
.,
ED 216032

AUTHOR Cooper, Harris I
.

/

TITLE . I Scientific Guidelines for Conducting Integrate
. s -1 Literature Revilpws.

PUB DATE I gar 82 4%
, NOTE . 22p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of -the

American Educational Research'Association'(66th, -New
.; . York, NY, March 19-23,1982).

/

s

EDRS PRICE '. MFO1 Plus Postage. PC Not Ava ilable from EDRS.
DESCRIPTOMS *BehaviOIBI,Science Research; Data Analysii; Data A

Collection; Evaluaon; *Literature RevieWs; *Models;.
Research Reports; *Validity

. I 0

DOCUMENT RE'UME

4
co TM 820 188:(

IDENTIFIERS *Integrative Processes
.

ABSTRACT
. * Inferences made in integrative research reviews are

as important to the validity -of behavioral science-knowledge as are
thoSe in primary research. The re/search review is conceptUalized as a
scientific inquiry involving 'five stages paralleling thpse of primary -

research. Problem formulation is, the stage when varp.ablestare defined
conceptually and operationally.,In the data collection stage, an
inquirer must decide on the population of elements that will be the
-referent for the inquiry. Critical judgments about the quality ef
' -data points ocCurs-during data,evaluation.- Data collected by the

II 1tesearcher are,;gynthesized into, a unified statement during analysis'
and iriterpretation. 'Presentation of the review in a public document
-is"Ahe final stage'. Owstidy asked reviewers'to integrate
litttures that- vary,Nik, findings and operational homogeneity of
thei x'etudies.-Aome were requested to make formal judOments of
research quality. The other study manipulated literatUre size,
,findinls, and the reviewer's analytic interpretation strategy. The
depeildent variables in both studies were reviewer perceptions about
..the tested hypotheses and recommendations for future research.
OWE

O

1

5

sr

O.

of

55

O

z ,,
************'********************************A**************************

:-(%
,

Reproductions supplied by .EDRS are the best that can.be made *

. * . . -' l from the orkginal'document. -.*

***************************************.***************i**;*************"



N
Pr\

O
r-I
CNJ .1

LILL Th' inferences made in integrative research reviews are- tral to

the validity. of behavioral science knowledge as those inferenCes ade in pri-

mary research. ,Therefbre, research reviewers must pay the same. attention to

rigorous methodology that is required of primary researchers.' This japer is
based on a conceptualization of the research review as a scientific inquilty
involving five stages which parallel those.of primary research: (a) proBlem

formulation; (b) data Collection; (c) evaluation of data points; (d) data ana-

lysis and interpretation, and;.(e) public presenttion.,
/

he results of two studies will be reported which experimentally examine

different facets ofliterature reviewing. In Study I, reviewers are asked to

integrate literatures that vary in the finding's and operational homogenditi.of

their constituent studies. Some reviewers are alsb asked to make formal judg-

ments of research quality. These manipulations (along with severallindividual

differences among reviewers) are tested as antecedents to the oeviewer's(a)
decisiohs about'.tested'hypotheses, and (b) recommendations for future. 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.
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Scientific Guidelines for Ofiducting Integrative

Ljtetature Reviews

;.

The use.of quantitate procedures in literature reviews has 'in-

Creaied largely.in:response'to increases in the number of.9tudies rele-

.', iresearch
. . ,

.
vant to-particular :hypotheset. Integrative reVjewing,hdwever'',

.04 .

.0, -c .'''
I contains many debsion points,

.
in addition to how to synthesize stgdies,

and,all of these have bedn affected by the expandingresearch evidence. ,

Critics of meta-analysis have ppinted,to Problems in.other phases of re-

-3 viewing caused by large literatures apd have Accused the quantitative
.

procedures-of either creating or inadequately addressing these problems.
.

,,,.

In. fact, neither the case. The synthesis cff- studies isOnly one of
, ,

'several independent activities 'involved in-literature revieWirig,- I would.,
, I

likesto present a model of the literature 'review' that (lpeonceptualizes'.
.

.
. _

research integration asa, scientific process and (2) sUggests systematic
.-

guidelinA for eyaluating.th4 validity of review outcomes. After describ-

. s . , ...-

in§ the podel, examples of reviews that- were,attemP6 to emplpy the guide- .
.

