'", then the percentape of acceptable articles

is still only 3°7.

[
.

The superiority of the 'Related Profession’ journals over "Education'
journals is not as apparent in this study as it vas in the 1962 study.
Therevwas no difference in the percentapges of the four ARRR ratings
assipned to each catepory of journals in this study. For the means of
the ratings on the 33 specific characteristics, the difference between
educatica and RP journals, althouch significant, is less pronounced than
in 1962. The median of the item ratings for the two catepories of
education j0urnals.are very close to those for 1962, vhile that ror RP
journals is lower than for 1962 (3.45 for 1971, 3.92 for 1962).

3. The cuality of published educational research is still medioccre. That s,
the medians of the item ratings for a2ll journal categorles were approxi-
mately 3.0, defined in this study as “liediocre, not good, not bad".

4, The rreatest deficlencies of articles were in characteristics velated to

"procedures", '"data analysis', and "surmary and conclpsions". The

specific characterlstics with the lovest ratings generally came fronm
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these sections, as did the most frecuently cited shortcomings. Although
an open-ended procedure vas used to identify shortcomings in the 1262
study vhile the present study used a structured response, it mav be of
interest to cempare the ten specific deficiencies cited most frequently
in both studies. Twn of the deficiencies cited most frequently for 1971
articles were not included on the 1962 scale and vere mentioned rather
infrequently as deficiencies in that study. Tive deficiencies were among
the top 10 for bhoth studies:

a. Validity and reliability of data cathering procedures are estahlished
b. Conclusions are suhstantiated by the evidence presented

c. Methods of samplinp are appropriate

d. Appropriate methods are used to analyze data

e. QResults of the analysis are presented clearlw.

All of these characteristics are critically important to consuners of
resedarch to assure proper interpretation of research findings.

The nrrecedine conclusions are based on two assumptions. The first is that
the judees in the present studv used cssentially the same standards of excellence
as vere used by the judges in 1962. This assumption is supported by the similarity
of {judre characteristics and the use of virtually identical procedures in defining
and sampling articles and in cathering the rating data. The other assumption is
that no biases for or against the verious jcurnal categories existed in either
study. Since an attempt wvas made to remove this source of bias in the present
study vhile it is an unknowmn for the earlier study, this assumption is more
difficult to support. Since neither of these assumptions wvas tested, several
alternative conclusions may he drawm.

1. Research published in PP journals nmay have declined in quality, vhile

that published in educational journals hés remained constant in quality.

This vould Le the case if neither judse bias or changing standards were



operatin; in either stud-.

N

Research published in both education:l journals and RP journals has re-
mained constant in guality. This would .~ the case 1f judre standards
remained constant and a selective bias favorin? RP journals in the 1962

study tas eliminated in the present study by the use of biind ratings.

(5]

The quality of research in RP journals may have remuined constant and
the aquality for educational journals may have declined. This would be
the case if there were hias on the judpes' part in the earlier study in
favor of the RP journals and acainst the educational journals, and if
the ratinpgs standards remained constant. If the blind ratings in the
present study eliminated these hiases, then the ratinecs ohtained in the
present study rould appear to support this conclusion.

4. All published research may have improved in quality since 1962. This
vould be the case if judges' standards have heen raised and if selec-
tive bias favoring RP journals but not nepative toward educational
journals operated in the 1762 study but not in this one.

