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Reviewer’s Guide
	Evaluation Criteria
	Traditional Research

Data-driven studies: formal research projects with appropriate methodologies 
	Reflective Essays

Integrative evaluations of other work, essays that challenge current practice and encourage experimentation, novel conclusions or perspectives derived from prior work
	Reviews

Literature reviews illuminating new relationships and understanding, meta-analysis, analytical and integrated reviews, etc.
	Case Studies

Illustrate SOTL and its applications, usually generalizable to a wide and multidisciplinary audience

	
	Quantitative

Studies using descriptive, inferential, or non-parametric statistical methods associated with the collection of data, based on a theory or hypothesis.  These studies usually discuss factors thought to influence the phenomena of interest and analyze variables relevant to the experimental outcomes. 
	Qualitative

Studies using exploratory and/or descriptive design which collect data within a natural setting through the use of participant observations, interviews, and relevant artifacts. 
	
	
	

	Purpose

Goals, Objectives, Rationale, Research Question, Hypothesis
	Research question and Hypothesis are defined. 
	Rationale is defined
	Rationale is defined
	Goals and Objectives are defined
	Rationale is defined

	Background 

Theoretical Framework, Literature Review
	Literature Review grounds study in previous research
	Theoretical framework is described. Literature Review grounds study in previous research
	Theoretical framework is described. Literature Review grounds essay in previous research
	Literature Review grounds study in previous research
	Literature Review grounds study in previous research

	Methodology

Participants, instruments, data collection, data analysis
	Participants, instruments, data collection, and procedures for data analysis are described
	Data collection and procedures for data analysis are described
	Evaluation procedures described
	Analytical procedures described
	Data collection and procedures for data analysis are described

	Findings

Data summaries, Statistical significance, assertions, themes
	Data is organized in graphical or tabular format. Statistical significance is explained
	Data is organized using themes, assertions, or models
	Assertions are justified and themes are described
	Data is organized using visuals (graphs, tables, etc.) or themes and assertions
	Data is organized using visuals (graphs, tables, etc.) or themes and assertions

	Conclusion

Discussion, Implications
	Discussion explains how the findings contribute to the literature. Implications for higher education classrooms in any discipline is essential
	Discussion explains how the findings contribute to the literature. Implications for higher education classrooms in any discipline is essential
	Discussion explains how the findings contribute to the discipline or paradigm.

Implications for higher education classrooms in any discipline is essential
	Discussion explains how the findings contribute to the discipline or paradigm.

Implications for higher education classrooms in any discipline is essential
	Discussion explains how the findings contribute to the discipline or paradigm.

Implications for higher education classrooms in any discipline is essential

	Presentation

Format, style, organization
	Manuscript is organized and uses JoSoTL’s preferred style of writing
	Manuscript is organized and uses JoSoTL’s preferred style of writing
	Manuscript is organized and uses JoSoTL’s preferred style of writing
	Manuscript is organized and uses JoSoTL’s preferred style of writing
	Manuscript is organized and uses JoSoTL’s preferred style of writing

	Substance

Detail, Length, Scope, Coverage
	Manuscript has sufficient/not excessive detail and length to develop basis for conclusion and contribute to SoTL literature 
	Manuscript has sufficient/not excessive detail and length to develop basis for conclusion and contribute to SoTL literature
	Manuscript has sufficient/not excessive detail and length to provide scope to the reflection
	Manuscript has sufficient/not excessive detail and length to cover the topic 
	Manuscript has sufficient/not excessive detail and length to cover the topic


[image: image1.png]N
JjosoTLmml

JOURNAL OF THE SCHOLARSHIP OF TEACHING AND LEARNING




Evaluation
Manuscript Title: Undergraduate Human Biology Lab Courses: Evaluation of Shared Parallel Authentic Research-Based Courses on Student Experiences in the United States and Sweden.
Manuscript Tracking Number: 19975
	Evaluation Criteria
	Comments
	Suggestions

	Purpose

Goals, Objectives, Rationale, Research Question, Hypothesis


	The goal of the paper is clearly outlined – to develop a novel course focused on a student-centered, blended learning approach to blended learning that involves cross-cultural collaboration.  
	