.

lines will be presented.

.ti

I

.1* 1

,

The Stages of Integrative Research Review'.
'

1

Figure I describes the integratiite review process (COoper, in
. .

press). Five stages are identified by theIr'pa'rticularreSearch.fu4E-r

A
Mon. Sources of variance and potential threats to the vaidily of re-

"' .,

.

view outcomes,whtch are associated with each stage,are.listod.with
,,,,

. . , ,

, . ,

1

Placeih-gUr;e 1 ,about ,here-
r

°

I .

.

(4
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Problem formulation stage. .The ,first stage in the integratge

review is the problem formulation stage. During problem formulation,
.

the variables involved in the inquiry are defined in two different ways,

.
C I

4 -

conceptually and operationally..

)

.
... ,

.
The fiPst source of variance in reviews enters during concept

f

identification. Two ueviewers using'an identical label'for an abstract
.

,

concept can employ very different operational-delnitions or leve/s of
'\.

abstractim,Eachdefinitionmay.conroineoperations excludeq by

. -

/ the other, or-one reviewer's' definition\may complete]' contain the other.

N Multiple operatiops for cogistructs also affecreview outcomes
, .

**making it possible forreviewersto vary
-,

i

, t

n the attention they pay

-. ;

to methodological distinctions, in the literature. This variation is

1

.

. ......

attributa6leto differences ill the Way operation are treated after the 4- -

.3

. .

--...\ relevant literature has been retrieved.. Two review iss employing identi-
- .

1

.
'cal Conceptual9de4nitions-and reviewing' the same, et.of studies-can

! l'

still reach decidedly different corklusions. If one reviewer retrieved
, ., .

. ,

more method information and recognized a,method-dependent
/
relation that

.t . r .

another reviewer did' not teii, the two 'conclusions c6uld be orthogonal
b

I'.

to-one another.

..Each source ofoveriance introduces a potential threat to he va-

- , x `,

. lidity of a review's conclusions. First, reviewers who focus "Oh_o iy a,

few empiricalrealiztionsleave open rival interfiretatiOns for Vie find--
.

f' ings. Also, veisjnarow-tonceptuelizations.provide 'little infoilMation:
.

<

. about how'many:different contexts- a finang
1

.

applies to. Therefore,. re= ,

. .

,,N

'
viewers who emploYbroad'conceptualrde4nttions can potentially produ4
, N. -

A414e vaIict conclusions than reviewers using narrow defrinitions.. .,` 1

3-
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, The word-potekially was used becauie,of. the second threat.to va-
1, i

,

.

.11 lidity associated with problem definition. AsPres0 (108) notes, "...
. . ,

differences (in studies) are. cancelled in the use of very broad categories,

whichleads to the erroneous` conclusion that research results indicate
.. .

negligible differences in outcoits.." (p. 514). .We can assume, there-
. ,,.

fore, that reviewers who examine more operationaldetail.s within their,

broacr
,

constructs will pr'iibably produce more externally valid conclusions:
,J-

.. These ewers present more information about contextual variations. .

- ,

Scientific Guiderlines-

that do and do not ...influence the review outcome. .
_

Data 'collectiqn s,tage. The major decision an inquirer makes dur-

ing the data collection- stage ivolVes the population of elemehts that
r

a

P

will be the referent for the inqu,iry. . ./ -,
. ...

. Identifying populations for research, reviews' is°,ccimplicated by
t - .

,the* fact that reh views> involve two targets.. First, the inquirer wants
. o . .

. the review findings to pertain to all preViegus researchon the prbblem.
.. , ., .

RevIewers can exert some ton'rol over whether this goal is achieved

tirough their choice of inforMatin sources. In addition, the reviewer
1,

.... . 1

. hopes 'tha1 t the included studies 1.4c1.1 allow generalizations to the indi-
. - -,.- - ' , .. ' .

viduals that interest the topic area: The reviewer's influencejs con-..
. . . ''' \

strained at this pointby1the types of individuals who were .sampled by. P

primary r'esearchers. \
.

.- . ° \ .
: ... .....

Discrepancies .,.in review conclusions aft Created by differences
.4...

. ... ,-,
in the charinelskreviewers

--.

