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Summary of Steps to Review

1. Sign into the SIOP User Portal
(https://www.abstractsonline.com/dashboard/login.asp?aid=2559).

Navigate to the list of proposals assigned to you for review.
Review the summary information for a proposal.
Read the proposal and prepare reviewer comments.

Provide your ratings and comments and “click to save data.”

A e

Repeat for all remaining sessions to review.
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Welcome to the SIOP User Portal

Please read the below information before logging in:

Note that link sends you to
an abstractsonline.com url

Use the same username and
password you used to sign
up to be a reviewer or to
submit a proposal for the
2026 SIOP Annual
Conference. Note the
username and password is
not necessarily the same as
your siop.org account.

Login Information

Due to SIOP's new technology, proposal submissions and reviewer sign ups are not connected to
your SIOP account this year. Please follow the appropriate step below to start your submission
process.

Please follow the appropriate step below to access/create your account:

« If you have a SIOP account, utilize the Forgot your password? link.

« If you do not have a SIOP account, please go to siop.org and create one first, then come back
here and choose Create New Account link

« If you are a returning user, please enter your username and password below

« If you have a SIOP account and the Forgot your password? option does not work for you,
please use Create New Account.

Thank you for your patience and understanding during our technology transition.

If you have question or issues with logging in, please email siop@support.ctimeetingtech.com or
call 1-217-398-1792.

Username

Username
Password
Password
Sign in
Create new account

Forgot your password?

Recommended Browsers

The following browsers and their latest releases are recommended for use:

Google Chrome
Microsoft Edge
Safari

Mozilla Firefox

Select “forgot your
password?” if you

cannot remember

your login
information.
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After signing in, click on
the Menu icon (a matrix

Welcome to the SIOP Reviewer Sign Up Page

of 9 squares) and select Reviewer sign-up deadline: October 8, 2025 at 5 pm ET
“2026 Annual
Conference”

The SIOP Annual Conference is only possible because of the generosity of our reviewers. If you have submitted a proposal for the 2026 SIOP Annual
Conference, you do not need to complete this form again as you are already signed up to be a reviewer.

To sign up to be a reviewer, click the + New button below.

Reviewer Criteria
Who is eligible to review?

« All current SIOP Fellows, Members, Associates, and Retired members are eligible to serve as reviewers. (Affiliates and Non-members are not eligible to
be reviewers)
« SIOP Students who have presented at a previous SIOP Annual Conference.

Why should | serve as a reviewer?

« You will play a key role in helping us to fill the conference program with valuable, compelling content. Peer review is a critical part of the scientific
process and helps to ensure that the content accepted to the conference represents high-quality work in both science and practice.

What is expected of me as a reviewer?

« In October, you will be assigned 3-5 submissions and will have at least 3 weeks to complete your reviews. We make every attempt to assign you
submissions that fall within the content area(s) you select in the sign-up process, and we also aim to evenly distribute session types across reviewers.

« Reviewers typically spend 20-45 minutes on each submission, so we ask that you plan for approximately two hours to complete your reviews. Some will
need less time; some will need more.

« You will be asked to provide both number ratings and written comments on the submissions through the online submission review form.

For technical support please contact cOasis support available Monday to Friday from 8am - Spm CT. Should you need technical assistance, please email
CTI Technical Support.
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Click on the “Session Review” . .
button under the 2026 Annual Welcome to the 2026 Annual Conference Session Review
Conference heading. (The user portal.
number in the red circle indicates
the number of proposals
assigned to you for review.)

Reviews are due Friday, November 14 by 5 p.m. ET.

To begin reviewing, please scroll down and click on a session from your assignment list. For assistance navigating the site, please reference the reviewer
center walkthrough.

Your ratings are directly used to determine which sessions are accepted, so it’s critical that you complete the reviews assigned to you. Your written feedback
will be shared directly with submitters to help them grow and improve. We are thus counting on you to help shape the content of both this and future SIOP
conferences, to ensure that high quality and relevant submissions are accepted, and to provide SIOP members with useful, constructive feedback. It is your
effort that drives the reliability, validity, and utility of SIOP reviews. THANK YOU!

Our data show that reviewers report spending 35 minutes on posters and 25 minutes on other submission types, on average. Since reviewers are typically
There is a Ilst of the assigned no more than 5 reviews, we ask that you plan for approximately two hours to complete your reviews. These are averages; some people will need less

. time, and some will need more.
proposals assigned to you,
organized by session type For more information or questions, please use the SIOP reviewer guidelines and FAQs.

