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ABSTRACT . o ’ - ' .

e - - ® Inferences made in integrative research reviews are

as important to the wvalidity“of behavioral science~knowlddge as are ~

those in primary research. The refearch review is conceptualized as a -’

scientific inquiry involving ‘five stages paralleling thpse of p;imazy -

research, Problem formulation is the stage when varfables.are defined

\*! ° conceptually and operationally..In the data collection stage, an
% _inquirer must decide on the population of elements that will be the

3-\R:referéét for the inquiry.- Critical judgments about the quality ef :

T, +data points ocdur. during data,.evaluation. Data collectéd by the ] N\

h Yesearcher are synthesized into a unified statement during -analysis _ .

.. and interpretation. Presentation of the review in a public document

' ‘issthe final stage® Ope‘stédy asked reviewers to integrate

. literatures that. vary & findings apd operational homogeneity of

: "theil ‘studiéds. Some vere requested to make formal judgments of .

. research quality. The other study manipulated literature size, .

" findings, and the reviewer's analytic interpretation strdtegy. The e
dependeni;variables in both studies were reviewer perceptions about’ '
the tested hypotheses and recommendatiens for'quuré research.
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e Sciepfific Guidelines for Conducting Intkgrative Literature R;Qiéws‘

al ) ;
M . Harris Cooper ’
O Center for Research in Social Bghavior o
NO University of Missouri-Columbia ‘
— . » - 111 East Stewart Road \
L | Thé inferences made in integrative research reviews a?eAaéigggtral to .
the validity of behavioral science knowledge as those inferences“-made in pri- .
mary research. . Therefore, research reviewers must pay the same. attention to
~ rigorous methodology that is required of primary researchers.: This paper is
based on a conceptualization of the research review as a scientific inquiky
involving five stages which parallel those of primary research: (a) problem
formulation; (b) data ®ollection; (c) evaluation of data points; (}) data ana- .
lysii%and interpretation, and; .(e) public presgnté%ion;/ : . -
e ‘ - . ) , . .
e he results of two studies will be reported which exper?mentally examine

. different facets of literature reviewing. In Study I, reviewers are asked %o
integrate literatures that vary in the findings and operational homogeneity -of
v+ their constituent studies. Some reviewers are also asked to make formal Jjudg- -
ments of research quality. These manipulations (along with several individual
T differences among reviewers) arz tested as antecedents to the reviewer's.(a)
§ decisiohs about’tested”hypothesés, and (b) recommendations for futuré. research. |,
Study II manipulates the literature size and findings and the reviewers analytic
interpretation strategy (statistical versus traditional). The' dependent variables
are again reviewer perceptions about the hypothesis and :needed future research.
The studies examine aspects of research reviewing that have never before,
received systematic study. There results should have considerable impact on .
future discussions about how tQ carry out this qritical scientific-activity.
<4
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¥ S ' L1terature Rev1ews ,

!.-

d v The use-of quant1tattVe procedures 1n literature rev1ews has in- N

Creased ]arge]y 1n responSe to 1ncreases in the number of stud1es rele-

’ .
. - ‘.»‘ - [}

vant to part1cu]ar research hypotheses. Integrat1ve rev3ew1ng, deever, ) ( .
- - x.

7 s
, / contains many de£1s1on po1nts, 1n add1tlpn to how to synthes1ze stud1es,

}
% ‘ ‘ and-all of these have been affected by the expand1ng research ev1dence. N
Critics of meta -analysis have po1nted to prob]ems 1n.other phases of re- ‘ LA

. v N e L.t
) "Hﬁ viewing caused by large literatures apd have accused: the quantﬁtat1ve . ‘

o

procedures-of e1ther creat1ng or 1nadequate1y addressing these prob]ems. o

In fact, ne1therfls_the case. The synthe51s Qf stud1es Js. Only one of
"several 1ndependent act1v1t1es involved in. ]1terature rev1ew1nga I woulds - "%,
]1ke to present a mode] of the Jiterature rev1ew that (1)~conceptua11zes ) -

research 1ntegrat1on as a sc1ent1f1c process and (2) suggests systematic i ';

1

gu1de11ne¥ for eya]uat1ng thé va11d1ty of review outcomes. After describ- \ ]

‘ing the model, examples of reviews that'were,attempts to emp]§& the guide- .