Use to retrieve information, such as'invisi-. ..---\
..information, .../

,
.4.* .

. . ble colleges? -citation indexes. and .abstracting -servicet." . The studies
,. . *I

4.
r " Ai .."

available irough different sources "oftek i're' di fferent from one ano-

ther
, r s , ..

4 ther and.Sini,th (1980) h4s demonittated thil empirically. . It is.likely,
A . . , ,

CV,



Scientific Guidelines

4'

that two reviewers who useedifferent .tefhniques to loCate studies will,

end up with different evidence and 0111 /potentially reach different.

conclusions,

I

-
The first threat to data gathering validity, then,, is that the

. . , 1 ,

, (...._.,- ..

review may not include, and probably will not include, all studiesp-
s ..

..tinenlIo,the topic of interest.0, A reviewer' who has utilized the broad- \ '.'

est sources of information it most likely to retrieve a set yf'results
, 1 . - t

k
.

which resembles the entire population of previous research:

The second threat to validity occurring during data gathering is

that the individuals in the .retrietieL studies may not represent all in-

dividuals in the target population. The reviewer cannot be\faulted for
:, %'

the existence of this threat if retrieval procedures were exhaustive. ,

However, reviewers'whb qualify concluions with information About the '

kinds. of peoplesmissing or overrepresented fn studies,probably,run less

risk of overgeneraltzatiOn.
. ,

Data evaluation stage. After'aata is collected, the inquirer
/.`

.makes .critical, lodgments about'thequalitY of individual data points.

Each data.point is examined in light of surroundoing evidence to deter- '

mine Whether -if is contaminated by factors irrelevant to. the pro4lem

under COnsideration%

The first source of variance,intrOduced during' data 'examihatiop
' -

* is created by divergence in reviewers' criteria for evaluating the

quality ,o:f research. For instance, Gottfredson41978) studied' editors
..:4A.

t, and authors in.nine APA journals and"suggested'that interjudge agreemerit
.

l'fi?'
.:, . ., .

. .

. .

.

4-v on qualqtwas)grelatiyely modest' (p. 928). .
,

1

. r,

'I
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Another source of variance in review conclusions is the.degree

to .Which factors other thin research :quality affect evaluative decisions.

To demonstrate, Mahoney (1977) found thtt the methods, discussion and

.contribution.of manuscripts were evalqated more favorably if the study

confirthed the 'reviewer's predisposition about the result. .

The use of any evaluative criteria other than methodolog ical
,,, .- %

.quaTitY ought to be considered a tiineat to the internal, validity of a
,

research review As Mahoney states, "To.the extent that researchers
1

display (confirmatory). bias, our adequate understanding of the process-

es,andparameters of human adaptation may be seriously jeopardized"

(p. 162).

A second threat to validity durihg.evaluation is wholly beyond

treatththe control of the reviewer. This reat involves incomplete reporting

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

' pened in'these studies, wider confidence intervals must be placed around

ew conclusions.
6 1.

Analysis and'interpretation stage. During an sis and inter-

pretation, the separate data,pointsollecied by the Inqqtrer are sYn-
- ..

.
I N

-

thesized into a unified statement about the.yesearch problem. pter- ,
. . ,

pretation demands that the inquirer distinguish systematjc dat'a 'petterns.

. .

froa "noise" or chance fluctuation. To carry, out this function, the in-

, . ..... .
..

-.

quirer must apply some rules. of inference. ",

.

_

.

Review conclusions can differ beciuse revieders'erwloy different.
. ,

.-.. - S
.

analytic interpretation techniques. A systematic'relation whiqh cannit
. .-.

,

bedistinguished from noise dniter one set ofruTes'may be differentiated

".,

..! .

,
_ . .

. . 4
, under.another set.

J

4,.. -

,
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.The first threat to.validity accompanying,theanalysis and

pretation sthe involves the rule of inference that a reviewer employs.

In non-quantitative reviews, it is difitCult to gauge the approprfher:
.

ness'of inference'rdTes because they are not'very often made explicit.

For quantitative reviews, the suppoiitions of statistical tests.are gen-
.6

erally known and some statistical biases in reviews can be removed.* Re-

gardless of the strategy used for alialysis anti interpretation, the pos-
. .. .

sibility always exists that the reviewer has used an'nvaltd rule'for

Inferring a characteristic of the target population.' ,
.

