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JARS: ALL: These questions should be answered for all submitted manuscripts 
 

MANUSCRIPT SECTION 
 

Description 
 

TITLE 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Does the Title identify the variables and theoretical issues under investigation, as well 
as the relationship between them? 
 
    Yes ☐         No ☐ 

 
       If no, please explain:   

 

 

AUTHOR NOTE 
 

For a review of what should be included in the Author Note, 
see the Publication Manual of the American Psychological 

Association: http://www.apastyle.org/manual/ 

Does the Author Note contain acknowledgment of special circumstances, for example: 
 
• use of data also appearing in previous publications, dissertations, conference 

papers?  
 
Yes☐       No☐ 
 
If yes, please explain: 
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• sources of funding or other support?  

 
Yes  ☐       No☐   
 
If yes, please explain: 

 

 
• relationships that may be perceived as conflicts of interest?  

 
Yes☐        No ☐ 
 
If yes, please explain: 
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SCIENTIFIC ABSTRACT Does the Scientific Abstract describe: 

 
• the problem under investigation? 

 
 Yes ☐         No ☐ 
 
If no, please explain:   

 

 
 
• participants or subjects, specifying pertinent characteristics; in animal research, 

including genus and species?  
 
Yes ☐    No ☐ 

 
If no, please explain:   
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• study method, including: 

o sample size? 
Yes   ☐   No ☐ 

o any apparatus used? 
Yes   ☐   No ☐ 

o  measures? 
Yes   ☐   No ☐ 

o  data-gathering procedures? 
Yes   ☐   No ☐ 

o  research design (e.g., experiment, observational study)? 
              Yes   ☐   No ☐ 
 
 
If answered “no” for any of the study methods above, please explain:   

 

 
 
• findings, including effect sizes and confidence intervals and/or statistical significance 

levels?  
 
Yes ☐         No ☐ 
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 If no, please explain:   

 
 

• conclusions and the implications or applications?  
Yes ☐       No ☐ 
 
If no, please explain:   
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INTRODUCTION 
 

For the Introduction please indicate whether the requested 
information can be found in this section of the manuscript, in 

a supplemental file, or whether the information is not 
relevant to the study. If the information is not relevant, 

please provide a brief explanation. 

Does the Introduction: 
 
• describe the importance of the problem?  

 
In manuscript ☐          In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 

 
       If not relevant, please explain:  

 

 
 
• describe theoretical or practical implications of the problem? 

 
In manuscript ☐       In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 
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• review relevant scholarship in relation to previous work?  

 
In manuscript ☐          In supplemental files ☐         Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 

 

 
 
• review if other aspects of this study have been reported upon previously and 

how the current report differs from these earlier reports?  
 
In manuscript ☐         In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 
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• describe the specific hypotheses or objectives, such as  

 
o theories or other means to derive hypotheses, if hypotheses were 

offered?  
 

In manuscript ☐          In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 

 

 
 

o primary hypotheses?  
       

In manuscript ☐          In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 

 



Archives of Scientific Psychology Questionnaire for Manuscripts Describing Primary Data Collections  
(Based on APA Journal Article Reporting Standards – JARS Questionnaire) 9 

 
 
 

o secondary hypotheses?  
 

In manuscript ☐          In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 
 
      If not relevant, please explain: 

 

 
 

o planned exploratory analyses?  
 

In manuscript ☐          In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 
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• describe how hypotheses and research design relate to one another?  

 
In manuscript ☐         In supplemental files ☐          Not relevant ☐ 

 
 

If not relevant, please explain: 
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METHOD 

 
--------------------------------------- 

Participant or subject characteristics: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
--------------------------------------- 

Sampling procedures: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For the Method section, please provide the information requested below, regardless of whether it 
also appears in the rest of the manuscript or in supplemental files. 
 
• What were the eligibility and exclusion criteria for participants or subjects, including any restrictions 

based on demographic characteristics? 
 

 
• What were the major demographic characteristics of participants or subjects as well as important topic-

specific characteristics, or, in the case of animal research, the genus and species?  
 

 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

• What procedures were used for selecting participants, including  
 

o the sampling method  
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o the percentage of sample approached that participated  
 

_____% 
 

o any self-selection, either by individuals or by nomination from others? 
 

 
• What were the settings and locations where data were collected? 

 

 
• Were any agreements and payments made to participants? 

 

 
•     Were IRB agreements obtained, ethical standards met, and safety monitored?  

Yes ☐         No ☐ 
 
If no, please explain:   

 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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--------------------------------------- 

Sample size, power and precision: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• What was the intended sample size?   
n = _____________________________________ 
 

• What was the actual sample size?   
n=_______________________________________ 
 

• How was sample size determined: 
 

o power analysis? 
      Yes ☐        No ☐ 

 
o other methods used to determine accuracy of parameter estimates? 

      Yes ☐       No ☐ 
 

              If yes, describe: 
 

 
o stopping rules or interim analyses?  

      Yes ☐         No ☐ 
 
            If yes, describe: 

 

 
 
 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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-------------------------------------- 
Measures and covariates: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
• Please provide the definitions of all primary and secondary measures and covariates taken in the study, 

including measures collected but not included in this report 
 

Measure name: 
 
 
 
 
 

Definition:  

 
 
• What methods were used to collect data?  

 

 
• Were methods used to enhance the quality of measurements?  
 

o training and reliability of data collectors?  
      Yes ☐        No ☐ 
 
 

o use of multiple observations?  
      Yes ☐         No ☐ 

 
 
• What are the known psychometric and biometric properties of instruments used in the study?  
 