Debate

Tabbitha's Test Debate
Not yet scored

. . Panel Discussion
Click on an unreviewed

session (labeled “Not yet

Tabbitha's Test Panel Discussion
Not yet scored

scored”)

Symposium

Tabbitha's Test Symposium
Not yet scored



3) Session Summary Page — Non-Poster Version

Session Summary

Session summary

This page prOVides Instructions S PRINT
summary information on Feedback

Tabbitha's Test Debate
Debate

Logout

JUMP TO EVALUATE

the proposal, including

title, abstract, and content
area. You should review
this information.

If you are ready to provide

your ratings, you can click

this button to jump to the
bottom of the page.

A link to view and
download the session

proposal document
should appear here

View all session roles

Session Infor o
Session Titlg@Fabbitha's Test Debate
Session Jgffe: Debate

Current Order Control# Status Activity

Title
1 129 Primary Submitter Submitter
2 130 Primary Moderators Moderators
3 131 Primary Debaters Debaters
4 132 Primary Non-Speaking Contributor(s) Non-Speaking_Contributor(s)

Session Details

Session ID:

Session Title:

Short Title:

Primary Content Area:
Secondary Content Area:
Abstract:

Session Proposal:

Audience:

Debaters

You do not have permissions to modify Session data.

47

Tabbitha's Test Debate

Test

Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Accessibility
Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Accessibility
Test

Download Proposal

Mostly Relevant for Practitioners

50 Minute Session

To ensure that your work is saved as you go, please click on the button, "Click to Save Data" when you are done.

Primary Roles (Minimum Needed: 1. Maximum Allowed: 2).

Control # Activity
131 Debaters

Author Block

T.S. Torres;
CT| Chicago, IL.

Author Block

T.S. Torres;
CT|_Chicago, IL.

T.S. Torres;
CTl, Chicago, IL.

T1.S. Torres;
CTl,Chicago, IL.

T.S. Torres;
CT|_Chicago, IL.

Topic
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For non-posters, the
authors and their roles are

listed here. Note that the
available roles vary by
session type.

Chair

You do not have permissions to modify Session data.

To ensure that your work is saved as you go, please click on the button, "Click to Save Data" when you are done
Primary Roles (Minimum Needed: 1. Maximum Allowed: 2).

Control # Activity Author Block
138

Chair T.S. Torres;
CTl, Chicago, IL.

Non-Speaking Contributor(s)

You do not have permissions to modify Session data.

To ensure that your work is saved as you go, please click on the button, "Click to Save Data" when you are done.
Primary Roles (Minimum Needed: 0. Maximum Allowed: 50).

Control #

Activity Author Block
140 Non-Speaking Contributor(s) T.S. Torres;
CTl, Chicago, IL.
Panelists

You do not have permissions to modify Session data.

To ensure that your work is saved as you go, please click on the button, "Click to Save Data" when you are done.
Primary Roles (Minimum Needed: 1. Maximum Allowed: 50).

Control # Activity Author Block
139 Panelists T.S. Torres;
CTl, Chicagp, IL.
Submitter

You do not have permissions to modify Session data.

To ensure that your work is saved as you go, please click on the button, "Click to Save Data" when you are done.
Primary Roles (Minimum Needed: 1. Maximum Allowed: 1).

Control # Activity Author Block
137

Submitter T.S. Torres;
CTl, Chicago, IL.
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The proposal page for | e Session summary
posters is similar to the non-

poster version. The main = E—
difference is that the authors g TETING - Bample
are not listed in order to
maintain a blind review.
View all session roles
Session Imformation
evson Type: roe T
You do net havs parmission 1o Amrangs contrals,
Session Details
Session 1D:
Session Title: TEETING - Example
Short Title: EXAMPLE
Primary Content Area: Testing/zzessment (2.0, s2lzction methods, vlidation pradictars
Secondary Content Area: nnavaton/ Crastivity
Abstract Tezring 1,2, 3. Examiples for instroction walk through,
Session Proposal: Download Broposal
Audience: M ostly Relavant for Practitionsrs

Amount of Time Requested: 5D Minute Session



4) Read Proposal and Prepare Reviewer Comments

Seszion Details

Click on the “Download Session ID: 1665
Proposal,, Iink Session Title:

Sho

Frimary Conten

You can also print out the
document.

Secondary Content Area:
Abstract

Session Proposal:

Audience:
Amount of Time Requested: ED Minuts Session
After clicking on the link, a
new tab With the pro posal he i cOASIS Sessions - Session oO & Microsoft Word - Example - P X + - O X

document will open.

= — o0% + (BEE>)

Research in an arra
rer, 2010). The phenomenon refers to a negative relation between effect size

and publication year, indicating that once relatively strong effects appear to weaken over time as

replication attempts are made or, put differently, that “the truth wears off* (Lehrer, 2010, p. 52).

You can download the
document for offline
viewing.