	Background 

Theoretical Framework, Literature Review


	Very nice review of authentic research courses and problem-based learning and how they benefit students and faculty.  
	The authors briefly review the importance of cross-cultural collaboration and interactive technology in the classroom.  Since these are both major goals of the class, further discussion of these topics would be beneficial. 
Cross-cross-cultural section is faded a lot. The paper now focuses on research-related skills in line with the reviewer’s suggestion.  Corrected – introduction pp 2-4! 

	Methodology

Participants, instruments, data collection, data analysis, evaluation


	A flow chart or diagram depicting the flow of the course would be very useful to readers – the course is very detailed and it is hard for readers to keep the various aspects straight. This paper is shortened. The course design with all tools & methods is already well described in Annerstedt et al. 2010 (the previous RUN II project). This paper have therefore briefly described the course design, and mainly listed all tools and methods on pp. 8-11. We refer to Annerstedt et al. 2010 & fig. 1 in that paper (course flow visual) in the method section in this paper for details. All is new in this paper – but the course design, methods & tools are similar to Annerstedt et al. 2010. Corrected – p. 8 (lines 3-4 from the bottom).
Was there a formal Institutional Review Board protocol review of this study?  Please provide a statement to clarify if this was completed. 
Ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010. Corrected – p. 5 (lines 5-6). 
Under “Participants and Organization”, please report the span for the SU students – especially if you are going to report the span for GU. 
Corrected - p 7, line 6-7 from the bottom.
Also, were the students the same academic level and/or age at SU and GU? This could describe the results with SU students having greater confidence if the students are older or more advanced in their studies. Corrected - The first lines under “Participants & organization” on p. 7 adds info (semester, age etc.). Two sections “RUN Course Election” + “Student Pre Course Research Experience” on p. 17 adds information – baseline results (pre course results) from the student web-questionnaires. 
Under “The Learning Process and Tools” – what criteria was used to form groups (i.e., how were they formed)? Also, did the groups work together for the entire course? 
The groups at SU and GU were formed in a randomized way and they worked together during the entire course. Corrected – p 8, lines 6-7 from the bottom.
Also under this section, you refer to Figure 2, but there isn’t a figure 2.  Could this be one of the appendix figures (which were not referenced in the manuscript).  
Ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 and fig. 1 in that paper. Corrected – p 8 (lines 3-4 from the bottom)!
Finally, which learning management system was used?  Was it the same at GU vs. SU? 
Did students at GU have access to 
SU’s LMS and vice versa?  It would be nice to know in case someone wants to repeat aspects of the work presented.
Corrected – footnote #5 on p. 10 + ref. to Annerstedt et al 2010. This paper was shortened according to the review’s suggestion with less focus on ICT, cross-cultural etc. (more on research skills).
Under “Student Assessment and Examination Methods” you refer to various assessments that are graded (storyboards, posters, reflective blogs, self-assessments).  Was a rubric used for these assessments?  Was the rubric consistent between SU and GU? 
Corrected – ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for more details since they were similar (p 11, 1st section, end). 
Under “Final Year Course Improvements”, a study guide is referred to in the first bullet point to help clarify concepts at GU.  Was this study guide made available to SU students?  Why?  
Corrected – Only at GU since the courses were taught more separately with more controlled interactions between SU-GU students (bullet 3 on p. 13). Also on p. 13 (lines 1-3).
Also, there were eight interactions between the SU and GU students (third bullet).  When were these interactions?  It’s highlighted in the course schedule in the appendix, but it may be nice to have a little information as to why the specific timing of the interactions were chosen.  Also, please refer to the appendix here. Appendix = now tab. 2. We have ref. to table 2 and in 2-3 sentences that explains when & why the timing (yellow marked in table 2). Corrected – p 13, bullet 3 + ref to table 2. Tab 2 is also briefly explained on p. 14, lines 8-9. Some additional info + ref. to Annerstedt & tab. 2 also on p. 8 (“Learning process”).
In the 4th bullet, what was specifically covered in the first 4 weeks theoretical part of the class?  Could this have contributed to some of the outcomes observed in the GU students? 
Corrected – Objective learning goals in the first 4 weeks (SU and GU goals) is now added early on p.6 including ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for more details! Also better clarified in bullet 4 on p. 13-14 including a ref. to table 2.
Finally, in the last bullet what does half-speed mean?  The timing of the course is confusing because it is initially described as a 6-week course, but it’s later 
described as a 10-week half-speed course.  Please clarify the specific
 duration of the course.
Corrected – clarified in the last bullet on pp 13-14, also added on p.8 under “Learning process and tools”!
Under “Evaluation Methods and Procedure of the RUN III Project” you repeat yourself with the dropout rate under the Questionnaire subheading.  This seems like a more logical location for this data, so please consider omitting the “drop outs” section earlier in the methods. 