In the ahsence of more information it 1is impossible to decide wvhich 1is the

rmost acceptable conclusion. Additional studies are required to resolve tliis

auestion.
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Tahle 1

Population and Sample of FEducational Desearch Articles Published in 1971

Journal ¥o. of Articles
In Ponulation in Sairple
Tducation Journals witn Primarily Tesearch Articles - 55% 45
1. AY Communications Review 15 1
2. American Lducational Tesearch Journal 35 3
3. British Journal of Educational Psychology 37 3
4. Counselor Education and Supervision z3 2
5. [Educational and Psychological ‘leasurement 41 3
6. Ixceptional Children 58 5
7. Journal of College Student Personnel 52 5
8. Journal of Educational lfeasurement 32 2
9. Journal of Tducational Research 81 6
10. Journal of Experimental Education 50 5
11. Journal of Negro Fducation 17 2
12. Journal of lesearch in Science Teachin® 40 4
13. Psychology in the Schools 40 4
Education Jourrals _with Primarily Jdon-Pesearch Articles 257 21
1. Afmerican Vocational Journal 6 -
2. #Arithmetic Teacher z -
3. % Audiovisual Instruction 4 -
4 Comparative [Cducational Revian 9 1
5. [Educational Leade=ship 14 1
6. Elementary School Journal 11 1
7. *Journal of Creative Behavior 2 -
8 Journal of School Health 20 2
9. Journal of School Psycholcgy 31 2
10. Journal of Special Education’ 5 1
11. Journal of Teacher Educatiocn 19 2
12. % lathematics Teacher 6 1
13. Perscnnel and “uldance Journal 7 1
14. *Phi Delta Kapran 4 -
15. School Counselor i5 i
1&. *School Review 5 -
17. School Science and ,iathemaiics 30 2
18. Science Education 50 2
12. *Science leacher 4 1
20. *Teachers College TNecord 1 -
21. Vocational Cuidance Quarterly 22 2
22, *Volta Teview 4 1
Nelated Professions 667 55
1. American Journal of “lental Deficiency 109 S
2. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 1¢ 2
3. €hild Developnent 127 15
4. Journal of Applied Psychology c4 3
5. Journal of Counseling Psychology &7 8
6. Journal of Fducational Psycuology 77 6
7. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorder 38 3
3. Journal of Speech and Hearing Pesearch 96 8
©. Sociology of Education 17 1
A1l Journals 1455 121

* Ten jcurnals published less thar 7 research articles each in 1971. The 33 articles

f.

O

om hese journals were treated as a single group for purposes of sampling. A total

" 3 articles were chosen from this group with the restriction that no more than one

‘ticle could come from any plven journal. As a result,
ivom the sample.

7 ijournals were excluded




O
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Table 2

Characteristics of the Sample of 7/ AFRA Division D Members

P Md P
erceqt 1 10

Has earned doctor's degrea 100%
Has taught course in methods
of educational research 337
Has supervised doctoral dissertation 737
Mlas supervised master's thesis 807
llas served as a vreview editor of 567
a journal '
ilember of APA 44
Years of “full time equivalent" .09 2413 19,09
research experience
Hlumber of educational research 16.05 3.81 S.10

articles published




TABLE 3
Interjudge “eliability Ustimatos for Subscale Scores,
Total Scale Scoure, and ARTR Score for 44 Articles

Variabla r Significance Level

Subscalea Scores

Title | 11 MS
Provlem statenent .18 1S
Peviev of the lit=rature .65 0L
Procedures .37 © .05
Data analysis .26 0N
Summmary and conclusion .17 s
Forn: and style .22 i1s
Totnl Scale Score 43 : 0L

ARRR Score .21 118




TABLE 4 \

Agreement of Tirst and Second Judges
on ARRI Ratings for 44 Articles

Rating of First Judge

Accept Accept after Accept after
as is I'inor Revisions ilajor Revisions Reject | Totals

Peject 3 5 3 11
Accept after J
i‘ajor Revisions 1 5 ° 3 15

Accept after

‘dnor Revisions 1 3 7 3 14
Accept as is 1 1 2 4
Totals 3 12 21 9 44

Rating of Second Judge




Tabla 5
Intercorrelations of thwe

Sukscalesof the Rating Scale

Subscales
A B C
A. Tizle

B. Problen Statement .29 °

C. Literature Review .15 40
D. Procedures .28 .57 .37
E. Data Analysis .25 .49 .33
‘ F. Summary,Conclusions .22 .5¢ .30

G. Form & Stvle .27 ] 45




Table 6
Accept - Revise (s:inor) - Nevise (najor) - Teject Ratings of 114

Educational Rkesearc!i Articles Published in 1971l

Fumber of Percent rated as
. 9 articles in .
Source of the articles sample Accept ilinor re- ilajor re-
as is visions visions Reject
n P n % n % n %
All educational journals 63 & (6) 18 (29) 24 (38) 17 (275
Education journals which
primarily puhlish re-~
search articles 42 3 7 14 (33) 14 (33) 11 (26)