Y

Jines will be presented. ‘' Lo e, o
L v ‘ o X :‘: ‘?. . e
i - Thé Stpges of Integrat1ve Research Rev1ew oA : . . 7
: ’ - " 4 - ‘ 'l" ot ‘§ = . -
r~ F1gure 1 describes the 1ntegrat1ve rev1ew process (Cooper, 1n -
‘(' o press). Five stages are ident1f1ed by the1r part1cu]ar research quE- .i»"

. . » AT .

. tion. Sources of var1ance and potent1a] threats to the validity of re- . ».

%_ ‘ view outcomes which are asSoc1ated with each stage . are Jdisted. R L

, s 9
L [ . JORpS

. . o N
. L,
. . N Y [

. Place fFigure 1 -about *here




o Ot

LN N Scientific Guidelines, BREEG
. . . . ) 2

. .

~ o N,

Problem formulat1on stage. The f1rst stage in the 1ntegrat1ve :

review is the problem fonnu]at1on stage. Dur1ng prob]em formu]at1on,‘, /

. Y -

the var1ab1es 1nvolved in the 1nqu1ry are def.ined in two different ways, J

PO N , ., ) b R
. conceptua11y a%d operat1ona]]y B o L. L
;

A
»

. \ ; .
Lo The' flﬁst source of var1ance in revigws enters dur1ng concept

¢ ident1f1cat1on. Two gev1ewers us1ng ‘an 1dent1ca] label’ fér an abstract ' ’

." § : concept can employ very d1fferent o’Erat1ona] de}hn1t1ons or 1eveTs of ' , v

. - ahstraction. Each def1n1t1on may cont 1n some operat1ons exc]uded by g,.-

- the other, or one reviewer's def1th1°"\"‘ay °°mp]§te]y contain the other..

»
-

‘ . " Multiple operatiops for cqpstructs also affect review outcomes "

© by mak1ng it poss1b]e for'rev1ewers to vary 1n *the attent1on they pay

to methodolog1ca1 d1st1nct1ons in the ]1terature._ Th1s var1at1on 1s P

>

- attrlbutablekto differences in the way operat1on§ are treated after the L

- . N

N\ ‘ relevant literature has been retr1eved Two revweters emp]oy1ng identi- -

L]
*

*CSW conceptua]adef{n1t1ons and rev1ew1ng the same.Set.of studies-can

"

.

st111 reach decidedly different conb1u51ons. If one rev1ewer{retr1eved Y

more method 1nformat1on and recogn1zed 3, method dependent re]at1on that

- another reviewer did*not test, the tw0'conc1us1ons cbuld be orthogénal

E ¢ to-ome another. . K _ "i o .
. . ‘Each source ofovarlance introduces a potential threat to he Ja-‘ ‘ ..
‘i E ! . 11d1ty °§§P review's conclusions. First, rev1ewers whorfocus on_o 1y’a 1_“ p _4;?
- _ few emp1r1ca1.rea11zat1ons Teave open rival 1nterpretat10ns for the f1nd- " gl

e ings. Also, very narrow COnceptua11zat1ons prov1de 11tt1e 1nformat1on ; .

» 4 o > .

RN about how many d1fferent contexts a f1ndqng'app1ies to. Therefore, re- : 11;

* x 4 -~ . ‘7’ « 'S':"
o )i viewers who emp]oy broad conceptua1 deﬁ;pft1ons can Qotent1a1}y prod:ce e Ll
R < o S o W ‘, P '. . . . .
more va11d conclus10ns than reviewers using narrow defhnit1ons. 'l . '3*1
T L= ’ : . ) - . \ a e
. T o Co. * - I -7 - . S '. LA . o ,;‘

. 5 : \ ' . ', . tey, ." B R ::’ ‘,;

" PR - PR R . W*/’,

'« e"* s;‘ 5 I | -, \ ! ¢ < s f
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I'. : The word” poteLt1a]]y was used because ‘of the second threat'to va-

.

, a,]ld]ty associated with prob]em def1n1t1on As Presb9 (1978) notes, "... | 3
.- . dlfferences (in studies) are cance]]ed in the use of very broad categories,

-

'+ which’ 1eads to the erroneous conc]us1on that research results indicate r N
L negl1g1b]e differences in outcoﬁes..." (p. 514). .We can assume, there- ~
<o ? : gy ‘ N ’

. fore, that reviewers who examine more operational-.details within theirt - .
M ° ' . . ' N * . ) \ -
‘broad constructs will perab]y produce more e&terna]]y valid conclusions:
; A .

