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_ The Joint Dissemination Review Panel . (JDRP) examines
' educational interventions’ and determines their- effectiveness._This
_ study's purpose was.to assess ‘this review process, and identify common
"characteristics of" subnittals and vays 4in which approv&ls and - .
» . rejections differed. A locally developed instrument which- collected ’,"
" data on the intervention's effectiveness was administered to 96:
. submittals reviéved during <1978 and 1979. Results indicated that
‘submittals contained measurable objectives, evaluation {esigns, and
. 'specified sample sizes. Using tests of.significance. approved
"submittals significantly differed from rejections 'in.that they used
- multiple testing measures: results wvere statistically significant::
_ information was provided onmssalient features: and-the narrative and
table® were clearly presented. Discriminant: analysis demonstrated -
. +hat approvals reported using quasi-experimental designs, multiple
- test procedures, more information on key features,-clearer tables,
- and tontrol of selection and regression effects..One variable, .
, statistically significant ‘test results, was’ inversely related. Based
-on these findings, JDRP submittals should include measurable -
i,obiectives, quasi- or exoerinental ‘designs, multiple testing
measures, reliable and valid tests, sta*istically significant test
© .results, a clearly: described 4ntervention. and replication AN
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S The Jo1nt D1ssen1nat1on Rev1ew Pane] (JDRP) 1s a federa] rev1ew

'4* board wh1ch examlnes educat1ona1 products and pract1ces and determ1nes

n‘ . - . -

whethev'the subm1tt1ng proJect provided persuas1ve ev1dence of effect1ve-_

pess._ Effect1vene$s cr1terTa state that there 1s ev1dence of pos1t1ve

!

1qpact, that effects are stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant and educat1ona11y ‘”'J,'
portant' that meaSures,are re11ab1e and va11d, hat the observed-effects S

., can be attr1buted to
SR

1ntervent1on, that the ev1dence 1s cred1b1e,

--,‘

and that the 1nter~f7”fon and its effects can be rep11cated in other

4

S S
s1tes If JDRP review resu]ts in approva] the 1nteryent1on is recog-
_ n1zed as hav1ng ‘the capab1]ft¥ of produc1ng 1ts c1a1med effects. _The L

1ntervent1on may ‘then be Qat1ona11y d1ssem1nated Thus the Pane] serVes'J

T, . ,.

f, as a screen1ng mechan1sm for nat1onaT d1s?em1nat1on through a rev1ew

process that substant1ates the va]1d¢ty of ‘the proJect s‘c1a1ms., trlﬁf',
LA
The purpose of the present study was to examlne the rev1ew process'f;
) TR S
. ‘7”,' based on the 1dent1f1ed d1mens1ons of ev1dence of effect1veness Three‘_v;‘

‘\\Kresearch questions were asked. S ‘L,c";f' -

S S , S e S ' ; J,/iif-f
1. .?hat were the charactéristics of 'submittals réviewed - o
. e R Sl SA R A

by JoRﬁ?



s natyre of‘the educat1ona1 1ntervent1on and ev1dence of effect1veness. _' e ;~

hngveﬁopment of the 1nstrument was based on. documents related to the T
effect1veness Cr1ter1a and the rev1ew prﬁcess (Educat1on D1v1s1on, "

S Note 15 Nat1ona] Test1ng Serva Research Corporat1on, Note 2; Network PR -""_

f;)/) Note 3 Pyecha & F1sher, Note 4 Ta}ﬂmadge, Note 5) and eva]uat1on . .

ane1 durmg 1978 and 1979 Of these 83 S

h .In the case of the proaects that submttted onﬂy once,

52 5ubmnttals were approved and 18 were reJected In the ‘case of the

ﬂ"3 proaects that subm1tted tw1ce, the f1rst subm1tta1 was 1n1t1a11y re- S -

Jected wh11e the resubm1ss1on was approved S1nce these proaects appeared

-

~to be: two d1st1nct grohps, they wére exam1ned as separate sub- samp?es« LT
_ The 1 ca]]y deve]oped 1nstrument was f1e1d tested pr1or to adm1n1- / : R
strat10n to each of the 96 subm1ttals Us1ng ten random]y sé]ected sub-.

m1ttals, three rev1ewers 1ndependent1y read each subm1tta1 and recorded the '

Q..