The effect is especially problematic for medical sciences, where falsely inflated effectiveness

estimates could result in misguided decisions regarding treatment. A decline effect in I-O

psychology would be similarly troublesome, as it would reflect a lack of finding replicability.
upwardly biased meta-analytic estimates, and misguided practitioner decisions. Together, these
forces can lead to a widening of the science-practice gap (Cascio & Aguinis, 2008). However, no
systematic study of the decline effect has been conducted in 1-O psychology.

Studies used as input to existing meta-analyses reveal apparent decline effects for popular



4) Read Proposal and Prepare Reviewer Comments

Next, read the text of the

proposal.

Then prepare your
anonymous reviewer
comments. These
comments will be

provided verbatim to the
submitter. You can
prepare these in Microsoft
Word or another editor.

= Menu

All tools

& % ample-Symposiump. X | + Creste ©) Sign in = [m] X
Edit  Convert  E-Sign Find text ortools Q [@ @ = @. & =
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Novel Approaches to Conducting Research on Workplace Affect D.,l
Allison 5. Gabriel and James M. Diefendorff a
The Unrversity of Akron D=
Research on emotions has “become one of the most popular — and popularized — areas IE
withm organizational scholarslup™ (Elfenbemn. 2007, p. 315). From affective events theory
(Weiss & Cropanzano. 1996). to emotional labor (Hochschild. 1983), to work on the affect
circumplex (Russell, 1980). researchers have sought new ways to assess the emotional
expertences of employees. However. many scholars continue to use cross-sectional. self-report of
affect-based constructs (1.2, surveys of tyvpical affect or typical emotion regulation) to pradict
self-reported affective outcomes (e.g.. emotional exhaustion, job satisfactig
o orrels. nurses. employed undergraduates). The papers i the proposed
sympostum present novel ways of measuning, operationalizing, and contextualizing affect as both
an antecedent and outcome of organizational phenomena. Our primary objective is to present
novel approaches to conducting emotions research so as to advance scholarship in organizational
research on this topic.
The first paper in the proposad session highlights the use of experience sampling
methodology to investigate variability in workplace affect as a substantive antecedent and E |
outcome of orgamizational phenomena. Although expenience sampled affect at work has become 3
relatrvely commonplace in organizational research, Chandler and Diefendorff ughlight how 42
experience sampled emotions can be used to assess stable individual differences m affect ~
variability around the affect circumplex (1.e.. around the four quadrants created by the two hd
dmmensions of activation and hedome tone; Russell, 1980). Results confirmed that vanability (&
around the circumplex (1.2.. affect spin) 1s related to a variety of factors in organizational @‘
@
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This 15 an nteresting symposium. The methods for the second study seem a little unclear. It
seems that the measurement was taken once a year for five y ears, but then the study mentions
time 1 and time 2. It 1s unclear what these tunes represent. In the third study, I'm a little confused
how the analyses were done. The study seems to require statistics that allow for nested models,
but little information was given on how these nested models were analyzed. The authors also
need to be cautious relating this study to work organizations. Though my knowledge of college
freshmen 1s based on U.S. schools and not German Umiversities, core self-evaluation in U.S.
schools, for most students, would also include aspects of the college experience (living in dorms,
being away from home, etc.) that isn't present in many work organizations. In the fourth study,
the discussion on high approach motivation and low aveidance motivation sounds a lot like
promotion and prevention regulatory focus, the authors may want look at this research. It may
also be important to give demographic information for study 4. especially which such a small
participant number. Similar to study 3, a little more explanation of the methods and results may
be helpful

.
207words [} English (United States) T Focus B -~ —&%——+ 10

i v
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5) Provide Ratings and Comments

Go to the “Evaluate”

section at bottom of the
Session Summary page
for the proposal you are Evaluate
reviewing. You can use
the “Jump to Evaluate” Status Tracking

bu tton To return 1o your list of eszsions and 22 the overview of your already entered soores pleaze szlect "Session Summary” on the I side of the zorzen
.

Please enter your score below by dicking on the "Soore Choices™ button.

Individual criteria scores: 1-5 each on switability of this sezzion for inclusion whare 25 iz the highest total soore.
Comments section:
Please provide brief, constructive comments that will be shared verbatim with the sezsion submitter. Espedally important if overall recommendation iz to not accept

If you believe this proposal violates submission guidelines, please contact program@siop.org with your concerns to receive guidance on how to proceed with your review.
Flease include the session |0 # and title of the session you are reviewing.

To return to your list of sessions, please select "Session Summary” or "Back to Dashboard” on the left side of the soreen. Here you can see your completion status and scores

assigned.

Soore Value:

Click on the “Score

Choices” button to

provide your ratings (see s
next screen).

" ns TO SAVE DATA

Copy and paste your
reviewer comments here.