<+ These 1 ewers present more information about contextual variations -
3 o~ .

" that do and do‘ﬁot‘infiuence the review outcome. s

- -J Data col]ect1qn stage. The major decision an 1nquirer'makes dur-

1ng the data coT]ect1on‘staqe 1hvo]ves the population of e]emehts that . T

. , ® PR ..“c
r wilT be the referent for the 1nqu1ry ' o — - (i.'

. . o, R

} < ”

o, P .Ident1fy1ng popu]at1ons for research, revtews'iS'complicated‘By ‘

the fact that rev1ews:1nvo1ve two targets. . F1rst the 1nqu1rer wants

. l .~
L -

T the review f1nd1ngs to perta1n to a]] prevqgus research on the prob]em. oo \

» hd - .4

e ReV1ewers can exert some coﬁtrol over whether th1s goa] is ach1eved

’
~

\\\hrough thewr ch01ce of 1nforﬂat1o? sources. In add1t1on the rev1ewer*“%

. hopes thgt the 1nc]uded studies wxl] a]]ow genera]1zat1ons to the 1nd1- ‘

] v viduals that 1nterest the’toplc area. The rev1ewer 5 1nf]uence 1s con-

f."’ T strained at th1s pO)nt by,the types of 1nd1v1dua]s who were samp]ed by = -

D ' primary researchers. v ‘_\\ e . . e

.
R . 4 ! ! L ol

AT .y Dlscrepanc1es 4in rev1ew conclusions are created by d1fferences T *‘fx
?5‘.. - | in the channe1s(rev1ewersuuse to retrfeve 1nformation such as 1nv1s1 N . | ‘%
‘g‘;’ {: . b1e coIleges, cztataoh 1ndexes and abstract1ng serv1ces The studéfs cL .', ‘;3‘3
;}:l A availab]e ;rodgh dxfferent sources often dre d1fferent frem ‘one ano;' j“ ) _5(

e, ther and Sm1th (1980) has demonstnated th1s emp1r1ca]1y. Tt is. ]1ke1y
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' that two reviewers who usedifferent techntques to 1ocate stud1es will
end up w1th different evidence and ﬁ?ﬁﬁlpotent1a11y reach d1fferent

s
Yoy

conc1u51ons ’ ) ﬂ . ' . .

»

4

. The flrst threat to data gathering vaT1d1ty, then 1s that the
g

rev1ew may not 1nc1ude and probab]y w111 not include, aill studids

l

stlnent\to\the topic of 1nterestqp A reviewer’ who has ut111zed the broad~

est sources of 1nformat1on is most 11ke1y to retr1eve a set ?f ‘results

\ ' ' .

which rgsembles the entire popu]at1on of prev1ous research

R
The second threat to va11d1ty ocgurring dur1ng data gather1ng 15 .

-f

that the individuals in the retr1eved studies may not represent all 1n~

\ -

dlvtdua]s ip the target popu]atton. The reviewer cannot be\\aulted for

_the existence of this threat jf retriebal procedures were exhaqstive
N
However, rev1ewers who qua]1fy conclusions with 1nfonnation about the

. - 4

ktnds of peop]e m1551ng or overrepresented 1n studies probab]y run 1ess

> © 3

3

»

© pisk of overqenera1Tzat1on . 0 . - o

e Data evaluation stage. After data is co]]ected the//ngulrer
- makes cr1t1ca1 $udgments about: the qua]1ty of individual data points.
'Each data p01nt is examined in llght of surroundﬁng evidence to deter- °*

mine whether 1t is contam1nated by factors 1rre1evant to the proh]em N
(- P . . .

o

upder con51derat}on B : ‘ &

{ The first Source of var1ance 1ntroduced during data exam1nat1on

&

is created by d1vergence in rev1ewers

- qua11ty of research,

- "‘(‘

;n qua11fy waS\\relat1ve1y modest™ (p 928) ,

~

cr1ter1a for -evaluating the )

1.

For 1nstance, Gottfredson (1978) studied edltors ™,

%

i and authors in nine APA Journals and‘suggested that 1nterjudge agreement

\QL) -

o .
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. o Another source of var1ance in review conc]us1ons is the degree
hed - ~
to which factors other than research qua]1ty affect evaluative dec1s1ons.