-...'
. .

.

The second threaftdvalidity is the misinterpretation. wof review

1

.* based evidence as suppdrting statements about ¶ausality. In order to

explain method-:generated variance in study outcomes, reviewers will try

to associate the differences in,results with differences in'stud;'pro-
,

Cedurei. While the reviewermay be tempted to dd so, he or she cannot

rule out.thepossibility that tfie review-generated relation is Spurious:.

r
r

Many other variables are confounded withthe originaexperimenters' .

ichoice of a study procedure. Spurious relations are'possible because

the reviewer did not randomly assign procedures to .experiments.

Public presentation stage, Finally, the'production of a. public

A)cOment describing (the review is.a task with profound implitations for

the accumulation of knoWlidge:".

-Two threats to validity accomp'any'report writing. Cst, the

amiss 'of details about how' the 'review was conducted reduces the re-

. plicability*of the review conclusion. Without sufficient. detail .the*

reader is unable, tp ascertain whether, a ersonal search of thelit5ea-
.

tune would lead to a similar conclusfdn.
1

4
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The second threat involves the omission of evidence that other.

-inquirers find important.' Matheson et al. 0978) observe that "as re-
. 0 .

search pn a specific.behavior progresses, more 'details cOnoprningthe

.experimental conditions are found to be relevant!' (p.. 265. .A review
, -

will quickly become obsolete if it'does not address_the variables and'-

relations which are (or will,be).iMportant to an area.

Examples of Reviews

The supposition underlying this model of.literature reviewing

is that it is a data-gathering exercise'which needs to be evaluated.

against scientific criteria." Ass with primary research, reviewers must.

takeprecautions to -avoid bias in conducting their .study.- Equally im-

portant; the reviewer must produce a report which allows readers to

assess the review's validity and to conduct direct replications, if

they so desire. Also'similar to primary research, the perfect iitera-

ture review does -not exist. Many reviewers have, however, applied the

extra time; effort and expense needed to produce reviews with consider-

ably greater validity and replicability than has traditionally been
./

acceptable. My colleagues on today's pinel are among these reviewers,

as are many othert who predate the "review -as- research" notion (see

Glass, McGAw & Smith,1981;1Rosenthalt 1980). In the time. remain7ing,

I would .like to briefly describe the efforts of three of.my-tudents

who conducted reviews in very different areas using dif ent tech-

.

'niques. What the reviews have in common is that they all attempted to

_..

. . ,- . . . ,

apply the guidelines described earlier.

The first.reviewwas.on the relation between locus of control

(or a person's belief about whether or not they control title, things



.

p

cientific Guidelines

8

that.happen.to'them) and academic achieveiient. This tireW was con-

, ducted by Maureen Findley, a graduate student insoCial psychology

(Findley Cooper, ikpress). (rive previous reviews of the 1dCus of

control-achievement relation concluded that a positive association
s

control - achievement.
#

. 4 .
.

-existed between the variable& but the reviews differed in their con-.

. - .

fidence in this conclusion. The reviews also varied in their target

populations, with some-foct4TA on children, some on adults and, some,
, - .

. on all age groups. Finally, the reviews differed-in the mediators

'they suggested_ might affect the size or existence of t'e relation. Of
. .

..... .

r
. the five reviews, the most exhaustive contained 36 empirical studies.

.
.. 4

Maureen's goal was to comprehensivelj, search the literature and exa-

.

mine all target populations and suggested mediators in a single review.

' . Three data,basesPsychological Abs tracts, ERIC, and Dissertation

Abstracts Internatlonal, were searched by computer. The index words

4

"achievement" it were crossed with "locu&-of ControP or

"internal-external." Eight hundred and two studies were located which

,. -either mentioned these terms in their title or abstract or were so

1 Classified bya person who read the:entire document.. The titles and ab-
1,.. . -.".

, stracts.orthese,studies were provided by the computer, and these were
.

4-,, '. 9 :

usorareduce the number of potentially relevant reports., Ultimately, ..

208 studies were examined'in their entirety and 98 relevant studies.

were-found, nearly three tiMeas man; as the next Most exhidstive re-

iiew. The 98 studies contained 275'tests of the hypothesis.