Education journals vhich
primarily publish non-

research articles 21 H (5) 4 (19 19 (48) 6 (29)
Related profession journals 51 S (10) 17 (23) 15 (29) 14 (28)
411 Aournals 114 2 (&) 35 (31) 39 (34) 31 (27)

1,22 for distribution of ratings by journal categories = Z,50; df = 6; NS

250 Table 1 for journals in each category.
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I. Evaluaticn of Specific Characteristics
A, Title

n
&
W
N
-

4
(1) Title is well related to content (1) ] } I- { i["wi
of article | : O SRR, A
E. DProblem: 5 4 3 2 1
(2) Probler is clearly stated N
(3) ILypotheses are clearly stated &) S S R
(4) Problem is sisnificant . (L)Y~ Tl Th e
(5) Assurptions arc clearly stated (‘)[ >f"—i1?‘f:jfijif—j
(6) Limitations of the study are stated (6); ! ; I |
(7) Important terms are defined (7): +—_~T—_“q—_ R
C. Review of literature : 5 4 3 21
(8) Coverage of the literature is adequate @ T
(9) Review of the literature is well organized 9) . ) r___‘__:z:__i
(10) Studies are examined critically (lO)i__ i o
(11) Source of important findings are noted (11) . ?H~____wiw__:
(12) Relationship of the problem to previous (1z) | r IR
research is made clear
D. Procedures 5 4 3 2 1
(13) Research design is described fully (13) .
(14) Research design is appropriate to solutlon (l&);“ﬂ' f '|~~
of the srobler ',__E | . l,_J
(15) PResearch design is free of specific {15}, ) L ]
weaknesses - NLM__i”,WJ__~4,__
(16) Population and sample are described (16)|u_-;_._f”_‘_7~_J4 )
(17) tilethod of sampling is appropriate (17)'” ] __i_ [“~h[“ )
(18) Data gathering methods or jrocedures are (18)! A
described ; _mln 1 _—
(19) Data gathering methods or procedures are (19) , | i }
appropriate to the solution of the problem 5 |
(20) D=zta gathering methods or procedures are (20) | | T
used correctly ;w.mLm”,i_ e
(21) Validity & reliability of data gatherino (21) i ' L

procedures are established

E. Data analysis 5 4 3 2 1

(22) Appropriate methods are selected to analyze (22); T LT
data i | i | )
(22) lethods utilized in analyzing the data are (23)} ] [ l }
applied correctly | B T
(24) ©Pesults of the analysis are presented (24), ! | |
clearly « Y N S B !
(25) Tables and figures are cffectively used (255 ] A
F. Summary & Conclusions o4 3 _2_ 1
(26) Conclusicns are clearly stated (26)‘ ; ! | '
(27} Conclusions are substantiated by the (’7)' | i ‘
evidence presented. A !————W-J- o
(28) Conclusions are relevant to the problen (28): _4__"4_1 e
(29) Conclusions are significant (29)l s 4mh,_-...L_"_|
(30) CGeneralizations are confined to the popu- (3! T © T '

lation from which the sample was drawn

G. TForm & Style 5 4 3 2 1

(31) Report is clearly written (31)'*-—T——m-—-—~n——.--
(32) Report is logically organized (32) ;-——« ———-——«{,—_. e
(3J) Tone of .the report displays an urbiased, (33)L_ *T-~r- —‘

impartial, scientific attitude
I1. Dverall Evaluation (check one)
(1) Accept as is (3) . Accept after major revisions