To demonstrate, ‘Mahoney (1377) found that the.methods, discussion and

- contributionaof manuscripts were evaluated more favorab]y if the study

confirmed the reviewer's pred1spos1t1on about the result.

e -

“The use of any evaluative cr1ter1a other than methodo]og1ca]

¢
quality ought to be cons1dered a thneat to the 1nterna] vdlidity of a

L

’ research rev1ems As Mamoney states, "To'the extent that researchers ‘ \
\’ ' ] 4+

d1sp1ay (conf1rmatory)‘b1as our adequate understanding of the process- .
es, and parameters of human adaptat1on may be ser1ous]y jeopardized"

(p 162). - t \
’ . " A second threat to va11d1ty durihg, evaluation is wholly beyond ;i

£

the control of the rev1ewer. This threat 1nvo]ves 1ncomp1ete reporting

by primary researchers If a reviewer must estimate or omittwhat hap- R

-, -
.

: pened in’ these studies, wider confidence 1nterva]s must be placed around

Lo .
’
. / ' ——
& A Y > T oa

Analysis andfinterpretation stage. During an'  sis and inter- b

re Tew conclus1ons.

y pretat1on the separate data po1nts'co1]ected by the 1oqurrer are syn-

L .4
B i ’ I s - 1 . "
: theswzed into a un1f1ed statement about’ the research prob]em. \Inter- . \\\_4

#mpretat1on demahds that the 1nqu1rer d1st1ngu1sh systemat1c data patterns ' T

'!5,:f'* from-"nOIse" or chance f]uctuat1on. Io carry out this functxon, the in- - - -
' s quirer must apply some ru]es of 1nference o : ‘ ' . _.' R
N S L -~ ' o

. _ Rev1ew conc]us1ons can d1ffer because rev1eWers emp]oy different -
ana]yt1c 1nterpretat1on techn1ques. A systemat1c relation which cannot .-
be d15t1ngy1shed from no1se Under one set of ru]es may be d1fferent1ated

b s -~ . . -’ N .‘ . . J

S
' under another set . . ; .. o ‘

T e

i3 IR <
T £
e .Y
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The<first threat to. va11d1ty accompany1ng the ana]ys1s and inter-
i
pretat1on stage 1nvo]ves'the ru]e of inference that a rev1ewer emptoys.

In non-quant1tat1ve reV1ews, 1t is d1ff1cu1t to qauge the appropriate\

ness “of 1nference rules because they are not’ very often made exp11c1t

For quant1tat1ve rev1ews the suppos1t1ons of stat1st1ca1 tests. are gen-

erally known and some statlst1ca1 b1ases in reviews can be’ removed Re-
gard]ess of the strategy used for ana1y51s and 1nterpretat1on the pos-

,sibility a]ways ex1sts that the rev1ewer has used an 1nva11d rule- for

ﬁnferr1ng a characterist1c of the target populat1on \\f;

The second threat to vae1d1ty is the m151nterpretat1on of rev1ew- ,

based ev1dence as suppdrt1ng statements about causality. In order to
exp1a1n method generated variance in study outcomes, reviewers will try
to assoc1ate the d1fferences in Jresults W1th d1fferences in study pro-
Cedures. While the revieper-may be tempted to do so, he or she cannot

ruje Out the ‘possibility that the rev1ew-generated relation is spur1ous.

. *

.. |
Many other var1ab1es are confounded W1th the or1g1na1 exper1men€ers'

-

A
~—
° p

ichoice of a study procedure. Spurious re]at1ons are posS1b1e because
the reviewer d1d not randomly a551gn procedures to exper]ments

Pub11c presentation staqe. F1na11y, the' product1on of a pub11c .
N S

document descr1b1ng the rev1ew is.a task with profound impliéations for N

the accumu]at1on of know]edge.

—\‘ : . X . R ' ) . 3

-Two threats to va11d1ty accompany ‘report wr1t1ng gr-st thé ) -

omissigé of deta1ls about how ‘the ‘review was conducted reduces the re- .

v oy, .\ t

N
p]lcability'of the review concJus?%n. w1thout suff1c1ent detail,. the'

.)‘ reader is unab1e tp ascerta1n whether a*ﬁersona] search of the 11tera-‘

ture would Tead to a similar conclgs1on.

