M) Check for updates

i

REVIEWS/ESSAYS

Scan of defective print

HowlolReviewlonferencelProposalsfand®@VhyR oul

Should®other)

Sarah®heuleBLubienski’

This®ssayBbrovidestdvicelor@ffectivelyfieviewingonferencelbroposals AncludingthowiolvriteommentsEhatFarethel pfull
toBbroposalfauthors thowRoBiseRhel Comments®olProgramBChair”Bbox,Bandlssuesitolonsider@vhenBassigningBproposalld
ratingsndBecommendingBcceptancelbrifejection.Beveraltbenefitsibfeviewingdbroposalsirelbutlinedihlong®vithEdvice®
fortbecomingBReviewer [ his®ssaylsBituated@vithin®heBAmericaniEducationalfResearch®ssociation®onference®ontextd

applicable®olcholarlylleviewing Enorelyenerally.

|
|
|
! and®&onsidersthowleviewingonferencelproposalsitliffersBromRhatbiournalBarticles.Btill, BnuchBbfhebdvicelprovidedsi
l
I

EducationalfResearchfAssociation{ AERA)Binnual@neet-

ingBhasgrownBdramarticallyRinBpast¥decades.BIn&1976,8
AERARreported®ifrecord®number®offsubmissions¥withBnearly®
2,0008roposals¥ubmittedAERA,M 976).B8yN 982,Bhefhumber
reached®ver®,000MAERA,X 982)MndMhenthearedi$,000R dheX
turnbRheenturyMAERA,R000).B¥ithBdvancesdn®lectronicl
submissions,KbyX2008H herelwerell 2,000bubmissionsHAERA,X
2008).8Sincelthen,Hproposal@numbersidhavelincreased®morel
slowly,BveragingoughlyM 3,0008hebpasdBFears. M veral,Bincel
1976,Bhefhumber®b FproposallubmissionsthasincreaseddnoreX
thanRixfold, Madbutpacing¥hefrowthBEnBAERA’sBnembership.’X
Hence, @M oddurprisingfhat®ecuring#noughbproposalileviewsX
is®ometimesthBchallengelforXAER ARconferenceorganizers,Fasi
reviewers@reMnMllemandhowlnoreMhanver.

AFRAMequiresiroposalsolbelubmittedMolbneld Mhrecnti-
ties:Na)BBpecifidAER ARllivisionNorBectionRvithinfaMivision) X
(b)BanBAERARommittee,Bbrl o) BB peciallinteresdzroupl SIG). K
Regardlessi f&vhere@BproposaldsBubmitted,Bprogramithairshrel
expectedMolbtainfdleastihrecdeviewsHorRachbproposal.

Adbar b BmyfutiesthsEprogramBehaidb FhldelativelyRlargeX
SIG, RthadR®heBprivilegelbMnanagingNesBeviewdprocessorhell
2019Bhnnualfimeeting Bl hankskolhelrenerousieffortskh X 24K
reviewers,KEbbtained®oughly®B00Reviewsihel 630 roposals®
submitted Rl heeviewRimelinelsfairly®ight,MallowingfbnlyEhX
fewRweeksXforreviewers¥tolcompletetheiffreviewsXandXchen
6RveeksorEprogramihairsolisethoseeviewsRolnakeMeci-
sionsBaboutXwhich®proposals¥olincludeRin®Khelprogramind®

Thc@num berof@proposalsBsubmittedBforfithe®AmericanX

“*EDUCATIONAURES EARCHER

whether®ccepted®roposalsByillfbelparddb falpaper,Roundrable,X
oposterBession. Hlear,BnsightfullproposaleviewsHrelssentialld
forgoodMecision®nakingfndXofhel pingfhuthorslnFurieldX
pushB@hei¥vorkMorward.

SimilafoMnostonferenceleviewlprocesses, AERAbprovidesN
reviewersRvithBEedd MriteriaorMacing®achiproposal,Bncludingi
its¥bbjectives,Bmethods,Fandiignificance. Rl hereRiskalsolfshordd
videoMvailableMofeviewers,BvhichDbrieflybutlines¥hesespects,X
asBvelBsinoregenerallssues,BuchBsthandlingonflictsdbBinter-
est.’BDespitelchisguidance®forreviewers,KIKnoticedXthad¥the
length,Bone,BndBcopelbMhefeviewsAReceived®ariedBvidely. MK
found¥omeleviews@speciallylielpful BndAbeganBoMnalyzelheX
characteristicsifffhoseBtrongleviewsBsBvel ¥ sheRveaknessesiin®
other,Hessthel pfulfeviews.