Across ill studies, the average correlation, between locus of .

control and achievement was r = +.18. This combined result would re'-
.

:quire over 3,000 unretrlieved,null-summing :studies to be reversed at

4
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the p < .05 level oAignificance (see Cooper, 1979). Table 1 provides

a breakdown of theseesults according to.thessix meiatng variables.

most frequently suggested by previous reviewers. The analyses of dii-
, .

ferences in correlations across studies revealed that male samples pro-
J

duced stronger, relations than female samples and;thatjunior high , 6."

....-students produced strdnger,relations than either elementary school,or

; . . .
, .

. A college students. In addition Measures of locus of control speqfic

to academic outcomes-teilEd to-,show stronger associations. with achieVe-
"

..-ment than kre'geheral locus of control measures apd stronger re104.ans
.

. were found in studies employifig standardized as opposed to filforma.1

assessments of achievement.

.Place Table 1about here

ry

. t .

.. . .

.
.

IL; Maureen's discussion of the resultg was abl6 to Oelute the

.
-

magnitude!of the locus Of control relation andpay particular pttentiop
.

,, -

to conflicts in the results of the previous reviews.
7 .

4 Ken'Ottenbacher, a graduate student in special educatibn, con-

ducted a review of studies testing-the eqectiveness of.dry treatments
ot..,

of hyperactivity, in children. Ken was able to locate 61, stu es that

L 'met very stringent criteria. All 61 studies employed two group coinpar- .

,

. .

. ,
.

isons between a drug condition, a Po treatmeneeeontrol condition or a
,

. . .
placebo condition. In additidn, all studies used randomassignmenrrif -

(., . ./
. .

. .-,
.

children to conditions and a double' blind procedure in admi-,tering

the treatment end recording the dependent variable.

Table a2 presents a stem lnd-leaf display of the 408 separate

d=indexes uncovered by the literature search. Before synthesis, Hedges'

f
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.1corre tion factor w as employed. Most interesting in this review was

the'Compariso6 of the effects of placebo and drug treatments. The mean.
1

d-index for(comParisons of drug treatments versus no b4eatment control.

groups Wa?'+121. Placebo groups' versus no treatment controls pro-
.

ducal a mean effect:6f d = +.19-while drug versus placebo comparisons

revealed a mean &index of +.69. This analysis led tb aconclusion

that about 3/4 of the drug effect was probably due to theldrug itself
c,

and 1/4 due to the expectancies that surrounddrug therapies. Ken al-
.

so 'found that stimulant drugs were more effective than donstimulants.
. .1

in reducing hyperactivity and that the effect of,drug therapy was un=.

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

measured.

Place Table 2 about here

t

A third review bras condAted by Julie Yu, a graduate student in/
. i.

Marketing. Julie,wo interested in how response rates to questionnaires

.*'.q

. were affedted by the research design. She examined over a dozen (lif-
t

vit,

ferenttechniques that'surveyelp use to increase whither or not an in-

',
,

. .

diyidual agrees to complete a questionnaire.

The unique aspect' of Julie's.task was that all .studies employed

.

_....,

identical dependent variables, ,namely the percentage Of contacted inr.

dividUs who agree to r4SPope.. Thus; rather* than working with. study .

4 ..probabilities and effect sizes,,ft 'was potsiblerto directly -ombine raw

data. Literature searches of BRS/Inform, Management COntents, Psycholo-

Nk;

'gical Abstract's and the Social SCience Citation Index uncovered 25 re-

levant studies. and. 60 more were found through a manual search of refer-

4

elms in pibliqgraphies.
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Tale 3 examines the effect of a monetary incentive on response

i

rate. or each conditiohi a weighted average `response rate il given
. . .

,

. .
,

.

` along' ith the .number of contacts and separate response rates the aver- 401%.
..