Measure Name:                  Property:                        Result: 
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-------------------------------------- 

Research design: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

-------------------------------------- 
Miscellaneous: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
• Were conditions manipulated ☐or naturalistic ☐? 
 
If manipulated, please complete JARS:EXP (see below)  
 
If manipulated, were subjects randomly assigned to conditions?  
Yes ☐         No ☐ 
 
If randomly assigned, please complete JARS: RCT (see below)  
 
If not randomly assigned, please complete JARS:QED (see below)  
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 

• Are there any other aspects of the study’s methods that are important for the interpretation or replication 
of its findings? 
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RESULTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 

--------------------------------------  
Participant flow:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
-------------------------------------- 

Recruitment: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

-------------------------------------- 
Missing data: 

For the Results section, please provide the information requested in the questionnaire or provide 
the page number, table, or supplemental file in which the information can be found. 
 
If your manuscript is accepted for publication, you will need to deposit your data set in an approved 
data repository. Please see Instructions to Authors for more information: 
www.apa.org/pubs/journals/arc    
 

  
• How did participants move through each stage of the study and how many were lost at each stage, if 

any (use flow chart, if appropriate—see Figure 1 below for an example)? 
 

 

 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
• Please provide the dates defining the periods of recruitment and repeated measures or follow-up. 
 

Period                             
Recruitment: 

  Start Date:                    End Date: 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

• Did you experience problems concerning statistical assumptions and/or data distributions that could 
affect the validity of findings?  
 
Yes ☐            No☐ 

 
 
If yes, please describe: 

http://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/arc
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• Missing data 

 
• Is missing data a cause of concern in this data set?  

                Yes☐                    No☐ 
 

• If missing data was a cause of concern, is there empirical evidence and/or theoretical arguments 
for the causes of data that are missing (e.g., missing completely at random (MCAR), missing at 
random (MAR), or missing not at random (MNAR))? 
 

 

 
• If missing data was a cause of concern, is there empirical evidence and/or theoretical arguments 

for the causes of data that are missing (for example, missing completely at random (MCAR), 
missing at random (MAR), or missing not at random (MNAR))? 
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• If missing data was a cause of concern, what methods, if any, were used for addressing missing 
data? 

 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

 
 
 

 -------------------------------------- 
Statistics and data analysis: 

 
For the Discussion section, please indicate whether the requested information can be found in this 
section of the manuscript, in a supplemental file, or whether the information is not relevant to the 
study. If not relevant, please provide a brief explanation. 
  
• Did you experience problems concerning statistical assumptions and/or data distributions that could 

affect the validity of findings?  
 
Yes☐               No☐ 

 
If yes, please describe:  

 

 
 
• For inferential statistics (NHST), please indicate the a priori Type 1 error rate adopted: 
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• For each NHST conducted, regardless of whether significant results were obtained and regardless of 

whether or not reported in the text, please provide a log of the centrality (primary, secondary 
exploratory) of the analyses to the study’s purpose, the analytic technique used, the direction, 
magnitude, degrees of freedom, and exact p-level associated with each test:  

 

 
 
• For multivariable analytic systems (e.g., multivariate analyses of variance, regression analyses, 

structural equation modeling analyses, and hierarchical linear modeling)   
 
• provide the associated variance-covariance (or correlation) matrix or matrices: 

 

 
 

• describe any estimation problems (e.g., failure to converge, bad solution spaces), anomalous data 
points: 

 

 
• identify the statistical software program, if specialized procedures were used:  
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• Is there a statement of support or nonsupport for all original hypotheses distinguished by primary and 

secondary hypotheses?  
 
In manuscript ☐            In supplemental files ☐            Not relevant ☐ 

     
       If not relevant, please explain:  

 

 
• Are post hoc explanations proposed?  

 
In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 

        
      If not relevant, please explain: 

 

 
 
• Are the similarities and differences between these results and the work of others discussed? 
 

In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 
 
If not relevant, please explain: 
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• Are results interpreted taking into account  

 
• sources of potential bias and other threats to internal validity? 

 
In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 

        
       If not relevant, please explain:  

 

 
 

• imprecision of measures? 
 

In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 
        
       If not relevant, please explain:  

 

 
 

• the overall number of tests or overlap among tests? 
 

In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 
        
       If not relevant, please explain:  
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• other limitations or weaknesses of the study? 
 

In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 
        
 
       If not relevant, please explain:  

 

 
 
• Is the generalizability (external validity) of the findings taken into account with regard to  

 
• the target population? 

 
In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 

        
 
       If not relevant, please explain:  

 

 
• other contextual issues? 

 
In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 
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       If not relevant, please explain:  

 
 
• Is there discussion of implications for future research, program, or policy 

 
In manuscript ☐           In supplemental files ☐                Not relevant ☐ 

       
 
If not relevant, please explain: 
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JARS: EXP: These questions should be answered for all studies with an experimental manipulation or 
intervention (in addition to the JARS: ALL Questionnaire) 

METHODS 
 
 

Experimental manipulations or 
interventions: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the Method section of a study with an experimental manipulation or intervention, please provide the 
information requested below, regardless of whether it also appears in the manuscript or a supplemental 
file. If the information requested is irrelevant to the study, briefly explain why. 
 