Click and drag this corner
to make the box bigger
(if needed).

11



5) Provide Ratings and Comments

Q cDASIS Sessions - Session Building Module - Google Chrome = O X

G

2% abstractsonline.com/cSessions/MultiCriteriaScore.asp?STKey=%7BE64 1FAAF-EF51-473B-ASE0-8120B3B35593%7... &

Use the dropdown box to

provide a rating for each (%
Of lthe five scales To proceed with scoring this proposal, you must select a score for each of the five criteria.

1. The proposed s=szion has a coherent Q08 = Please Salact b

Click the dropdown on the right to sslect 3 score
Wery much (5
A good deal (4)
Somewhat (3
Slighthy (2
Mat at 2l (1]

™

The proposed zession has the potential to advance |-0 psychology. Pleaze Salact b

Click the dropdown on the right 1o select 3 score
Very much (5]

& good deal (4]
Somewhat (3
Slighthy (2

Mot at all (1)

The proposad se
srong methods fo

on is rigorows in its approach (2.g. well-designed structure, appropriate speakers
zeIzions presenting ressarch)

m

Click the dropdown on the right 1o select 3 score
Very much (5]

Double check that you sy @

have provided a rating for L Thiz zezzion iz fkely to be of intarsst '..:--' OF attendees. Pleaze Select b
each scale. Then click the
“Total Score” button.
Pleazs Salac w




5) Provide Ratings and Comments

After clicking “Total
Score” on the previous

page, you will be brought
back to the session
information page.

The sum of your
numerical ratings for the
proposal will appear here.

Your comments to the
submitter should appear
here.

After confirming that everything is

accurate, press the “Click to Save
Data” button. This will save your
review. You do not need to click

“submit” anywhere in the portal. Your
review will automatically be provided

to the SIOP Program Chair when the
reviewing deadline passes.

Evaluate 1

Plaase entar your soore below by dicking on the "Soore Cheices™ button.

Status Tracking
o rEturn o your izt of s2zsicns and 322 the overview of your slready entered soores please szlect "Session Summary™ on the lzft side of the sorzen

Individual criteria scores: 1-5 each on suitabiliny of this s2sson for inclusion whare 25 = the highast total soore.

Comments section:

Pleaze provide brief, constructive comments that will be shared verbatim with the s2zsion submitter. Espedally important if overall recommendation is te not accept.

If you believe this proposal violates submission guidelines. please contact program{Jisiop.org with your concerns to receive guidance on how to proceed with your review.

Please include the session |0 # and title of the session you are reviewing.

Ta return to your list of sessions, please salect "Session Summary™ or "Back to Dashboard”™ on the left side of the soreen. Here you can se2e your completion status and scores
assigned.
Seore Value

SCORE CHOICES

This s an interesting symposium. The methods for the second study seem 3 Bl unclzar. [t seems that the measurement was taken once 3 year for five y ears, but then the

study mentions time 1 and time 2. It is unclear what thess times represent. |n the third study, I'm a little confused how the analyses were done. The study seems to reguirs
statistics that allow for nested modsls, but Ftle information was given on how these nested modsls were analyzed. The authors alse nesd o be caubious relating this study to

waork organizations. Though my knowledge of college freshmen is based on U 5. schools and not German Universities, core self-evaluation in U5, schools, for most students,

would alsg include aspects of the college experience (living in derms, being away from home, ete.) that isn't present in many work arganizatiens. In the fourth study, the
discussicn en high approach motivation and low aveidance motivation sounds a lot like promotion and prevention regulatory focus, the authars may want look at this ressarch.
t may also be important to give demographic information for study 4, especially which such s small participant number. Similar to study 3, a REtle more explanation of the

methods and results may be helpfu

e

CLICK TO SAVE DATA



6) Complete Your Remaining Reviews.

Go to your next remaining
proposal to review by
clicking on “Session

Summary” to view a list of

your assigned reviews...

...or you can either use
the left and right arrows to
cycle through your
assigned proposals....

...or you can return to the
SIOP User Portal Landing
Page (by logging back in
or using the back button).

e Session summary

& PRINT JUMP TO EVALUATE

< TESTIMNG 2 - Example >

Feacoack Syrnposium

SIOP ANNUAL

o e [ J
i/llj CONFERENCE

NEW ORLEANS ¢ April 29-May 2,2026

88 :&: 2026 SIOP Annual Conference

Meeting Information Reviewer Submission (13 Session Review &% Session Submission

Poster

Test: For Final Config Doc

10

TESTING - Example
Not yet scored
Symposium

Test: For Final Config Doc

7

TESTING 2 - Example
Mot yet scored

14



Thank you very much for participating
In the review process.

Your saved reviews will be provided
automatically to the 2026 SIOP
Program Chair.
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