appropr1ate data on the 1nstrument Rater’ agreement was 81% on 1tems
_ : ' \ ' R
re]ated to the report1ng of ev1dence of effect1veness . ‘h“jv './, ‘
Upon rev1ew of each of the 96 subm1ttals, 1nformat1on on each 1tem

b

on the 1nstrument was then collected by the 1nvest1gator S1nce a number C

f of the submitta]s reported data on more than one obJect1ve a dec1s1on was"

made to assess on]y those obJect1ves that were cogn1t1ve in nature '. : ) ".V“
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",:Sub-samples those.that subm1tted on]y once and those

~;'on each of‘the 1nstrument s 1tems. These data were col 1ected on:ggth

1ftw1ce Resu]ts 1nd1cated that each of the 96 subm1ttals conta e:
; measurab]e obJectrves, an eva1uat1on de51gn, and a. spec1f1ed samp]e size

':Iand adm1n1stered at 1east one 1nstrument Inc]us1on of . data re]ated to D
ihthe 1dent1f1ed ev1dence of effect1veness cr1ter1a var1ed depend1ng on
the part1cu1ar ftem Tab]es 1 2, and 3 present a summary ‘of the inform-
;'at1on that subm1ttals conta1ned on se]ected var1ab1es re]ated to ev1dence

. B ‘)
of effectxveness Ve N

X
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|+ Table 1

- Number of.Submittals_thatVInclnded Data on Selécted Variables - c
L o , ; . L
S1 Submittals = S2 Rejections §2 Approvals
s e e 70 (= 13) . (no= 13
‘Variable - Lo . o o a4 n % . Ry 4.L,,'5
S o ~ . “/ . o S - e 7
Measurable obJectives S ' 70 1100 . 13 100> ' ' .13*100
. Quasi- or ‘experimental design L 36 49 "6 467 . _ 7 - 53
Comparison standard? . S 64 91 - 7 11 85 . 10+ 76
. Representative sampwl'eb o o718, 260 . 0 -2 16 "-.5 38
History threat controlled : - 45- 64 8 .62 9 ' 69
Maturation threatscontrolled o 41 59 8 . 62 : . 8 62
Teeting threat .controlled . = - = ~ 45 64 9. 697 . .9 69 .
Instrumentation threat controlled - 43 0 el 9 69 -9 69
Regression threat controlled . - 19 277 - 2 15 . -4 v 31
- Selection threat controlled . . . 53 76 ., - 10 77, 11 85
. Mogtality threat.contrélled = ° ' 40 57 3 .23 , 5 38
.. Interaction wigh. selection threat ' N SR R S
- controlled oL, .. 811 o1 8 s 15
- {'Ambiguity threat: controlled ' ' .53 76 - . & 31 13 100,
Rivalry threat controlled . 5 .7 I P8
Equalization threat controlled .2 30 S e
‘Demoralization threat controlled - . *-— .3 4 . )7‘/ o S
Diffusion threat controlled o 2 3 0 Tl R
Experimenter- effect threat controlled 17 24 3 23 & 3L
"Hawthorne threat controlled . ~ . b6 .
Setting interaction threat controlled 1 pe
| ligi:;&iigdand treatment interaction s4 17 v"-ll' PYTA 11 85
One . or more instruments administered 70 100 . 13 100 13 .100
-Educational’ importance (s.d. formula)c © .35 50 03723 . .7 .54
' lication. =~ . . _ . _ 43 . ;61 IR B T ,5.9 69
‘Cost. information included S, e 37 -;31 S 7754 54-§
. aFigures included those " progects that. used a national normative group. E

, bFigures included: only those. projects that used ‘either probability sampling
'or a combination of probability-nonprobability procedures in obtaining the treat-

ment- group. - e
_ cFiggres included those pro;ects that provided information about the inter-
,vention s educational importance for some or all test ‘results. ! e -

: Figures’ included only those projects that prov1ded information on estimated '
: costs for installation and operation., S
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T R '-.Table2 . ) \ .‘._' . ‘. N

< g Number of Submittalsgthat Included Data PN o
o~ on“Variables Related to Standardized ‘Tests . - N\~

',significance of Some or all,xest results.