• Please provide the details about the experimental manipulations or interventions intended for each study 

condition, including control groups and specifically including  
 
• the content of the specific experimental manipulations or interventions—a summary or 

paraphrasing of instructions (unless they are unusual or compose the manipulation, in which case they 
may be presented verbatim): 

 

 
• the method of manipulation or intervention delivery—a description of apparatus and materials used 

and their function in the experiment:  
 

 
Identify specialized equipment by model and supplier:  

 

 
• the deliverers, that is, who delivered the manipulations or interventions  

 
o level of professional training:  
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o level of training in specific manipulations or interventions:  

 

 
 

o the number of deliverers and, in the case of interventions, the M, SD, and range of number of 
individuals/units treated by each:  

 

 
 

• the setting, that is, where the manipulations or interventions occurred:  
 

 

 
• the exposure quantity and duration, that is, how many sessions, episodes, or events were intended to 

be delivered and how long they were intended to last: 
 

 

 
• the time span, that is, how long it took to deliver the intervention or manipulation to each unit: 
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-------------------------------------- 
Masking: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
• activities to increase compliance or adherence (e.g. incentives):  

 
 

 
 

• the use of languages other than English and the translation method:  
 

 

 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

• Were participants, those administering the interventions, and those assessing the outcomes unaware of 
condition assignments?  
Yes☐              No ☐ 
 
If no, why not? 

 

 
 
• If masking took place, how was it accomplished, and how was its success evaluated? 
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-------------------------------------- 
Units of delivery and analysis: 

 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

• Unit of delivery: How were participants grouped during delivery?  
 

 

 
 

o What was the smallest unit that was analyzed (and, in the case of experiments, that was randomly 
assigned to conditions) to assess manipulation or intervention effects (e.g., individuals, work groups, 
classes)? 
 

 

 
 
• If the unit of analysis differed from the unit of delivery, please describe the analytical method used to account 

for this (e.g., adjusting the standard error estimates by the design effect or using multilevel analysis): 
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RESULTS 

 
-------------------------------------- 

Participant flow: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-------------------------------------- 
Treatment fidelity: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For the Results section, please indicate below the page number, table, or supplemental file in which the 
information can be found. 
 
• What was the total number of groups (if the experimental manipulation or intervention was administered at 

the group level), and what was the number of participants assigned to each group? 
 

 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

• What evidence is there that the deliverers of treatment adhered to the respective intervention 
manuals/guidelines? 
 

 

 
 
• What evidence is there that the treatments were delivered competently?  
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-------------------------------------- 
Statistics and data analysis: 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
         -------------------------------------- 

Adverse events and side effects:   
 
 
 
 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

• Were the analyses intent-to-treat☐, complier average causal effect☐, or other or multiple ways☐? 
 
 
Please explain:  

 

 
 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
• Please describe all important adverse events or side effects in each experimental or intervention:  
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DISCUSSION 

 
For the Discussion section, please indicate below the page number, table, or supplemental file in which 
the information can be found. 
 
• Do results discussed take into account the mechanism by which the manipulation or intervention was 

intended to work (causal pathways) or alternative mechanisms? 
 
Yes☐          No☐ 
 
If no, please explain: 

 

 
 
• If an intervention is involved, is there discussion of the success of and barriers to implementing the 

intervention, and the fidelity of implementation?  
•  

Yes☐         No☐ 
 

 
If no, please explain: 

 

 
 
• Is there a discussion of the generalizability (external validity) of the findings taking into account  

 
o the characteristics of the intervention?  
o  

              Yes☐         No☐ 
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  If no, please explain: 
 

 
 

o how and what outcomes were measured?  
 

              Yes☐         No☐ 
 

             If no, please explain: 
 

 
 

o length of follow-up?  
 

              Yes☐         No☐ 
           
  If no, please explain: 

 

 
 
o incentives?  

 
              Yes☐         No☐ 
 

 
            If no, please explain: 
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o compliance rates?  
 

              Yes☐         No☐ 
 

             If no, please explain: 
 

 
 
 
• Is there discussion of the clinical or practical significance of outcomes and the basis for these 

interpretations? 
 
Yes☐         No☐ 
  
 
 If no, please explain: 
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JARS: RCT: These questions should be answered for all studies with an experimental manipulation or 
intervention that employed random assignment to experimental conditions (in addition to JAR:ALL and JARS: 
EXP) 
  
 

METHOD 
 
 
 
 

-------------------------------------- 
Random assignment – method:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
-------------------------------------- 

Random assignment – 
concealment:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the Method section of a study that employed random assignment to experimental conditions, 
please provide the information requested below, regardless of whether it also appears in the 
manuscript or a supplemental file. If the information requested is irrelevant to the study, briefly 
explain why. 
 
• What procedures were used to generate the random assignment sequence (including details of any 

restrictions—e.g., blocking, stratification)? 
 

 

 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
• Was the sequence concealed until experimental or intervention sequence was assigned?  

Yes  ☐           No☐  
 
If no, why not? 

 
 

 
 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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-------------------------------------- 

Random assignment – 
implementation: 

 
• Who generated the assignment sequence?   

 

 
 

• Who enrolled participants?   
 

 
 
 

• Who assigned participants to groups?   
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JARS: QED: These questions should be answered for all studies with an experimental manipulation or 
intervention that did not employ random assignment to experimental conditions (in addition to JARS: All and 
JARS: EXP). 
  

METHOD 
 

Assignment method: 
 
 

 

 
 

• What was the unit of assignment (the unit being assigned to study conditions—e.g., individual, 
group, community)?   

 
 

 
• What was the method used to assign units to study conditions, including details of any restriction 

(e.g., blocking, stratification, minimization)? 
 