WritingKgoodBreviewsHisKanNimportandskill¥chad®canibeX
improvedBwithBbracticefhnd®uidance. Meveralfournalleditorsy
havefprovidedBdvicelorBvritinglgoodBrticledeviews Bodxam-
ple,Bilver2003)BhotesBhelheed®orReviewsMolplayili ualdoleX
oftbeingitducativelhsBvellEhsievaluative MWVichEhFo cusbnithel
educativeMroleXCrespo(2016)RdrawsifromXElbow’sk(2000)X
frameworkofldoubtingiversuskbelieving,MasisheRarguesdthati
reviewers®houldMivoidBpproachingthmanuscriptiiniearchib i
errorsnd®missionsi|doubting)MndlnsteadBssumelfheButhor's¥
claimsFhaveRmerit¥ believing)Eind¥ookMoBraysiolbtrengthen
and¥@mprovelthem.

'Tndiana®Jniversity,Bloomington, BN

EducationalResearcher,B/ol BI9MNo @ Bop. B4R 7
DOI:@0.3102/0013189X19890332
ArticleBeuse®yuidelines:Bagepub.com/journals-permissions
©RPO19BAERA bhttp://er.aera.net



Scan of defective print


W) Check for updates

o

REVIEWS/ESSAYS

Download of original document

How to Review Conference Proposals (and Why You

Should Bother)

Sarah Theule Lubienski’

This essay provides advice for effectively reviewing conference proposals, including how to write comments that are helpful

to proposal authors, how to use the “Comments to Program Chair” box, and issues to consider when assigning proposal

ratings and recommending acceptance or rejection. Several benefits of reviewing proposals are outlined along with advice

for becoming a reviewer. This essay is situated within the American Educational Research Association conference context

and considers how reviewing conference proposals differs from that of journal articles. Still, much of the advice provided is

applicable to scholarly reviewing, more generally.
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he number of proposals submitted for the American

Educational Research Association (AERA) annual meet-

ing has grown dramatically in past decades. In 1976,
AERA reported a record number of submissions with nearly
2,000 proposals submitted (AERA, 1976). By 1982, the number
reached over 3,000 (AERA, 1982) and then neared 5,000 at the
turn of the century (AERA, 2000). With advances in electronic
submissions, by 2008 there were 12,000 submissions (AERA,
2008). Since then, proposal numbers have increased more
slowly, averaging roughly 13,000 the past 3 years.! Overall, since
1976, the number of proposal submissions has increased more
than sixfold, far outpacing the growth in AERA’s membership.?
Hence, it is not surprising that securing enough proposal reviews
is sometimes a challenge for AERA conference organizers, as
reviewers are in demand now more than ever.

AERA requires proposals to be submitted to one of three enti-
ties: (a) a specific AERA division (or section within a division),
(b) an AERA committee, or (c) a special interest group (SIG).
Regardless of where a proposal is submitted, program chairs are
expected to obtain at least three reviews for each proposal.

As part of my duties as program chair of a relatively large
SIG, I had the privilege of managing its review process for the
2019 annual meeting. Thanks to the generous efforts of 124
reviewers, I obtained roughly 800 reviews of the 163 proposals
submitted. The review timeline is fairly tight, allowing only a
few weeks for reviewers to complete their reviews and then
6 weeks for program chairs to use those reviews to make deci-
sions about which proposals to include in the program and
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whether accepted proposals will be part of a paper, roundtable,
or poster session. Clear, insightful proposal reviews are essential
for good decision making and for helping authors in our field
push their work forward.

Similar to most conference review processes, AERA provides
reviewers with a set of criteria for rating each proposal, including
its objectives, methods, and significance. There is also a short
video available to reviewers, which briefly outlines these aspects,
as well as more general issues, such as handling conflicts of inter-
est.’ Despite this guidance for reviewers, I noticed that the
length, tone, and scope of the reviews I received varied widely. I
found some reviews especially helpful, and I began to analyze the
characteristics of those strong reviews as well as the weaknesses in
other, less helpful reviews.

Writing good reviews is an important skill that can be
improved with practice and guidance. Several journal editors
have provided advice for writing good article reviews. For exam-
ple, Silver (2003) notes the need for reviews to play a dual role
of being educative as well as evaluative. With a focus on the
educative role, Crespo (2016) draws from Elbow’s (2000)
framework of doubting versus believing, as she argues that
reviewers should avoid approaching a manuscript in search of
errors and omissions (doubting) and instead assume the author’s
claims have merit (believing) and look for ways to strengthen
and improve them.
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