ra . ;‘“. . . \VA{ .1 - . .".
. ,A7;;§miw_l;fbﬁf;_ﬂ__nﬂ;iw;"“g-A§l‘§ubmittals' S%“Bejections _SZ -pprovals L e
T N (n.=40) m=9Y T (nx 8)
.jv_;Variable :<§;. T S .'i.vv/{‘_n ‘Z_ . % R a N
iFollowed publisher s guidelines s T;;’*js 88 - .f"“\o S0
Reported all test\gesults’ . .10 25 6 67 . _ .
Statistical significance of . . T S .
~ reported - test results® = o 21" .53, . 4 44 76 75
“  Reported test statistxd‘ . . 2870 . 7 .48 .}\< 7 88
Inconsistencies in reporting . -9 t23 . 7780 5 63
aFigures 1ncluded those projects that provided data related to the statistical ‘
significanpe of some or all test results./ : ,
: L ,
' . S S Tab1:3 ‘ ] g E - s T l, -.n_'
. Number of Submittals that Included Data //.'V* S,
... on Variables Related to Locally—develOped Tests S
| R L " - . St Submittals 82 Rejections/.rSZ Apptouar v‘\ )
SIPEEE : q (o= 33) =8 . (@=7) N
"’ Variable: FAR .n - % n % U WD 2
t Used standardized test .'l- . p‘f'; .'f"' L ?' o _Y?' -
. administration’ procedures 0 13 39 0. Y K
. Reliability of test reported : - 23 + 70 5 62. 5. 7l e
.. % .Validity of. test reported - 19 8 " 2 25 3 41
. Repotted all test results . .28 85 8. 100 <7 100
Statistical significance of -~ » , - o PR s ',"
 reported test results® - . 18 :55 2 .25 5.7
~ Reporped test statistic - - 26 85 .. * '8 100 7 100
. lnconsistencies in‘rﬁporting' L /lz 36 2 25 2029 -

X

f{ Figures included those projects that provided data related to the statistical

!



B \to obta'n the answer to research quest1on 2 Ch1-square tests of s1gn1f1-

t
s1gn1f1cant’d1fferences In the sub sample where proaects subm1tted on: on]y

from reJected subm1ttals in- the fo]]ow1ng ways

they reported us1ng a h1gher number of - test1ng measures,
'2;..1nformat1on was prov1ded on the sa11ent features of the .
éx'-f‘:7 ER 1ntervent1on, s A _ | | '
7.’:3._xthe educationa]-importance-ot tpe interyention was
*d1scussed in the narrat1ve, and f'jj. v ‘. .j‘ . BRI

4. the 1nformat1on in the tab]es was\cﬂearly presented

In the sub samp]e where proaects subm1tted on. two occaSTons, f1nd1ngs 1nd1--

‘ 7
'-cated that approved subm1ttals s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffered from rejected sub-

‘-

\ o . . o .. ) . _'» . .~ . '
’

'5*s:: 1. they reported contro]11ng a h1gher uumber of 1nterna1 \\\

v - . mittals .in ‘the followmng ways. 7": S R S

validity threats, f" o ;'.'. R s ;:). /
_ 2.°.they rbported us1ng a h1gher number of test1ng measu'es, ‘.]:} e
- )

— - reported results were stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant, _d[ h .
S ;_\\\g' 4. f1nformat1on was prov1ded on*the sa11ent featpres of- the )

*ﬁl‘ :;ﬁ .1ntervent1on and e o '_' S

sz.. o 5. the 1nformat1on in the narra%1ve and tab]es was c]ear]y

- Lgr't L ( . presented .*_'f : Q‘ijé‘r'l' .:~

.In both sub samp]es, approved subm1ttals tended to prov1de 1nformat1on~

T:ré]ated to the educat1ona1 1mportance of the reported test resu]ts i ;/_'

l
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_ Variable ////24 .. Scale - Reject--  Approv--.  Statistic . . df

- Number df test

..‘

Educat1ona1 1mportance was def1ned us1ng the JDRP= sanct1oned standard

dev1at1on formu]a, (Yt - Yc) Z,erz of the normat1ve group) Tab]es 4ﬁj -

. 53 and 5 present the stat1st1cs on those var1abTes in’ wh1ch stat1st1c S 4"4 o

( . ce. o

\

s1gn1f1cance was found B _
' Tab1e 4

: Stat1st1ca11y S1gn1f1cant D1fferences -
That Were Found Between Approved and Rejected Submittals:
.That Were Reviewed on Only One Occasion sa

e,

n

jo

..-4Va1ues - don X al” X

-~

measures . 1-28 12 . 2.5 r.ut;é 2.4 . 54 02
Sa11ent features o 1-3 . 2;2;J 3 i'{2755, ; . t = 3.0 42, .01