[:R\!: (2) Accept after wminor (4) Reject

o revisions




C. Review of literature 5 4 3 2 1
(8) Coverage of the literature is adequate ®;
(9) Review of the literature is well organized  (9) _ _qrfl__l___zj;N
(10) Studies are examined critically (10)} o ]
(11) Source of important findings are noted 11y L _f"-____wi___:
(12) Relationship of the problem to previous (lz),_ l___;_ S

researchh 1s made clear

D. Procedures 5 4 3 2 1
(13) Research design is dJdescribed fully (13) . i j%_’j e
(14) Reseacch desipn is appropriate to solution (1&){_' P" i ( |

of the problem o | . ' ~J
(15) Research design is free of specific (15) . i | —f |

weaknesses r ‘FM~_L..N%,~_4_ -
(16) Population and sample are described (16) 1 _,uﬂ_j_“u_ L
(17) tiethod of sampling is appropriate (17)i»_.} b fh_h-h,
(18) Date gathering methods or procedures are (18)' l f

described PR : —
(19) Data gathering methods or procedures are (19) , [ ;

appropriate to the solution of the problem oo
(20) Data gathering methods or procedures are (20) | | |

used correctly !. _L food e
(21) Validity & reliability of data gatherins (21) ; !

procedures are established s el

E. Data analysis 5 4 3 2 1
(22) Appropriate methods are selected to analyze (22); T '"." P

data ! ! f ] i
(22) !Methods utilized in analyzing the data are (23} ] i ; 1

applied correctly | | '
(24) Results of the analysis are presented (24), ! i |

clearly | --i_“ NI A !
(25) Tables and figures are cffectively used (255 | I

F. Summary & Conclisions 5 4 3. _2_ .1
(26) Conclusions are clearly stated (26) 3 ! ; :
(27) Conclusi~ns are substantiated by the (77)l l ; ‘ |

evidence presented eden —n~~—-j-- |
(28) Conclusions are relevant to the problem (28): i 4 i
(29) Conclusions are significant (29)' ' -F""' _J
(30) CGCeneralizations are confined to the popu- (30)! -,_l;“ _ oL

lation from which the sample was drawn

o
I~
w
(o]
[

Gy Form & Style

(31) Report 1s clearly written - (3D !
(32) Report is logically organized (32) 7] —
(33) Tone of the report displays an urbiased, (33): R _ﬂ—r- -

impartial, s:ientific attitude

II. Overall Evaluation (check one)

(1) Accept as is (3) Accept after major revisions
_(2) Accept after minor (4) Reject
revisions

[ITI. Specific Shortcomings

If decision on Part II was to reject or to accept after major revisions,
circle the number of each specific shortcoming listed under Part I that
you would cite to substantiate your judgment.
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2 - Poor Some scrious defects )///
1 - Completely A horrible example\
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and that you must make one of four choices: (1) accept it as it is
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sions are made, or (4) reject it. Under part II of the Evaluation '
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decision.
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II.

The criteria used were those of the ALRA Committee cn Evaluation of
Educational Research. An article was classified as research if it
contained (1) a statement of the problem, (2) the presentation of data
(not necessarily quantitative data), (3) an analysis of these data, and
(4) a statement of conclusions. To delimit the journals to be searched
for educational research studies, the following criteria were used:

(1) the journal must be indexed in the Education Index, and (2) it must
he cited 10 or more times in the Review of Educational Research during
the three year period, 1968-70.

Directicns on use of the
Evaluation Sheet

Evaluation of Specific Characteristics

Assume the role of a professor of educational research methods
who wants to develop a series of product scales il%ystrating five
quality levels for each of 33 characteristics of a research article.
Using thke five-poiut rating scale below (representing five quality
levels off a product scale), rate your research article in terms of
each of the 33 characteristics on the Evaluation Sheet by placing
a check (V') in the appropriate box on the right.

1

Level of OJhlitv Description
5 ~ fxcellent A model of good practice ’
4 - Good A few minorfdcfects‘ A T
3 -~ llediocre ot good, not bad
2 - Poor Some serious defects
1 - Completely A horrible ex:mple
Ircompetent

s
/

If the characteristic is not appropriate to the study, piace an "X"
in the mar~in at the extreme right of that characteristic.