A}

L
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. The second threat 1nvo]ves<the om1ss1on of ev1dence that other
- N ' .0 ‘
*inquirers find 1mportant Matheson et al. (1978) observe that "as re-

&
search on a spec1f1c behav1or proqresses more deta1ls concern1ng the "

,exper1menta] condﬂt1ons are found to be re]evanﬂ' (p.. 26&5 A review
will quickly become obsolete i it does not address the var1ab]es and’ -
‘ re[atqons wh1ch are (or'w1}1 be). 1mportant to an area. '

Examples of Reviews e . . -

L]

) The supposition under]ying this model of.1iterature reviewinp .

3 '1S'that it is a data-gathering exerc1se’wh1ch needs to be eva]uated '

-
-

i against scientifit criteria. * As with pr1mary research reviewers must -
N - .

take-precautjons to-.avoid bias in conduct1ng the;r'study. Equally im-
portant, the reviewer nust produce a report which allows readers to he

assess the review's va1idity and' to conduct»direct‘replications: if

A} e

* they so desire. Also’ S1m11ar to pr1mary research the perfect litera- - ¢
* A - * ' . '
ture rev1ew does not ex1st Many reviewers have, however, app]1ed the P

’ N ‘ extra t1me, effort and expense needed to produce reviews with cons1der- .
N . 'ably greater va]1d1ty and rep]1cab111ty than has traditionally been

i -

3 acceptab]e. My co]]eagues on today's panel are among these rev1ewers,
: _ .

as are many others who predate the "rev1ew-as -research" notﬁon (see
* Glass, McGaw & Smith, 19813 Rosenthgl, 1980). In the time remaining,

o i ' | | \ .
h I wou]d.like to briefly describe the efforts of three of myrsfhdents ) »

S ‘ who conducted rev1ews in very d1fferent areas usi ng d113ent tech-

) niques. what the rev1ew§ have in common {; that they a]] attempted to -
. X e app]y the guidelines: de;ér1bed ear]1er.' ’ ’ i
§§ S : Ihe first revxe;ﬁwas on the relat1on between locus of contro1 -

for a person s be11ef about whether or not they’ control the, things L ey

-

~ N . . .- . s TNTIEDH




. ~ e .
that .happen. to” them) and academic achievegent. This Keview was con- «
", ducted by Maureen ?indley, a graguate, student in-social psychology -
'i.. (F%ndiey & Cooper, 1& ipress). <Pﬁve prev1ous reviews of the ]dCus of

contro]-ach1evement Lelation conc]uded that a pos1t1ve assoc1at1on - :

] ‘ ‘ .
- existed between the var1ab1es but the rev1ews daffered in the1r con-- -
\ ’ f1dence 1n th1s conc1us1on The reviews also varied in their target‘

-
" populations, w1th some" focusﬁhg on ch1]dren some on adu]ts and some,

L] (“'\.

. on all age groups Fﬁna]]y, the rev1ews d1ffered'1n the’ med1ators

=N

- ' they suggested m1ght affect the size or ex1stence of t;e relation.- Of .

Lo §
. N

the five rev1ews the most exhaust1ve conta1ned 36 emp1r1ca1 stud1es
) | Maureen's goa] was to comprehens1ve]y search the 11terature and exa-
m1ne all target populat1on§ and suggested mediators 1n a single rev1ew
s C e T Three data bases,.Psycho]og1ca1 Abstracts ERIC, and Dissartation

-7 Abstracts Internat1ona1 were, searched by computer. The index words -“"'
- M \ °

) , "ach1evement“ or "performance“ were crossed with “]ocus of contro]" or -
—y
"1nterna] externa] " Eight hundred and two studies were Jocated wh1ch

aal e1ther ment1oned these terms 1n the1r title or abstract or were so *

% c1ass1f1ed by-a person who read the. ent1re document . Ihe°t1t]es and ab-
: . [ X% e
. stracts of these stud1es were prov1ded by the computer and these were

'0

o
g uspd ™t to reduce the number of potent1a1]y re]evant reports U]t1mate1y,..

