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Conference Research Abstracts versus Papers: NC AAAE Perspective
Introduction
The use of full length research presentation proposals creates issues for a profession. In addition to the time commitments on behalf of the author and reviewer, the issue of duplicate publications is a concern.  The Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (2010) states that articles published in “abstracted form or in a periodical with limited circulation” (p. 13) usually excludes them from the duplicate publication criteria.  Do proceedings published on an Internet site meet the limited circulation criteria?  One way to eliminate this concern is to limit presentation proposals to an abstracted form. With improvement in technologies, we have seen a tremendous increase in the amount of information available to researchers.  As a result, researchers have more information to review and must skim and search for information more than in the past (Hartley, 1997).  An abstract encourages the researcher to cover more material in the search for information.  The abstract also forces the author to be explicit about the content and present the findings in a systematic way (Hartley, 1997).  
After several years of debate the North Central AAAE region elected to pilot a 2000 word abstract for their 2012 research conference. Using the same manner as previous years when full papers were submitted, the abstracts were submitted, reviewed, and managed using the AAAE Protocol (AAAE, 2010). The NC AAAE pilot provided an opportunity to gage membership preference after having experienced the abstract process.
Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this research project was to explore the AAAE membership’s experience with submitting research abstracts for the 2012 NC AAAE Research Conference. In order to accomplish the purpose, the following research objectives were developed: 1) describe the extent to which the use of abstracts was liked; 2) describe the advantages and disadvantages associated with the use of abstracts as compared to full papers; and 3) determine the preferred type of submission for future conferences.
Methods and Procedures
To accomplish the purpose and address the research objectives of this study, a questionnaire was developed by a subcommittee of the NC AAAE Research Committee. The contents of the instrument were discussed at the NC AAAE Regional Research Committee Meeting and a list of questions was developed using Dillman’s (2009) conventions.  Using Qualtrics, an electronic survey instrument was sent to all the NC AAAE membership using the regional list-serve and the 68 AAAE members who served as reviewers. Data were analyzed using SPSS and descriptive statistics were reported. The qualitative comments were coded and common themes were identified (Krueger & Casey, 2000).
Results and Findings
Fifty respondents completed the instrument and reported serving various roles (29 reviewers, 19 authors, 3 discussants, 15 attendees, and 5 non-attendees) and all AAAE regions are represented (48% NC, 30% Southern & 22% Western). Due to the anonymity of the study, non-response error couldn’t be measured and the findings cannot be generalized beyond those who responded.
The extent to which respondent liked the use of abstracts varied by the role they played in the review process (Table 1). Overall, 18% of respondents dislike the use of abstracts, 42% had no preference and 40% like the use of abstracts very much.
Table 1. Extent to which respondents like the use of abstracts
	Role
	N1
	Dislike Very Much (n, %)
	Neither Like or Dislike (n, %)
	Like Very Much (n, %)

	Authors
	19
	1, 5.3
	6, 31.6
	12, 63.2

	Reviewers
	29
	8, 27.6
	13, 44.8
	8, 27.6

	Discussants
	  3
	0, 0.0
	0, 0.0
	3, 100.0

	Attendees
	15
	0, 0.0
	5, 33.3
	10, 66.7

	Non-Attendees
	  5
	1, 20.0
	2, 40.0
	2, 40.0

	Total (unduplicated)
	50
	9, 18.0
	21, 42.0
	20, 40.0


1Note: Roles add up to more than total because respondents could select more than one role

When asked about the advantages of using abstracts, the most common response was that it took less time for the reviewer and the author. Others liked the brevity and conciseness of the abstracts and the fact that it is another skill for the profession to develop. Abstracts avoid the ethical issues associated with terminal proceedings and journal articles, increase the likeliness that some will submit knowing that it’s not terminal, and provide an easier process for graduate students to learn. Finally, abstracts seem appropriate for regional conferences since they are less scrutinized than journal manuscripts. 
Just as many disadvantages were reported.  Respondents were concerned with validity and decision-making issues because there 1) wasn’t enough information or 2) abstracts weren’t developed well enough. Others reported difficulty in transitioning between abstracts and full papers. The review process was an issue to some respondents and comments included the need for a different rubric for abstracts and the need for reviewer education. Finally, a comment was made regarding how some researchers on the promotion and tenure track benefit from full papers because they are counted equal to journal articles at their institutions.

When asked to identify the preferred method for future research conferences, respondents preferred abstracts at a ratio of 2:1. All attendees and discussants, nearly all authors (94%) and just more than half (51.7%) of the reviewers preferred abstracts.
Conclusions and Recommendations
Overall, abstracts were preferred to papers by those who responded.  Some issues would need to be addressed if research abstracts were to become permanent. Authors would need professional development associated with writing concise, succinct and well-developed abstracts.  Similarly, professional development is need for reviewers so they feel comfortable reviewing and assessing abstracts. Finally, the rubric used to evaluate abstracts may need to be reviewed and modified.
A review of the comments indicates there is a great deal of divisiveness related to this issue; respondents were either completely in favor of either abstracts or papers.  No matter the final decision, it is imperative that the entire profession support the decision. The NC AAAE region has elected to pilot the abstract for two more years.
References
AAAE (2010, May). AAAE Protocol guidelines for conference paper selection, presentations and awards. Retrieved from http://aaaeonline.org/uploads/thecommons/1-27-2011_217_AAAE_Research_Paper_Selection_Protocol_Guidelines_May_2010.docx

American Psychological Association. (2010). Publication manual of the American Psychological Association.  Author: Washington, DC.

Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian. L. M. (2009). Internet, Mail and Mixed-Mode Surveys, The Tailored Design Method (3rd ed.). John Wiley Co. Hoboken: N.J.
Hartley, J.  (1997). Is it appropriate to use structured abstracts in social science journal?  Learned Publishing, 10(4), 313-317. Retrieved from http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alpsp/lp/1997/00000010/00000004/art00004

Krueger, R. A., & Casey M. A. (2000). Focus Groups. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

McCormick, M. C. & Holmes, J. H.  (1985). Publication of research presented at the pediatric meetings.  American Journal of Diseases of Children, 139(2), 122-126. Retrieved from http://archpedi.jamanetwork.com/issue.aspx?journalid=75&issueid=13117

2

