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               In my analysis of why relationship factors are often considered to be of less consequence than treatment factors when effect sizes are compared across these two types of studies, I (Beutler, 2009; p. 306) noted that when correlations are used to represent effect sizes, they are “almost always larger” than the equivalent expressions of effect size as d.  Several scholars reading this statement, contacted me and noted that it was factually incorrect, noting that d could vary nearly infinitely while r was constrained to being between the values of -1.0 and +1.0.  They argued that the statement should have said that the value of d is almost always larger than that of r , for a given amount of variance accounted for.  These authors are partially correct.  My statement inadvertently transposed r and d in the sentence. My assertion can only be understood when one is aware that d is usually larger than the value of r.  However, in researching this issue, it became apparent that the relative size of r and d is affected by the method of converting r to d.  The method used has a substantial effect on the estimated effect size.  
For example, it is possible that the numerical value of a correlation (r ) can be larger than d, but only when the translation from r to an equivalent d is made by direct extraction from a table of the normal curve functions.  Specifically, when this direct extraction method is used, one first identifies the percentage of variance accounted for by the r by squaring it.  This value—the amount of variance accounted for by the relationship—is then found in the columns of a table of normal curve functions.  One searches the body of the table until an identical value is found and then notes the distance from the mean that covers this percentage, expressed as a standard score.  This latter value is d.  The distance from the mean of the normal curve and the d identifies where the mean of a comparison curve would have to be in order to account for the same amount of variance as that identified by squaring the r.   When one uses this procedure, the resulting standard score (d) is usually smaller than the original r value, at least in the low to moderate ranges.  
In contrast, when one converts an r to a d using a standard conversion table, it is almost always true that the value of r is smaller than the d equivalent.  And, almost universally, the use of a conversion table results in a lower value of d than when one uses a table of the normal curve functions directly.  Why this is true is not entirely clear.  When this contradiction was pointed out to me (Beutler), I discussed the matter with several statistician colleagues and obtained various answers.  The reason for this difference in r and d is probably because: 1) conversion tables take into account the overlap between two normal curves rather than just the area that is accounted for between a mean and a given standard score on one curve, and 2) the conversions derived from conversion tables, rather than from a table of normal curve functions, are not based on a difference between means.  The direct normal curve comparison, in contrast, considers the d to represent a difference between two treatment means. 

 