 

 
• What procedures were employed to help minimize potential bias due to nonrandomization (e.g., 

matching, propensity score matching)?  
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Figure 1.     Diagram showing the flow of participants through each stage of a randomized trial.  
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JARS: MISC: These questions should be answered for all studies not employing an experimental manipulation or 
intervention (in addition to JARS: All). 
 
Please provide below as detailed a description as possible of the research design used in the study or studies. This 
description should be at least as detailed than that expected in all APA journals. There is no restriction on length. 
 
 
 

 


	MANUSCRIPT SECTION: 
	Description: 
	TITLE: An Incomplete List of Eminent Psychologists of the Modern Era
	as the relationship between them: Yes
	If no please explain: 
	Association httpwwwapastyleorgmanual: Ed Diener, Department of Psychology, University of Illinois, 603 E. Daniel Street, Champaign, IL 61820, and The Gallup Organization, Lincoln, NE. Shigehiro Oishi, Department of Psychology, University of Virginia, P.O.Box 4400-4400, Charlottesville, VA 22904-4400. JungYeun Park, Department of Psychology, University of Illinois, 603 E. Daniel Street, Champaign, IL 61820. Our thanks to Daniel Kahneman, Rong Su, Robert Biswas-Diener, and Carol Diener for their input. However, they are in no way responsible for the misjudgments we might have made. 
	papers: Yes_2
	If no please explain_2: The Author Note expresses authors' appreciations to several people who made contributions to the present paper, while asserting that they are not responsible for any misjudgment made by the authors in the present paper. 
	sources of funding or other support: No_3
	If no please explain_3: 
	relationships that may be perceived as conflicts of interest: No_4
	If no please explain_4: 
	SCIENTIFIC ABSTRACT: We systematically identified eminent psychologists, first using six sources to create an initial list of 348 eminent psychologists, and then using three criteria (citation metrics, textbook page coverage, and major awards) to select the most highly recognized psychologists. The rankings we produced corresponded highly with other indicators of eminence, and the top 200 are reported in ranked order in the article. We also identified individuals who scored high across all three indicators, as well as scientists who scored high when only two indicators were used. Individuals such as Daniel Kahneman and Shelley Taylor ranked very high on the list of modern eminent psychologists. We found that the most eminent psychologists are represented heavily on the internet, and that their citation rates continue to grow at extremely high rates. A few high-prestige psychology departments heavily contributed to the doctoral education of a large number of the eminent psychologists. The most eminent researchers published an extremely large number of publications over many years; their renown rarely rested on one or two classics alone. High eminence was rarely achieved before age 50, and most of the eminent psychologists worked until late in their lives. Women are slowly gaining in eminence, but still lag substantially behind in terms of their numbers in the most eminent group. The numbers for ethnic minorities are disturbingly low, and are a major concern for the field. Highly eminent psychologists come from many areas of psychology, not just from a few highly visible areas such as neuroscience. 
	the problem under investigation: Yes_5
	If no please explain_5: 
	including genus and species: Yes_6
	If no please explain_6: 
	o sample size: Yes_7
	o any apparatus used: Off
	Yes_8: On
	Yes_9: On
	datagathering procedures: Yes_10
	research design eg experiment observational study: Yes_11
	If answered no for any of the study methods above please explain: 
	levels: No_12
	If no please explain_7: The abstract reports all the main findings of the present paper. However,  because the main purpose of the paper is to provide a scientific way to rank eminent psychologists instead of testing certain hypothesis, effect sizes are less relevant in the present paper than in other correlational or experimental studies. As a result, they are not reported in the abstract. Nevertheless, the paper does make use of correlations to validate the proposed ranking, and the values of these correlations are reported in the result section. 
	conclusions and the implications or applications: Yes_13
	If no please explain_8: 
	please provide a brief explanation: In this article we identify through systematic analyses the most eminent psychologists since World War II. Identifying these individuals serves educational, administrative, and scholarly purposes. Students of psychology and their professors can more readily identify the psychologists who have made the most impact on the profession, as well as the type of contributions that receive recognition. The listing of the most eminent psychologists also gives students a way to study many of the most important discoveries in psychology. The study serves administrative purposes by helping to identify psychologists who should receive recognitions in their universities, to locate eminent individuals to serve on relevant committees, and so forth. In terms of scholarship, the study helps identify what types of contributions have had the most impact and are most widely recognized in the field. Furthermore, it indicates several of the traits that are associated with high eminence, and the characteristics that must be fostered by a society to create high scientific productivity. Cattell (1910) suggested a century ago that understanding who is eminent in a science helps create a psychology of science, in that knowing who is eminent is a step in identifying what leads to scientific creativity and productivity (see Annin, Boring, & Watson, 1968; Simonton, 2002 for more recent reviews). Finally, the rankings help pinpoint imbalances in need of change, for example sex and ethnic disparities. Our list started with 348 eminent psychologists drawn from several sources, and ten additional historically important figures, who we included for comparison purposes. We intend the historical list to present a few eminent historical figures in psychology, but not to be a complete list of such persons. All of these ten individuals were selected as 53 most important persons out of the 538 deceased important psychologists 1600-1967 by Annin, Boring, and Watson (1968) as well as 54 most eminent psychologists by Simonton (2000). These eminent historical figures serve as a point of reference for the modern eminent list we created. We ranked the top 200 of the 348 modern psychologists with a combination of awards, citation metrics, and textbook coverage. We also list individuals who scored highly on all three metrics, as well as those who scored high on two out the three metrics. Our methods borrowed from the bibliometric article by Haggbloom et al. (2002), who published a list of the most eminent psychologists of the 20th Century. We broadened and refined their initial search methods, and updated their list. Whereas the list of Haggbloom et al. and other lists (Griggs & Proctor, 