Educat1ona1 1mport- T e
ance .discussed 1n o S sy

narrat1ve g _ ‘.' -2 ° "slivs _. 1.8 d;’. 1gEe 4.9 lv" .03‘

4

Educat1ona1
“iinportance (s d.

formula) ;:.-ffli:st“, 14 18 0 E=L9 68 .06

9
._ Clear tab]esfﬁ', L1300 4; 1.6. S 23 -'Jt'é'3.3 - 7168"_-;;002”

- 4 — -' —_— -

) .. o . e T T ' . . : ) . .




Tab]e 5

: Stat1st1ca11y S1gn1f1cant D1fferencgs - ‘
Tha; were Found Between Approved and Rejected’ Subm1ttals S
T e That~were~ReV4ewed—on -Two- Occa510ns ,'

d

.
‘&

c T L Values . ed X al X . - e | .( =

P

Number of oo o I - .
- controlled 1nterna1 T L . .
R va11d1ty threats -’ ~.1-13 - ‘ 4,2,‘:_ - ..55 t= 6.6 .. 25 .001
'Number of test . ”f N - : . SRR - ,.ﬂ
measures - _ 1-28 - 1.5 1.9 -~ =20 25 .05
g, significance - -3 21 b 28 Lpas s .oo(, |
3salient. features 13 1.9 25  t=4.9 . 25 1.001
" Educatiomal - . 7 S - _ 44 o B
© importance - - . i R R T A : Lo
C(s.d.formala) T 13 L2 T tele . nog2l 12 .06
- Clear nanrat]ve. ‘ .4115:~' fljﬂz.é‘. ' 3.5 t=-5.9 25 .001 y
. Clear tables - 1-3 T1N_ . 24 . t21 25 .05

' L
L
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To answer research quest1on 3, a d1scr1m1nant ana]ys1s procedure was

lperformed on var1ab1es re]ated to JDRP rev1ew cr1ter1a. 0n1y prOJects that

;,subm1tted once_ to JDRP _were con§1dered in the ana]ys1s wAna]ys1s demon-'f

' s

'strated that six var1ab1es were d1rect]y re]ated to the approved subm1ttals

o

h These approva]s reported the use of quas1 exper1menta1 or exper1menta1 de- ;ie B
-signs more frequent]y than pre exper1menta1 des1gns, a h1gher number of

:tests, a greater amount of 1nformat1on on the 1ntervent1on B sa11ent

features c]earer tab]es, and the e11m1nat1on of se]ect1on and stat1st1ca1

'regress1on effects. Only one var1ab1e, the stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance of

" test resu]ts, was 1nverse1y re]ated to the funct1on These results pro-

v1ded additional ev1dence that approva]s cou]d be . d1st1ngu1shed from |

reJect1ons on se]ected var1ab1es related to the 1ntervent1on s effect1veness

-

X

Tab]e 6 presents these.data. e K o






Tab1e6 e T

A T

Variab]es that Account for the Funct1on -
| Us1ng Step-W1se D1scr1m1nant Analy8is Procedures -

L2 '°".'.. L . e
LT -, : : - T ?

e f'Predigtdr'f'f Stalej" D1$cr1m1nanf Funct1on T wiks - " Level of - .
--foiableV I' VaIUéS - Coeff1§1ent | '1‘”'Lampda. o Significance .

Clar1ty gf o T S S
tab]es L - 1-3 R - .86 T . .002

- Se]ect1on o e » _
threat - - oA o - ' o '
* controlled -"1-2 [ . =60 18 - .001
RegreSsionA;F:- e REC P
- threat ~ B S
contro]led -2 =49

5
S

}.74{¢‘.. ‘;'i‘ ©..001  [. r'
Informat1on I I T | I
+~of salient - .. o ot T LT B T T
féatures g: -3 -0 w83 70 L00L e

Eva]uat1on L e e R U
des1gn ,”1?2:-;;._-f,.r =033 67 0L

‘ =Stat1st1ca] N el .
= s1gn1f1cance T |
-2 of reported B 0 U S RSUCIT -
testS - 1P3 -I - . . - ..-.v..._‘ .35 g _' . ' : . . -. .~.. 65 ) ‘. ,. .001 . ' ;“\

‘-A_.jnstrumentsf%'1728~f“-. S8l o =83 T .01

— - T — - - o — -
K L - o . .. . L S Y .

v . ~ - .