Overail Evaluation

Assume the role of an editor of a journal that publishes educztional

. research; assume that your research article had been submitted to ycu

and that you must make one of four choices: (1) accept it as it is
and publish it, (2) ask for minor revisions and publish it if the revi-
sions are made, (3) ask feor major revisions and publish it if the revi-
sions are made, or (4) reject it. Under part II of the Fvaluation

" . Sheet, place a check (v ) in the appropriate space to indicate yout
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APPENDIX D TABLE 1D

The Population and Sample of [ducational Research Articles Published in 1962

No. of articles

Journal In populaticn 13 sample
Education journals which publish primarily rescarch
articles 248 37
1. Journal of Educational Research 88 13
2. Personnel and Cuildance Journal £9 9
3. Science Lducation 46 7
4. Journal of Experimental Education 32 5
5. California Journal of Educational Research 22 3
Education journals which publish ptimarily non-research
articles 281 44
1. Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary
School Principals 2
2. Elementary School Journal 23
3. Audio-Visual Conmunications Review 21
4. Arithmetic Teacher N
5. Ixceptional Children 15
6. Journal of Teacher Education i5
7. Elementary English 13 *
8. Vocationai Guidance Quarterl 13
9. Journal of Yegro Zducation 12
19. Junior College Journal 12

[
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11. Adult Education

12. Clearing louse

13. School Reviey

14. FEducation

15. School Sclence and lathematics
16. ligh School Journal

17. WEA Research Bulletin

18. Volta Review

19. Journal of Research in ilusic Education
20. Quarterly Journal of Speech
21. School and Society

22. Journal of tiisher Education
23. Science Teacher

24, Tducational Record

25. Phi Delta Kappan

26, Religious Lducation
%*27. llodern Language Journal
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Related-Profession journals 298 44
1. Child Development 76 11
2. Journal of Educational Psychology 50 8
3. Educational and Psychological lleasurement 42 6
4, Journal of Counseling Psvchology 35 5
5. Journal of Personality 30 5
6. American Journal of liental Deficiency 29 4
7. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders 22 3
8. Journal of Educational Sociology 11 2
*9. American Annals of the Deaf 3 0

All journals included in evaluation of research 827 125

*Five journals published only 3 research articles each in 1962. The 15 articles
from these journals were treated as a single group for purposes of sampling. Only
3 articles were chosen from this group with the restriction that a journal could
© be renresented by only one article. As a result of this sampling, two journals
Eﬂigg;were excluded; 125 articles from 39 journals were included in the evaluation study.



Table 2D

fatings on 25 Characteristics for 125 Nesearch Articles (1962)

Characteristics (listed in order of mean rating) Liean SD N
24% jeport is logically organized 3.71 1.12 123
25 Tone of the report displays an unbiased, impartial
scilentific attitude 3.69 1.13 120
1 Problem is clearly stated 3.62 1.17 122
3 Prohlen is significant 3.59 1.59 121
13 TData-gathering methods or procedures are described 3.50 1.19 121
18 jlethods utilized in analyzing the data are applied
correctly 3.49 1.16 112
23 Report is'clearly written 3.46 1.13 124
19 Results of the analysis are presented clearly 3.44 1.24 123
20 Conclusions are clearly stated 3.44 1.21 123
15 Data-gathering methods or procedures are utilized
correctly 32.33 1.17 115
& Tesecarch design is described fully 3.35 1.25 121
11 Population and sample arz described 3.35 1.22 129

14 Dnata-gathering methods or procedures are appropriate
. to the solution of the problem 3.27 1.19 119
22 Generalizations are confined to the population from

which the sample was drawnw 3.26 1.22 111
2 Hyvpotheses are clearly stated 3.24 1.38 92
17 Appropriate methods are sclected to analyze the data 3.24 1.28 119
6 Important terms are defined 3.16 1.23 101
7 Pelationship of the probler to previous researcu is
made clear 3.13 1.42 1156
21 Conclusions are substantiated Ly the 2vidence
presented 3.11 1.42 11%
O ilesearch design is appropriate to solution of the _
problem 3.03 1.26 113
12 ilethod of sampling is appropriate 2.97 1.21 103
10 Research design is free of specific weaknesses 2.81 1.13 117
5 Limitations of the study are stated 2.74 1.24 116
16 Validity and reliability cf the ecvidence gathered
are established 2.74 1.33 197
-4 Assumptions are clearly stated 2.73 1.25 103

*These nuimbers rcfer to scales or characteristics rated and can be used to refer
to ’ data in Table 3D
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