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Research On Problem #1: How Do NSF Panelists

Table 1. Use of four criteria by members of a dissertation award panel at the National Science Foundation

Criterion

Methodology Student’s training Theory Utility

Multiple
Beta Significance Beta Significance Beta Significance Beta Significance R

806 <001 108 <01 026 n.s. 11 ns. 974
332 <01 103 n.s. 130 n.s. 201 n.s. 537
381 <.001 280 <.01 120 n.s. 244 <.05 895
445 <.001 215 <.001 076 n.s. 334 <.001 968

Note. The table shows results of an analysis in which the ratings of each panclist on the individual criteria were regressed on that panelist's overall rating.




Problem #2: Panelists Can Differ in

Table 2. Hypothetical z scores illustrating harsh, lenient, and modal panelists’ standards in
using each of the five National Science Foundation rating criteria

Hypothetical panelist

Grim Reaper Polly Anna Professor Center
Score (harsh) (lenient) (modal)
1 (excellent) +2.3 +1.4 +2.0
2 (very good) +1.7 +0.1 +1.0
3 (good) +0.5 —-09 0.0
4 (fair) =\ —1.6 -1.0
5 (poor) -1.7 -23 -2.0

Note. Entries represent z scores calculated for each panelist’s ratings given to 20 or more proposals.
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Simple Solution: Using Z-Scores Can Make a Difference,

Table 3. Mean rating and z scores for individual criteria for every member of a Decision, Risk, and Management Science panel at the
National Science Foundation

Panelist
A B C D E F G H |
Score M=2335) (M=265) (M=295) (M=277) (M=326) (M=282) (M=336) (M=248) (M= 2.39)
| (excellenr) 2.67 1.88 1.81 1.59 2.60 1.73 2.36 1.51 1.40
2 (very good) 1.53 0.74 0.88 0.69 1.45 0.78 1.36 0.49 0.39
3 (good) 0.40 —0.40 —0.05 —0.21 0.30 ~0.17 0.36 -0.53 —0.62
4 (fair) —0.74 —1.53 —-0.97 —1.11 —0.85 -1.12 —0.64 —1.55 —1.63

5 (poor) —1.88 —2.67 - 1.90 —~2.01 ~2.00 —2.08 —1.64 —2.57 —2.64
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