. 208 studxes were examxned in the1r ent1rety dnd 98 re]evant stud1es ’

—~— * e ¢

were. found nearﬂy three t1mes as many as the next most exhaust1ve re- -

) R yiew. The 98 studles conta1ned 275 tests of the hypothesrs
. 4 * J .
Across a]1 stud1es, the average corre]ation ‘between locus of

’ .

contro] and ach1evement was r'= +. . 18. This combined resu]t would re- - "

"quire over 3,000 unretrpeved, nu1}-summing:studies to be -reversed at
. . D) .- Py " v, [ . . -

;. '
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the p < 05 Tevel ofJﬁqgn1f1cance (see Cooper, 1979) Tab]e 1 provides

- breakdown of these results accord1ng to the’ s1x med1at1ng var1abﬂes ) 8

1]

most’ frequent]y suggested by prev1ous rev1ewers

.The ana]yses of d1f—

Ne 1

ferences in correlat1ons across stud1es revealed that ma]e saqp]es pro-

8,

- A

duced stronger, rflat1ons than fema]e samp?es and thaﬁ?Jun1dr h1gh schpo]

. ~students produced stronger,relat1ons than either elementary schoo1‘or

N

to academ1c outcomes tendgd to show stronger assoc1at1ons W1th ach1eve—

.‘ment than more genera] locus of contro] measures apd stronger re1a€#ons ,

s

were ‘found in studies emp]oy1ng standard1zed as opposed to 1nformaJ

bl i -
- . v

assessments of achievement. v
"- L - ’ R , %.,-4
v .+ . -Place Table 1 about here

. . -
P “e . - s

i‘ Maureen's discussion of the resu]ts was ablé to eva]uate the .

e

magn1tude ‘of the locus of contro] re}at1on and-pay partficular attent1on )

"to conf11cts 1n the results of the prev1ous rev}ews. - /é
¢ i .

X Ken Ottenbacher, a graduate student in speC1a] educat1on, con- -~

ducted 2 review of stud1es test1nq the e?fect1veness of. dryg§:reatments

Ken was able to locate 61:studies .that .

~

A11 61 studies emp]oyed two group compar-

of hyperact1v1ty,1n children.
‘met very stringent criteria.

isons between a drug cond1t1on, a no treatment-eontrol cond1t1on or a
p1acebo cond1t1on.

\‘chl1dren to. conditions and a doub]e blind procedure in adm1 ah ter1ng

.

the treatment énd recordlng the dependent var1ab]e

v
s -~

Table 2 presents a stemjand 1eaf d1sp1ay of the 408 separate

d 1ndexes uncovered by the literature search. Before synthes1s Hedges

.

In add1t1on measures of 1ocus of contro] spec1f1c o=

1n add1t1dn, a]] studies used random ass1gnmenf’“f .

. .
- & &

. . )

¢y~
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.fcorredéion fdctor was emp]oyed "Most interesting in this revien was

. the COmparison of the effects of p]acebo and druq treatments. The mean -
d-1ndex fonlcompar1son; of druq treatments Varsus no treatment contro]
groups nas +1.21. P]acebo groups’ versus no treatment controls pro-
duced a mean effect:of d = +. 19 wh11e drug versus placebo compar1sons

'\reveaied a mean deindex of +.69; This analysis ]ed‘to a-conclusion

h that ahout 3/4 of the drug effect wasoprobabdy due to theidrug itself

&
and 1/4 due to the expectancies that‘surround~drug therapies. Ken al-

. * so -found that stimulant drugs were more effectfve than ronstimulants:
t

\ A .

in reducing hyperact1v1ty and that the effect of *drug therapy was un-.

related to the age or I.Q. of the child or te how hyperactivity was

measured. T . e !

2

Place Table 2 about here' ¥ ‘ ‘e

- . - EY

.. A third reV1ew Was conducted by Ju11e Yu, a graduate student in,

/
/

2y Marketing. Julfie wag 1nterested in how response rates to guestionnaires

Y

-were affected by the research design. She examined over a dozen-dif-
‘ .
ferent techn1ques that surveyegs use to increase whether or not an in- °

S

dtvidua] agrees to comp]ete a quest1onna1re - ‘

- - The unique aspect of Ju11e s task was that a11 studies employed

| ident1c31 dependent var1ab1es name1y the percentage of contacted\1n-
d1v1dua1$ who agree to. ré%pond Thus, rather than work1ng with, study .
probab111t1es and effect s1zes,,1t 'was possib]e to d1rect]y ~ombine raw
data. Literature searches of BRS/Inform, Management Oontents, Psycho]o-

“ ®
gica1 Abstracts and the Social Sclence C1tat1on Index uncovered 25 re-

Tevant stud1es and 60 more were found through a manual séarch of refer-

ences'1n’P1b]1qgraphfes..