2002; Simonton, 1992, 2000, 2002) featured classic figures in psychology, our list focuses on modern psychologists whose careers occurred primarily after World War II. Because our search included more recent sources, we were able to update the list in terms of the current eminence of psychologists. A few names have dropped somewhat in our list compared to that of Haggbloom et al.’s list (e.g., Neal Miller), and new names appear high in our list (e.g., Daniel Kahneman and Shelley Taylor) who did not appear on the earlier list. Similarly, names appear in the Haggbloom et al. list of persons who no longer appear in our list (e.g., Arthur Jensen). What do we mean by “eminent?” The idea reflects the degree of recognition, impact, and respect an individual has in the field. Although it correlates with “Importance,” this latter idea can probably best be judged only after a period of many years in order to gauge the long-term influence the scientist has exerted on the field. Thus, our list is not based on important contributions per se, which we did not assess, but rather current widespread recognition of the scientist and her or his works. As Haggbloom et al. (2002) point out, there are a number of different measures of eminence, and each focuses on different types of impact and recognition. For example, introductory textbook coverage reflects the degree to which textbook writers believe the work of a scientist is important, but also to some degree the extent to which they believe it will be interesting and understandable to students. Citation counts reflect the degree to which people within the person’s research area recognize and cite his or her work, but do not always reflect the judgment of all of psychology. Awards reflect the judgments of other psychologists, but in some cases might be influenced by the area of study of nominees, as well as by social network patterns. Thus, although each measure of eminence has a degree of validity, each also has its limitations and range of focus. By combining three types of scores we hoped to overcome the shortcomings in each of the measures. We validated our eminence ratings against other metrics of eminence such as ratings by psychologists and Wikipedia coverage. 
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	METHOD Participant or subject characteristics Sampling procedures: . The six sources we used to obtain the initial list of eminent psychologists were: 1. Recipients of American Psychological Association (APA) award for distinguished scientific contributions, 2. Association for Psychological Science (APS) winners of the William James Fellow award, 3. Members in the National Academy of Sciences in the psychological and cognitive sciences category, 4. Members of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in the psychology category, 5. Selected additional individuals from the Institute for Scientific Information’s list of highly-cited psychologists who seemed likely to have high eminence, and 6. Additional individuals who were frequently mentioned in the five introductory psychology textbooks we analyzed. 
	Sampling procedures: 
	based on demographic characteristics: Psychologists that satisfy one of the six criteria are included in the study to constitute the initial list of eminent psychologists. The criteria are 1) Recipients of American Psychological Association (APA) award for distinguished scientific contributions, 2) Recipient of Association for Psychological Science (APS) William James Fellow award, 3) Members in the National Academy of Sciences in the psychological and cognitive sciences category, 4) Members of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in the psychological category, 5) Individual from the Institute for Scientific Information's list of highly-cited psychologists, and 6) Individuals who were frequently mentioned in the five introductory psychology textbooks that are analyzed in the present study.
	specific characteristics or in the case of animal research the genus and species: The participants are all psychologists that enjoy high degree of recognition, impact and respect in the field of psychology. 
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	o: First, The authors included all recipients of APA award for distinguished scientific contributions and of APS William James Fellow award. Next, members in the National Academy of Sciences in the psychological and cognitive sciences category and in the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in the psychology category were added into the dataset. Then, additional individuals were added from the Institute of Scientific Information's list of highly-cited psychologists. Finally, the authors included additional individuals who were frequently mentioned in five introduction psychology textbooks being analyzed in the present study. 
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	undefined_3: No. 
	Were IRB agreements obtained ethical standards met and safety monitored: Yes_14
	If no please explain_9: 
	undefined_4: 
	Sample size power and precision: The sample of the present study consists of 348 eminent psychologists. Power analysis is irrelevant to the present study because the study is not inferential. Instead, it is a descriptive study that intends to capture all of the eminent psychologists in modern era.
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	If yes describe: The sample sizes were determined once all psychologists who meet at least one of the six selection criteria are included into the sample.  
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	undefined_5: 
	Measures and covariates: After collecting the initial list, we used three broad indicators as the criteria by which to assess eminence: 1. The American Psychological Association (APA) award for Distinguished Scientific Contribution and the Association for Psychological Science (APS)’s William James Fellow Award, 2. The number of introductory psychology textbook pages on which the scientist is mentioned or cited in five texts, and 3. Citation metrics (combining total citations, the h Index, and the highest-cited work for each scientist). In order to further validate our rankings, we examined their association with three additional indicators for a subsample of the eminent list: Google internet search “hits,” Wikipedia entries, and ratings by research psychologists.  To compile number of internet “hits,” we employed the Google search engine, and used the scientists’ names in quotation marks along with the word psychology. Although using only the person’s name produced a greater number of hits, the number of false positives also rose substantially. Internet “hits” reflects the amount that the person’s work is discussed on the internet in blogs, encyclopedias, in syllabi, and so forth. Second, we employed a count of the Wikipedia lines devoted to that scientist under the entry for his or her name. Most of those on our list have Wikipedia entries, and these vary from quite brief to very long. Lines of coverage in Wikipedia might represent the degree to which people are interested in the scientist’s work to the extent of being willing to spend time working on the entry. Finally, the third validity source we used was eminence ratings by 14 research psychologists. 