CRRA Note Percent of explatned variance was 37 5%.‘Group:Xffbr-prrevais was :-{j-'
RN 44, group X for reJect1ons was 1. 30 : R h
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The resu]ts of th1s study have 1mp11cat10ns for three types of .
’ aud1ences--program deve]opers/ demonstratorg potent1a]»adopters/adapters
.at the ]oca] ]eve], ‘and JDRP members In terms of the program deve]opers
~ who are cons1der1ng subm1ss1on to JDRP the study has demonstrated that
.‘ all subm1tta]s, regard]ess of the f1na1 Pane] dec1s1on shou]d conta1n a
'ﬁstatement of the obJect1ves wr1tten 1n measurab]e terms an evaluation
'ides1gn that ut1]1zes a compar1son standard and a spec1f1ed samp]e s1ze'
wfor‘the treatment group, and shou]d prov1de evidence that at ]east one -
' .1nstrument was emp]oyed to measure the 1ntervent1on S effects . The use
fof mu1t1p1e measures 1s recommended s1nce f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that the h1gher

- v
a fthe number of test1ng measures that were 1mp]emented the greater the

'chances of approva] Resu]ts also’ emphas1ze the need for proaects to f -“gf: -

v s )

o }prov1de 1nformat1on on the key features of the educat1ona] pract1ce or
'product. A c]ear descr1pt1on of the essent1a] 1ntervent1on components ‘ -
..xenab]es local educators to make a dec1S1on about adopt1ng a- part1cu1ar

{:f1ntervent1on The subm1tta] shou]d a]so conta1n a d1scuss1on of the

V'educat1ona1 1mportance of the pract1ce or product Program deve]opers )
e‘;are a]so caut1oned to se]ect eva]uat1on des1gns 1n whnch the effects are“
.c]ear]y attr1butab]e to the 1ntervent1on. Approved subm1tta]s tended to f7
| show evidence that the th1rd var1ab1e threats of. se]ect1on, h1story, andj\;s}g
':stat1st1ca1 regress1on ‘were contro]]ed A]though there was no stat1st1ca]

nfsign1f1cance between approved and reJected subm1ttals on the typenof

"eva]uat1on des1gn (R e., pre exper1menta], quas1-exper1menta], exper1menta1)

that was emp1oyed, in 1nteract1ons w1th panel members severa] noted a.

’”

* . - = . . N N . o
N . . o
. o . . .

iy -



'"'-Llf*stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1ognce of the,reported tests 1s usua11y ava11ab1e ~3v"ﬁp';_t:

_emphaS1ze th1s po1nt

~'*”1nvest1gator 1ooked at the type. of. data that were rﬁported for each’ of_'
1'the test1ng measures in the. subm1tta1s However, when one rev1ews the‘?
‘data re1ated to 1mp1ementat1on, ana1y51s and rep n var1ab1es (see .

)ffTables 1 2 and 3) 1t is ev1dent that proaects 1n fhe su samp1e that

Mcompar1son standard the report1ng of re11ab1e and va11d measures, and the

[ ?
L
[} V- e
. @2

A ‘1’514,;){:?«’ :

@ 4

”'persona1 b1as toward the use of exper1menta1 des1gns On the other handﬂ
the Educat1on D1v1s1on (Note 1) and other Panel members have . stated that

an exper1menta1 des1gn is not- necessary as Tong as data are presented

that show a compar150n standard was utilized.

F1nd1ngs demonstrate that the type of testing measure (1 e.,

‘standard1zed vs 1oca11y-deve1oped) that is employed does not affect the ,
'JDRP dec1s1on However, if the subm1tter decides to.use a 1oca11y-
'deve]oped test, 1t is adv1sab1e to report re11ab111ty and va11d1ty 1n-

1format1on A]though no stat1st1ca11y significant d1fferences were found

on this. var1ab1e, both JDRP submlttal gu1de11nes and sevéra] Panel members

‘ No stat1staca11y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were obta1ned when the

L
-3

:TSubm1tted on two occas1ons 1nc]uded more data 1n the1r resubm1tta1s

. .Th1s 1s part1cu1ar1y true in terms of the test resu]ts, the test stat1st1c,-,'“-5 '

" .