1th the'number of contacts and separate response rates the aver-

*+ ‘age rate is based on. The standard deviation of the rates ismlso pre-

A@Sehted. Four: rates were differentiated\* Exper1menta]lgnd coftrol

. rates are based on studies that éxplicitly manipulated the presence or

absence .of monetary incentives. The without tontrol rate is based on

studies in which all partiéipants;recefyedean’incentive and the absent

rate is based bn studies in which no participant was paid.

~

Place Tabfe.3@ébbut here . ~

3

s

A chi- square stat1sth fos-the nger1ment versus control fre-
quencies of respond1ng was highly 51gn1f1cant with an aSSOC1ated phi- "
e coefficienf of +.15. A descriptive correlation was also generated by
pairing response ratee with thedgmount of money offered, Thii'corre-
1dtion equalled +.61, indicating greater monetary ,inceftives led to
higher respohding. These analysis proceduree'were applied to each

“technique. “Jufﬁe found significant1y-higher'response rates associated,.

4

with both prepa1d and prom1sed monetary incentives, nonmonetary rewards,»

2
prehminary not1f1cat1on, persona’hzatwn of the request and fo}"low-up*

contacts. »The effects of a‘cover letter, assurances of anonym1ty, pro-

' J
yidin§ a deadline, and providing return postage were ai nonsigniffc%nt%

-

Conclusion

' Oﬁlous‘ly, this discussion has not«ddne justice to’the detaﬂ, ‘ 'i

"
'

and comp1ex1ty of these reviews, but I hope the genera] point is q}ear*

More sc1ent1f1c gu1de11nes for conduct1ng 1ntegrat1ve researcﬁ rev1ews
e

- .

°

X
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are not on]y des1rabTe but they are feas1b]e to apply. Also, rigorous
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o nature. The experti se arfd intuition of the reviewer will be chal]enged S ”
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.- Figure 1

s
k]

The Liferatune Review'cbqéeptualized as a'Re§earc%_Broje

rs

]

‘Stage of Restarch . oo .

ct

¥

. Stage
CQaracteristics

N >3

Problem Formulation

[N

Data Collection

.

Data Evaluation

Interpretation

v '-Jy “ - ’ v N
e s ]//Analysis and )

> '

Public
Presentation

Research Question
Asked™

¢
t

Primary, Function
in Review

\Procedural Differ-
ences Which Create

A
x

What evidence should be
included in the revitw?

-

Constructing defini-
tions that distinguish

§¥5g;es.

t
.

1. Diffgrences in
abstractness of .

Varlatuon in Rev1ew deflnltlon. -

*Conc1u51ons

(O

© Sources of Poten—

" tial valldlty .,
in Revig V iy

~Conclus

I ‘\F’ .
2. ’leﬁerzﬁé;s in -~
operationfl detail.

3 ¥

‘1, Narrow concepts may

N relevant from irrelevant

make reéview conclusions

less general.

2. Superficial opgra-
tional detail may
obscure interactinge

‘variables.

What procedures
should be psed to
flnz relevant
evidence?

Determlnlng whlch
sources of poten—
t1a11y relevant :
studies to examlne.

Differences in
the research con-
tairied in. sources

of information.

1. Accessed.studies
may be qualitative-
ly different from
the target pjbula—
tion of studies.

2. People sampled
in ac;e551ble stud-
ies may be. differ-,

.ent from, target pop- unreliabld. |

ﬁlatlon of peopleq

What retrieved
evidence should be’
included in the
rev1ew°

. €

RN

Applying criteria

to separate 'valid"
from "invalid"
studies. v

a

1..Qifferences in
quality: criteria.

2. Differences in
the influence of -

nonquality criterid. .

1. Nonquality fac:

‘tors may cause im-

proper welghtlng
3f study 1nforma—
tlon.

2..Omissions in
study reports may
make coriclusions
Y,

*

- should b

What prd edures

1 used to
make irfferences
about the liter-

" ature as a whole?

Synthesizing
yalid retrieved
studies.