. : (-
,'ege rate is based on. The standard deviation' of the rates i lso pre-

,Sented. Four rates were differentiated,, Experimental pnd co trol

.rates are based on studies that explicitly manipulated the Presence or

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

studies in which all participants.receiyedian incentive and the absent

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

Place TabS./kibout here

A chi-square statisttc folthe aperiment versus control fre-

quencies of responding was highly Significant with an associated phi.*."

coefficient'of +.15. A descriptive correlation was also generated by -

pairing response rates with the amount of money offered. Thiipcorre-
if

ldtion equalled +.61, indicating greater, monetary,inceritives led to

higher responding. These analysis procedures were applied to each

technique. -Julie found significantly higher'response pates associated,

with both prepaid and promised. monetary incentives, nonmonetary rewards,,

A.
:,.

k
. ,

preliminary notification; persondlization of the request, and fgliow-t up
A

contacts. iThe effects of a.cover letter, assurances of anonymity, pro-

viding a deidline, and providing return postage were dlT nonsignificant:

Conclusion

o

-101
.

Obviously, thisdiscussion bas not -done justice to.the detail 11F ,.

4 ,:,

and complexity of these reviews, but I hope the general is skear
;IP

9

More. scientific guidelines fdr conducting integrative research reviews

1

ger
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are mot only desirable but they .are feasible to apply. Al s,o, rigorous

criteria -nbt produce reviews that are uncreative or mechariit'al'in
%, , ,

nature. The expertise arfd intuition of the reviewer will b'e challenged

to capital fze or the opportunities, for mining information , uni ode to

each- problem area. Scientific review's, however, should have much

greater potential for Ereatiniconsensus.-among scholars for focusing

-' discussion on. specific and testable areas of disagree
,

efl ict does exist., '

e

:oggistv

-:;

1"-

e
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k., Figure 1 ,

,

The Literature Review Cpn4eptualized as a ,Revear4Wroject

Stage of Research

, Stage.",

Characteristics
)

Problem Formulation Data Collection
, , Analysis and Public

Interpretation PresentationData Evaluation

ts

Research Question
Asked-'

Pr i ma ry, Functi On

in Review

What evidence should be
included in the review?

Constructing defini-
tions that distinguish

' relevant from irrelevant

Procedural Differ-
ences Which Create
Variation in Review
ConclUsions-

Sourc s Of Poten-
tial validity

V .

in Rev
Conclus

1. Differences in
abstractness of
definition. .

2.IDiffere'ces in
operation I detail.

1. Narrow concepts may
make review conclusions
less general.

2. Superficial opera-,
tional detail may

." obscure interacting..
, variables.

,

What procedurei
should be used to
finq relevant

fevidence?

Determining which
sources of-poteil

tially
studies to examine.

Differences in
the research con-
tained in. source.

of information.

1. Accessedstudies
may be clualitative-

ly different from

n of stud es.
the target plbula-
tio,

2. People sampled
in acFessible stud-

What retrieved
evidence should, be"

included in the
review?

Applying criteria
to separate "valid"
from "invalid"
studies.

1.. Differences in
quality. criteria.

What prO educes
should b used to
make i erences
about t e liter-
ature as a whole?

2. Differences in
the influence of
nonquality criteria.

1. Nonquality fac-
tors may cause im-
proper weighting
of study inforMa-
,tiOn.

2. Omissions in
study reports may

- ies May be differ-, make conclusions
.entfrom.target pop- unreliable.
dilation of people .7S

Synthesizing
valid retrieved
studies.

Differences in
ruled of infer-
ence.

I. Rules for dis-
tinguishing pat-
terns from noise
may be inappro-
priate.

2. Review -based

evidence may be
used tg..infer.

causality.

What information
should be'included
in the review
report?

. -

Applying editorial
criteria to 1
separate important
from unimportant
information. c

'DifferenceS in
guidelines for
editOtial judgment.

1. Omission of
review procedures 1

may make doncluff.

sions irreproduc-
ible.

2.Omiasion of
review' findings
and study procedures
may,thake'conclusions'

obsoletb.

18
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Table 1 g

e:

.

Characteristici

e

Average Effect Size for SubgrouPings of

.Gender
Males
Females

Age
.College
High s(hdol
Junio? high
4th -6th

1st -3rd grade

Race
Black
White

Socioeconomic Status
'MlddIe.class
Lower class

Study Characteristics

. Average Correlations

1,

SD
1

+.20 .14 27,

. +.11 .18 18

+.10.
\
.15 32

+.23 ) .f0 8

+.35 ,.22 7

+. 2'4 ..15 21

+'.04 .06 4

+.25 ,
.47 3

+.25 8

ocus of Cont,rol Mehsure

General'
Specific

Achievement Measures
Classroom-related
Standardized 4chievement
Standardized,fntelligen

+.26 .
.11

4.35 .34

+.18.
+.30

.+.16
+.21
+.24

15.

