November 21, 2014
RE:  Resubmission to Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
Dear Kimberly Olivares,

Please consider for resubmission the manuscript written by myself and XXX) entitled, “The Effects of an Active Learning Strategy on Students’ Attitudes and Students’ Performances in Introductory Sociology Classes."    
Below we list all of the revisions we made to the article as suggested by our three reviewers:

1. To better communicate our focus on active learning we change the title from “The Effects of Team-Based Learning on Students’ Attitudes and Students’ Performances in Introductory Sociology Classes” to, “The Effects of an Active Learning Strategy on Students’ Attitudes and Students’ Performances in Introductory Sociology Classes.”

2. As suggested by Reviewer A, we revised the Abstract to include information on our study population and methods, eliminating some of the sentences that introduced Team-Based Learning (TBL).

3. We cut down the introduction from four pages to two pages (Reviewer A and C), focusing on the gap in the literature (Reviewer A): Does active learning benefit the public face of academic disciplines while maintaining content standards?
4. As suggested by Reviewer C we moved the “Course Description” sub-section to the Background section and relabeled it “Procedures in LBL and TBL Classes.”  We believe that this revision better illustrates how TBL and LBL procedures were implemented in our treatment and control classes.  As suggested by Reviewer A we condensed this section, eliminating confusing and non-essential information (particularly details surrounding the various catme.org surveys) while maintaining enough description to show that our TBL classes reflected the literature on the instructional strategy. 
5. As suggested by Reviewer A we eliminated paragraphs on TBL efficacy in other studies.  We agree that such information was not explicitly related to our research aim. 

6. As suggested by Reviewer B, we included a literature review on LBL, providing a more clear definition of lecture based pedagogy.  We also included a paragraph connecting this literature to Zipp’s (2012) challenge, transitioning, then, to the discussion of TBL.

7. Inferring from Reviewer A, we retitled the Analysis Plan sub-section to “Study Design.”

8. As suggested by Reviewer B we provided more explanation in our Study Design subsection, particularly in reference to our factor analysis.  Part of this explanation included reliability scores for the Attitude Index as suggested by Reviewer C.

9. As suggested by Reviewer C, we added a section about non-participants in our study.  Although there was one LBL class that had 15 students (out of the 32 non-participants) opt-out of the study.  We speculate as to why so many students in that one particular class chose to opt-out.
10. As suggested by Reviewer A and B we added p-values to Table 1, showing which attitude indicators were significantly different between TBL and LBL classes.  We also added the Attitude Index to Table 1 and reordered the attitudes to reflect increasing p-values (Reviewer A). Furthermore, in accordance with Reviewer B, we then provided more discussion of Table 1 and cleared up typos.

11. As implied by several Reviewers, we introduced our attitude survey supplement in the Study Design sub-section instead of the Discussion and Conclusion section.  We also partially revealed the results of the supplement in the Results section.  However, due to the Reviewers generally positive comments surrounding our conclusions, we left most student quotes received from the supplement in the Discussion and Conclusion section. 

12. As suggested by Reviewer A we focused the Results as well as the Discussion and Conclusion sections by eliminating the path analysis discussion (as suggested by Reviewer B) and adding several paragraphs that better analyzed our control variables.

13. As suggested by Reviewer A, we eliminated the advice offered to future instructors from the Discussion and Conclusion section. 

14. We also revised the Discussion and Conclusion section to reflect our primary finding –students’ attitudes in TBL classes (a proxy for active learning methods) are more positive than students’ attitudes in LBL classes (a proxy for non-active learning methods).  Consequently, we elaborated on our study’s limitations, especially, as questioned by Reviewers B and C, the generalizability of our research.    
15. As suggested by Reviewer A, we added an Appendix showing our Attitude Survey.  However, we do not feel that the Appendix is necessary.  If you feel the same, it can be easily eliminated without interfering with the rest of the paper.

16. As suggested by Reviewer A, we re-calculated our power and found that our original calculation was wrong.  The statistical power between students’ attitudes in TBL and LBL classes is actually quite robust; therefore we made this revision in the Methods section.

Below are responses to Reviewers’’ suggestions that we did not include in our revisions:

1. Reviewer C suggested that we add page numbers to my document. However, the JoSoTL Style Sheet states, “Pages should be unnumbered since they will be entered by the JoSoTL editorial staff.”  Please let us know if you want page numbers.  We’ll be happy to add them.
2. To retain our literary voice, we chose to ignore some, but definitely not all, of the proofreading suggestions of Reviewer A.
3. Reviewer A suggested we move the Participant sub-section before the Study Design sub-section.  This revision makes sense; however, because we mention the attitude survey in the Participant sub-section we wanted to introduce the survey first.  We feel as though this introduction is best in the Study Design sub-section.  Therefore, we prefer to keep the organization of the Methods section (Hypotheses, Study Design, Participants) in its original form.
4. Reviewer B suggested that we collect more data using different instructors.  In static-group comparison research internal threats to validity are controlled (for the most part) by maintaining similar environments, such as same college campus, the same class, the same course objectives and the same instructor.  If we used different instructors the results of the study might be an artifact of the different styles of instruction between instructors; hence an environmental threat to our design’s validity.  Consequently, we respectfully decline this suggestion.  However, we added the phrase, “To control for internal validity,…” with a corresponding reference in the first paragraph of the Study Design sub-section to justify why we would not change instructors.
5. Although, as suggested by Reviewer B, it would be great to have a larger sample size, at this point we do not have the resources to make that happen.  
Thank you for allowing us to revise and resubmit this article. We feel this version is better than the original submission.  

I appreciate the time and effort you will put forth to review this manuscript.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

AUTHOR
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