(o and 1nformat1on on rep11cat1on EE T

In terms of the 1oca1 pract1t1oners who are cons1der1ng the adopt1on ‘:} —

of a JDRP approved educatfona1 pract1ce or produét' they w111 genera11y

' :'f1nd that 1nformat1on re]ated to measurab]e obJectTVGSs the use of a:

‘

'.Approx1mate1y 50% of the t1me, the 1nterveht1on w111 have data re]ated to-
i_i"the educat1ona1 1mpor}ance of the pract1ce or product (1 e ,-in terms of

‘:;the standard dev1at1on formu]a), rep11cat1on f1gures for more fhan one s1te j'

1 . - . : : . ."
e ..-. . . . . . .

B f“;ufii;ﬁi;:fxH:if:ehi;;f.:'dirilsi'ﬁ "
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":‘ or t1me per1od, and cost effect1veness 1nformat1on This cost effective-

!

'.ness 1nformat1on'may not g1ve an accurate portrayal of the 1nsta11at1on

and recurr1ng costs of the 1ntervent1on Accuracy will depend on the

'developer s report1ng of the 1nd1v1dua] cohponents that comprise each

test1mate o S . Q-’

Informat1on concern1ng the cohtrol of 1nterna] and externa] validity
threats w1]] vary from subm1tta1 to subm1tta1 A]though se]ect1on effects
and the amb1gu1ty of ‘the causa] d1rect1on were frequent]y addressed
(83% and 81% respect1ve1y) the e]1m1nat1on Qf other th1rd-var1ab]e .' |
threats was not as h1gh (see Tab]e 1) The contro] of externa] va]1d1ty

threats was a]most comp]ete]y 1ack1ng Th1s is- distre551ng when v1ewed e

from the perspective ‘that these approva]s are e11g1b1e for nat1onai dis7---.'f
TN : P o

-

sem1nat1on~and adopt1on. .1. o . ~‘Ig-; ot

o Pane] members may prof1t from th1s study in terms of see1ng how an

0 . externa] eva]uator>has systemat1ca11y exam1ned ‘a- samp]e of the rev1ewed

A

- ~subm1tta]s In 1nterv1ews Pane] members emphasqzed the 1mportance of’

meet1ng each of the estab]fshed rev1ew cr1ter1a ~yet the data c]ear]y
‘. \ .

demonstrate thatoa11 approva]s do not meet each of these standards
Th1s 1s part1cu]ar]y the case in. the cr1ter1a of attr1but1on (1 e1, the ‘t
' e11m1nat1on of a]ternat1Ve exp]anat1ons) and genera]1zab111ty (1 e., the

N contro] of externa] va]1d1ty threats) 0f those var1ab]es that d1fferent-

SR
4 .

v

1ated between the approva]s and reJect1ons, three were suBJéct1ve meaSures -_—

| the cTaraty of the tab]es, the amount of 1nformat1on presented on a]] sa]1ent
' features of the jntervent1on, and the dqscuss1on of educat1ona1 1mportance
" dn the narrat1ve Perhaps add1t1ona1 var1ab1es are operat1ng that wou]d

' prov1de further clar1f1cat1on of the rev1éW process




[

e '
F1nd1ngs demonstrated that there Were a f

1st1ngu1shed between approva;f and reJect1on .
P

‘On'the other hand,'if

../one 1ooked ata c]uster of variables, it was ound that a comb1nat1on |

14

'ﬁtof seven var1ab1es d15cr1m1nated betheen the

approved and reJected >

d

[+ |
= subm1ttals These f1nd1ngs h1gh11ght the n ed for further stud1es 1n

n:} th1s area. A rep11cat1on oﬂ the préesent study shou%d be conducted

o r.

- whereby the rev1ew cr?ter1a are ve%df1ed across t1me and the use of the

v

m1ndtes from the review sess?ons is.a part of the research procedures

Other areas of future study are the exp]orat1on of the feas1b111ty of

deve]op1ng more deta11ed gu1de11nes for potent1a1 submitters (e. g s

_presentat1on of cost

effect1veness 1nformat1on report1ng of repl1cat1on

;"data) and the exam1nat1on of the ro]e of add1t1ona1 factors (e. g/,

i'Panel var1ab1es Educ

at1on Bepartment reorgan1zat1on) that may have a '

bear1ng on the rev1ew processr’ R L
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