.22 12

.15 45

.17.1 36'

./15 1/

Note 1. N number'bf studies upon which the average correlation

and SD are based. ',

6.6.1m: Tindley,M:nd:Cooper°, H. The relation between locus of control and

,achievement. In press, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology:
.
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tem 'Drug

. Table 2

d-fndexeS for the compdrisond of eug versus contmdi, drug

scientific wicelities

'versus placebo, and placebo versus control,.

vs%Control Drug vs. Placebo Placebo vs Control Taal

2:1

.2.0 ..

1.9
.

1.8,

1.7
1.6

1.5

1.4

1 .3

1.2
1.1

1.0
.9
-,.8

..17

. 6

.5
..4
3
.2

, .0

,

,

.

5

4.

'-,

.

'/ 0' '

5

, 8

2

16'.
.

-39
4

., 9c

. 46.

'"

...

,

I

.

.

,

.

_
,

.

t.

.

.

.*

.

.

-

..i

: . .
../

1 8
) 4

.

'24:

i
0688 t .

126 ..
4

62 '
-

8

8

12399 .

0

05'
5

.., z- ,.

1125779-

'97 4

2489 . )
:-168 ." .

478

56

005'..

'

,, --.._

,

.

.

.

I

.

-

.

3

6 .

3.
9'

,

000.,

....

,.

.

.

.

..4
*

.

.

.

.

e _
.

.

.

.
. -

/

:

.

.

-

.

1.

,

. .
.

-

i..

:

'

,

N

,., r

82

.

4

.

1

05688,

12568

0 2

...
168

68.0

12333999

0549 ..*

59

1125779

2489

.... 146688.

41108 .
.

56 . ,

00000005t

,

- -

.

.

:

'

- .

t,

,

-

.-:
),

.

-

.

,

.

.

'

.

.-,

Maximum

.3

NediAn

Qi

Minimum'

Mean. '

SD

1.77

1.55

1.10

.59

'.34

1.21

.67

'2.68

711,'

1 iftt. .

1 . 30 .93
0

. .
. . 69. ' .19' 1-

'.'42 - .00 .
-

.00 : -1:30

,..84 5
, .?

2/2.77

1.30

.38

.84

k

ir . 72 t

..- .
1

!Note: Two value's, 2;77 and -1:30, are not included in th?, table.
..,.: .

..

.60

,

.-,Ottenbacher K; and-'00per,,H. prn,treetmgntsof-hypbractivity Manuscript
.? *

Unde'rttOgti 1981; TIC

' 1 4
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I

Effect of Monetary Intentives on Response Rate":
NI *

0

1Monetary' Weighted Average

Incentive6 Respdhse Rate

Number of Ntimberof SD6f
Cent is 1.Respgnse Rates Response Rates

Experimental

'Control

W/o Control

Absent -

Amount:

$ 0.10

$ 0.25

$ 0.50

$ 1.00

'S 2.00

$ 3 DO

45.00

$10.00

$25.00

'550.00

51.9

3.9.04

48.3,

20.1

4

.
6,021 ,,

C

2,744,'

3,05f -

961

---"\

4,

41.6 084
.

54.2 2,549

.34.7 1,035 .
.

..

35.9 , 697=

1*

41.0 -200 :.

40.5 4C 2ob 'o . 5

. .'

a
.

,

,

48'
i .

(..Z.
*JO

20.'

3

*

.

0

.

(

,

20.7

47:9 .

21.6

,s.

,

17

-12,

'9'

5

1

.1, ,

1

.

4

,

,

.

9.5

25.0

'12:9

19.9"

0.0

o ,o

4

/ .1.

. -

61.4 110626
,,

15 14.3

1

--...

82.0 314 ' 2 5.9

. 546.1 r 205 , 22.5

75.er '83 ' 1 0.0-

..,.,
.5

.,. .

.

From: Yu,,J. and Cooper, H. A literature review .of research design effects on

response rates to tluestiannaires.. Manuscri:pt. undpr review,1981, .

-
t.
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