©

Differences in
ruleg of infer-
ence.

1. Rules for dis-
tinguishing pat- .
terns from n01se

may be 1nappro-
priate.

.

2. Review-based
evidence may @e
used tg.infer

causality.

-

2 Om1851on of -~

What infqrmation
should be’ included
in the review

" report?

Apblyiﬁg editorial
criteria to

. separate importané

from unimportant
information. ‘
. ‘ .

- Differences in

guidelines for
editonial judgment.

. "

1, Omission of
review procedures |
may make c¢onclu-—
sions irrepraduc-

'ible.

review findings !

and study procedures:

.

LN

may make conc1u31ons

NI

obsolete.‘
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B Average Effect Size for Subgroupings of = T
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e . . Study Characteristics . - Lo~
- ; - N . )
Characteristics °. . Average Corre'lations SD ’ N1
_Gender .. . - , )
Males | ©+420 .14 27,
Females +.11 .18 18 . 9
» - z
age e N '
College ' . seth * .15 32
High s§c,ho’ol +.23 ) .10 8
' Junjor high Ly +e3) 22 .7
4th-6th . Toe2 . S15 21
1st-3rd grade . +.04 .06 4
Race ) . . :
* Black ‘ +.25 RN 3
white : .25, . 47+ . 8
Sociogconomic Status ‘ M
- Middle.class +426 A1 97 )
' Lower class ., #.35 .34 BRI /S o
N . . . . ’ '
.Locus of Control Mehsure , )
General’ e +.18 , ' 16 . 15 7
Specific +.30 . . . .22 12 =
Achievement Me‘asx.’\res “ . \ ) -
Class:ggm—related ’-+.16 ‘ " .15 45
Standardized Achievemént +¢21 - A7 ©36°
. Standardized Intelligen +.24 A5 12

* Note 1. N isothe number"of stud

and SD are based.
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Table 2 - . ¢ . Lo T
d—fhdexéé for the comparisons of 8iug %ersus control, drug _ » -
versus placebo. and placebo versus controL

Drug vs Placebo
N :

iemitigc Guide

R ’ |

Placebo vs Control Total .. ‘ ;

21 |5 s ol ) ) v 5 e 4
207 s 8y Tt 8 | ¢
19 | 4 o x .
1.8, |: ¢ o ¢ 1 &
1.7 fr 07 T o] R4 024 P
1.6 : 1 RN 1
1.5 5 - 0688\ . RN ' 05688 RO
4.4 b8 126 . | 3" 12368 : '
1.3 2 o2 g . sz\ e
1.2 . _ o~ : o A
1.1 16° 8 . S I ] 168 o L
1.0 g 6. ‘ 68v
9 =39 ~1 12399 30 - 4 12333999 | ot
8 L o5 T 9w © L ossy
. PRSI e . ;
a9 1’ S L
I R 1125779 ,_ 1125779
‘sl og ot .pror W 0. 1 00079
“od L L uss ) o Che ) g . LT
.3 . 46 168 © g L 41,6688 : A
.2 . . 478 - Q‘zs T |
Ta < 56 . - P .o
:0, . 1005, / , o%oo.‘ ‘| 00000005 \
© Maxinun, BT ( 2.08° 2P ) 7% I
Q; - 155 ¢ L 130, ’ 93 0 130 * \
'"iaedi,«m/ 1.10 | ’ \ 697 a9° .~ B0 S
.Qf 355 . .?ii; }??? .00 . e -y . ;.jéb 1 .ﬁ ‘ ‘(Eg
' ﬂiiimum; ‘.Bz'ﬁéi ':Jbo “ e300 "\l: ;4.36 ' o ;;
Mean. ' 1.2 .- ,.;81'.‘ ' 32 . .84 R
67 B .5L el v.m2 ) 60 o
’iNoﬁe'1 Two valugs, ~,77 and —1.30, are not included in the table. A -*"M. ook
From* _Ottenbacher, K. and’ Cooper, H' Drug treatment of hypenactwitya Manuscr pt
under review, 1981 RS . T Ce 3
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Experimental o519 ., esfel s B -

® [ -e - e

" “control ", .04 z7§’4a SR 20.7 CL

W/o Control ~ . 48.3, . . - 3,05 oot et e L
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-+ Amount: .- L / E:; ' ﬁ‘ . . i_' T L
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