	Measure name: 1) Winners of APA award and APS award2) Textbook pages counts3) Citation metrics4) Google Internet search "Hit"5) Wikipedia lines6) Rating of 14 research psychologists
	Definition: 1) Winners of APA award for Distinguished Scientific Contribution and APS William James Fellow Award.2) The number of introductory psychologytextbook pages on which the scientist is mentioned or cited in five textbook.3) A combination of total citations, the h Index and the highest-cited work for each scientist.4) The number of results when google the scientist's name long with the word "psychology".5) The number of Wikipedia lines for the scientists under the entry for his or her names6) The rating from 14 research psychologists. 6) 
	undefined_6: All data except textbook pages counts were obtained Online from various websites. For instance, we obtained the lists of winners of APA and APS award from APA and APS official websites. Data on Citation metrics were From Harzing's Publish or Perish Program, which in turn relies on Google Scholar. The textbook pages counts came from authors' reading of 5 psychology introduction textbooks.
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	Measure Name: 1) Citation metrics2) Textbooks page count3) Textbooks page count 4) Combine eminent metrics
	Property: 1) reliability2) reliability3) convergent validity with other textbooks analysis4) convergent validity with Google hits, Wikipedia coverage and rating by expert 
	Result: 1) Cronbach's Alpha= .812) Cronbach's Alpha= .823) r= .84, very high4) High to very high
	Were conditions manipulated: Off
	or naturalistic: On
	If manipulated were subjects randomly assigned to conditions: Off
	If not randomly assigned please complete JARSQED see below: 
	of its findings: When the textbook authors were members of our eminent psychologist list, we used the mean number of pages in the other four texts  to represent their textbook page count. 
	Participant flow: 
	undefined_8: We obtained the initial list of 348 eminent psychologist via six sources as described in the method section of this JARS questionnaire. We ranked these psychologists and reported the top 200 individuals. No psychologists were dropped from the list. 
	Please provide the dates defining the periods of recruitment and repeated measures or followup: 
	Period Recruitment: N/A
	Start Date: N/A
	End Date: N/A
	Did you experience problems concerning statistical assumptions andor data distributions that could: 
	affect the validity of findings: No_21
	undefined_9: 
	Is missing data a cause of concern in this data set: No_22
	random MAR or missing not at random MNAR: 
	missing at random MAR or missing not at random MNAR: 
	data: 
	DISCUSSION Statistics and data analysis:  We identified many eminent scientists in modern psychology, although there are undoubtedly eminent individuals whom we have omitted. To those individuals who we missed, we apologize. We know that there are a great many highly respected and important researchers who our list unfortunately omits. Nonetheless, we believe that our list is relatively comprehensive in terms of capturing the vast majority of the most eminent scholarly psychologists. We again caution readers that our metric of eminence signifies that the person has widespread recognition in the field, but it is not a rating of the importance of the scientists’ work, a judgment beyond our mission and ability to judge.  Our list of classic historical figures in psychological sciences reveals several things. First, Freud continues, despite a lesser current interest in his theories, to hold first place in terms of citations and textbook coverage. In our three validity metrics Freud scored highest among all contenders. Thus, Freud is still the most eminent person in the field of psychology, even though his framework has lost some of its currency. The other classic figures continue to be of historical influence and their work is frequently covered in textbooks. However, they are no longer frequently cited in scientific publications.  We are confident that our lists generally reflect the level of renown of most of the psychologists on the list. However, there are a few individuals who seem to us as though they should score higher. Each reader will have her or his opinions about certain scientists who seem out of place, ranked either too high or too low. For instance, the senior author of this paper believes his own ranking is too high, and that psychologists such as Leon Festinger and Donald Campbell are clearly more eminent that he is. It is important to note that the specific ordering of those scientists who are relatively near each other on the list should not be over-interpreted because usually their scores are very close and would switch with small changes in the metrics. Yet, overall the list seems to capture our judgments in most cases. The scientists who are on our list of eminence read like a Who’s Who of psychology.  Not only do we recognize the names of these individuals and usually know of their findings, but they are highly cited by others, are given prestigious awards, and their findings are described in textbooks.  One bias in our rankings of eminence is that they rely on sources that give heavy weight to Americans, or at least to English speakers. The awards were granted by American societies and the textbooks were written by American authors. Thus, our eminence rankings do not fully cover the entire world. There are nine individuals on our top 100 list who spent most or all of their careers working outside of the USA. Nonetheless, our rankings undoubtedly give too little credit to scientists outside the USA, and this should be remedied in future studies. Another limitation of our rankings is that the boundaries of psychology are becoming increasingly fuzzy, and thus individuals who are not in core areas might have been omitted. A final limitation is that our rankings include only scholarly psychologists, and do not pertain to the eminence of applied psychologists. Thus, we are confident that those on our list are eminent, but we are also certain that our list omits eminent psychologists. One fact we learn from the eminence scores is that there are a few people who score extremely highly, and thus create highly positively skewed distributions. The extreme eminence and importance of a very small number of leaders in scientific fields has been known for many years. For instance, Cattell (1910) suggested that it “can be argued with plausibility that the progress of sciences depends exclusively on the few men of genius” (p. 682). This statement is certainly too extreme in that the great breakthroughs by the most eminent scientists are built on the earlier work of other less famous individuals. It should be noted that there is also a well-known phenomenon in science as Matthew effect that “a scientific contribution will have greater visibility in the community of scientists when it is introduced by a scientist of high rank than when it is introduced by one who has not yet made his mark” (Merton, 1968, p. 4). That is, an already famous researcher gets disproportionately large credit for the same idea or concept proposed with less famous researchers. Despite this bias, it is clear that some psychologists have had many more great ideas than others. Indeed, the individuals at the top of our rankings often singly have a higher citation count and textbook pages devoted to them than most entire department of psychology faculties. The most eminent psychologists in our rankings were not only extremely prolific, but they forged new directions, or defied “the crowd” (Sternberg, 2006). Bandura did not merely study social learning, but he championed a more cognitive approach to learning than was dominant when he began his work. Piaget forged new ground in exploring the understanding of children. Kahneman championed a view of decision making that departed from the dominant idea of logical calculations in decision making, and Chomsky departed from a purely instrumental learning view of language. In each case these and most others people who are high on the list went against a dominant tradition and were not afraid to propose ideas that seemed heretical at the time.   The eminent psychologists also tend to work on a core set of questions and do not conduct research across many scattered areas. Although they often combine areas of psychology in their studies, they tend not to study many different phenomena. Thus, the eminent psychologists conduct a very large number of studies on a limited set of questions. Equally important, eminent psychologists tend to write well (Simonton, 2002). From Sigmund Freud and William James (Table 1) to Michael Gazzaniga and Steven Pinker (Table 2), well-cited psychologists are capable of communicating complex ideas well to fellow scientists as well as lay people. Merton (1968) describes the scientific contribution as follows: “for science to be advanced, it is not enough that fruitful ideas be originated or new experiments developed or new problems formulated or new methods instituted. The innovations must be effectively communicated to others. That, after all, is what we mean by a contribution to science” (p. 4).   Another fact that we learn from our ratings is that although women in psychology initially made progress once they were allowed access to graduate schools and professorships, it appears that they have not continued to make progress after that point. We found only a few  more eminent women in the 1951 to the present cohort than in the 1921-1950 cohort. Our sample of younger eminent women is small and therefore our conclusions are uncertain. Nonetheless, this issue should be examined in other samples where the criteria for eminence are less extreme so that more scientists from younger cohorts are available for study. Another major concern is the infrequency of ethnic minorities in our list. Although African Americans, Asians, and Latino/Hispanics have made progress in society in terms of human rights, they are extremely underrepresented in our list. Five out of 348 scientists is an extremely low number. It is shocking that only slightly more than one-percent of our eminent list was made up of three major ethnic minorities in a society in which these groups comprise 34% of the population. Clearly, efforts need to be made to attract, retain, and reward minorities and women into research institutions. Further, educating these groups from an early age about the rewards of scientific research might also be helpful. We learn from our lists that eminence rarely comes early in life in psychology. The youngest person on our list was 48, and the youngest person in the top 100 rankings was 58. The mean age for receipt of the APA award is 59.3. The youngest living person who has won the APA award is age 56 (Sapolsky). Twenty-two persons won the APA award in their 70’s, and two in their 80’s. Thus eminence in psychology rarely comes early in life. A few individuals achieved eminence with a few famous papers, but the vast majority of them have a large number of papers with high citation counts (see Simonton, 2002). The publications of those high on the list are not counted in dozens, but in hundreds. It is rare to achieve high eminence in psychology by producing a few breakthrough papers. A student who is motivated by recognition or money rather than the love of research might find it difficult or impossible to keep up this level of productivity for decades. Wanting to be an eminent psychologist, a student might try to attend a prestigious institution to earn a Ph.D. because the most elite institutions produce a very disproportionate number on our list. It is likely that several influences are at work, including the high ability and motivation of those attending the most selective doctoral programs, as well as contact with leading scientists to mentor one’s work. A few rare eminent scientists, however, have attended less prestigious doctoral programs and there is a trend toward more democratization in the Ph.D. training of psychologists. Working at a prestigious institution also seems helpful on the path to eminence (see Crane, 1965 also). Although to some degree eminent individuals move to elite institutions after they achieve eminence, it also seems likely that having access to the resources, contacts, and recognition of an elite institution helps to achieve eminence. The lower teaching loads at most elite universities, as well as the better facilities, also probably play a role in the high research productivity at them. Is eminence many different things or is there a unitary core concept? We factor-analyzed (maximum-likelihood factor analysis) three major indicators for the 27 individuals for whom we had ratings, including in the analysis the ratings, the overall citation metric, and text pages. The result was a single strong factor that accounted for 87 percent of the variance in the scores. The individual factor scores were: ratings, .86, overall citation score, .94, and text pages, .89. The metrics correlated from .77 to .84 with each other. These results suggest that although different dimensions of eminence might exist and be described, there is likely an overall core eminence value as well. Although there are differences among the eminence measures, they also all seem to be strongly influenced as well by an underlying general eminence factor. Our list of eminent psychologists points to the road to eminence as being one of hard work over a long number of years. Very large numbers of publications as well as forging new directions seem necessary to eminence, and receiving doctoral training at an elite institution is very helpful. It appears that the field of scientific psychology is in need of greater democratization not only in education, but in encouraging the research of women and ethnic minorities. There is no favored topic area or subdiscipline for reaching eminence – our most eminent list includes people from diverse subfields, addressing diverse topics with diverse methods. An encouraging conclusion that can be drawn from the list of most eminent psychologists is that the field has made large advances and is making important new discoveries. From the work of people such as Kahneman and Tversky, Shelley Taylor, Larry Squire, and Richard Davidson we can see that psychology and neuroscience has learned important new things about human behavior. This raises the issue of whether it might be time for a Nobel award in psychology.   
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	undefined_38:        The present paper ranked the most highly recognized psychologists since World War II. We first created an initial list of 348 eminent psychologists based on six sources. Individuals were included into this list if they satisfied at least one of the six selection criteria: 1) Recipients of American Psychological Association (APA) award for distinguished scientific contributions, 2) Association for Psychological Science (APS) winners of the William James Fellow award, 3) Members in the National Academy of Sciences in the psychological and cognitive sciences category, 4) Members of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in the psychology category, 5) Individuals from the Institute for Scientific Information’s list of highly-cited psychologists, and 6) Individuals who were frequently mentioned in the five introductory psychology textbooks we analyzed.         Upon obtaining the initial list, we ranked the eminence of these 348 psychologists based on three indicators: 1) whether the individual received The American Psychological Association (APA) award for Distinguished Scientific Contribution and/or the Association for Psychological Science (APS)’s William James Fellow Award, 2) The number of pages on which the scientist is mentioned or cited in five introductory psychology textbooks, and 3) Citation metrics that combined total citations, the h Index, and the highest-cited work for each scientist.          A group of psychologists passed away prior to the establishment of APS award in 1989. As a result, they might have missed the award due to the fact that the award is not given to deceased individuals. In the case of an individual who died before 1989 but had already received the APA award, we gave credit for the APS award. This was justified by the fact that almost all of the APA winners who lived through 1989 did receive the APS award. 32 individuals were assigned credits for APA award in this way.         We consulted five introductory textbooks including Bernstein, Clarke-Steward, Penner, Roy, and Wickens (2000), Myers (2010), Plotnik and Kouyoumdjian (2011), Schacter, Gilbert, and Wegner (2011), and Zimbardo, Johnson, and McCann (2009). The textbooks were selected to represent a board range of the sub-disciplines within psychology. We counted all pages on which the scientist’s name was mentioned in the index, including pages in the references. In the cases where the textbook authors were members of our eminent psychologists list, we used the mean number of pages in the other texts rather than their own to represent their textbook page count.         The three citation metrics were based on Harzing’s Publish or Perish program, which in turn relies on the counts in Google Scholar. Because scientists sometimes use different forms of their names in different publications, and two scientists may have the same names, we combed through every scientist’s papers identified by the computer search and manually deleted those papers that were clearly not her or his works.          The 348 psychologists were ranked in terms of the sum of the three indicators. The sum was computed by the following procedure: First, we summed page counts from five textbooks to obtain one textbook score, then took log of the textbook score, and then standardized the logged scores; Second, we took log of the three components of citation metrics and standardized the log scores, and averaged the standardized scores. Third, we standardized the awards scores. Lastly, we averaged the three standardized scores. Inter-correlations between the three indicators and between the three citation metrics were calculated to examine the overlap between metrics. To understand the influences of sub-disciplines on eminence, we categorized scientists into 505 areas and counted the numbers of eminent scientists from each area. To investigate any time bias, we correlated the birth years of scientists with their overall eminence scores as well as individual indicators of eminence.             In order to further validate our rankings, we examined their association with three additional indicators for a subsample of the eminent list: Google Internet search “hits,” Wikipedia entries, and ratings by 14 research psychologists. The number of Google “hits” was obtained by searching the scientists’ names in quotation marks along with the word psychology in Google. The number of the Wikipedia lines was counted under the entry for the scientists’ names. Finally, 14 research psychologists representing diverse sub-disciplines in psychology were asked to rate the eminence of five groups of scientists from different positions in our rankings, The groups were of the top and bottom of the top 100 list, the top and bottom of the next 100 list, and the bottom of the list.           We examined the validity of our eminence scores by analyzing their correlation with these three metrics. We used the log scores of Google “hit” and Wikipedia lines. To ensure that ratings from 14 research psychologists were reliable, we computed the mean inter-rater agreement and the Cronbach’s alpha for the summed rating score.            We further validated our rankings by comparing the chosen indicators with other candidate indicators. For instance, we examined the agreement among APA, APS awards and the Grawemeyer award given at the University of Louisville. We also tested the differences between Google Scholar citation counts and the counts from the Web of Science database. To do so, we searched the Web of Science database for 25 individuals spread throughout our ranked list and correlated the log of resulting citation counts with the log of counts produced by the Harzing Publish or Perish program, which based on Google Scholar.              Finally, we pinpointed several characteristics of our eminence rankings. We calculated 1) the average ages of scientists in our list who have died, 2) the average ages of being awarded the APA and APS awards, 3) the top institutions that produced the most eminent psychologists, 4) the percentage of female scientists in the list, and 5) the percentage of ethnic minorities in the list. We also created a “complete eminence” list in which scientists’ scores in all three major metrics were in the top quartile. This is being compared to another group of scientists who topped in only two of the three metrics. 
	Participant or subject characteristics: We relied on six sources to initially identify eminent psychologists. From this list of 348 individuals (in addition to 10 classic figures) we used citation metrics, major awards, and coverage in introductory textbooks to rank the group in terms of eminence.  
	Miscellaneous: In several cases the textbook authors were members of our eminent psychologists list. We found that in this case that the text they authored often devoted substantially more pages to their work than did the other texts. Thus, in this instance we used the mean number of pages in the other works rather than the number in their own text to represent their textbook page count. 
	Research design: Research Design are described in detail in JARS: MISC. 
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