The drop out section is deleted, and integrated under the questionnaire subheading as suggested. Corrected – pp 11-12, questionnaire section!
Also, in this paragraph it is inferred that the course is longer than 6 weeks.  Is the course instead broken into 6-week modules?  Please specify (again, having a flow chart or diagram for the course would be useful to clarify this). Corrected – clarified already on p. 8 under “Learning process and tools” + in bullet 4 on p. 13-14 (incl. a ref. to tab. 2)! Some explanation + ref. to tab 2. + ref. to fig. 1 (visual/flow) in Annerstedt et al. 2010 also on p. 8.
Finally, why was the exit survey not relevant?  Your statement “this questionnaire was not relevant for this study, and it was therefore excluded” makes it seem as if you are hiding data.  Please describe why it was not relevant.
This sentence is a mistake and it is deleted. Corrected – p 11-12 (questionnaire section)!
	It would have been nice to know the specific learning outcomes for each of the classes – while the paper focuses specifically on the students’ perceptions of the pedagogies used, at the end of the day educators care if their students are learning from the novel pedagogies.  One of the statements in the methods “We (the RUN team) proposed a pedagogical model that not only calls upon students to meet educational goals within the curriculum that was designed but also to develop the skills required of independent investigators”.  Knowing the educational goals (i.e., learning outcomes or objectives) would be helpful to the readers to determine what affect this pedagogy had on student learning outcomes.  
Educational course goals are added. Corrected – curricula goals p. 6 (lines 3-13) including ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 at the end of the section for more details about the RUN course.
The self-assessment process is a wonderful and unique assessment.  However, it also seems a bit complicated and requires a specific course of events.  A flow chart or diagram depicting this process would be beneficial.  
The section about self-assessment is faded almost entirely (only a few lines). Focus on research-skills in this paper. Corrected – p 11 (lines 9-10 about this). Ref. also to Annerstedt et al. for more details.

	Findings

Data summaries, Statistical significance, assertions, themes


	Please verify table numbers denoted in the text, as they appear to be incorrect.
Corrected – pp 19-21, clarified in subheadings and in the text + discussion (all sections)!
For Table 1, how did you measure the question “How much experience have you had doing research”?  This question implies that respondents had to rank the question based on a scale.  However, the number of students in each category appear to be reported.  Please clarify how this specific question was measured and what criteria were used in the data table as the reported data (i.e., how as the number of students in each group categorized?).
Corrected – Table 1 deleted. Clarified and integrated on p. 17 under the subheading “Student pre course research experience” (first lines in this section). 
(FYI. This means that table 2 and 3 changes to table 3 and 4 in the manuscript since table 1 and 2 are added – corrected  in the paper)
For post course values, is this referring to table 2?  If so, please denote within text.  Also, please verify if table 3 (pre and post course impact) is correctly denoted within text.
Corrected – pp 19-20 (now named table 3 and 4 since table 1-2 are added)!
Are baseline values not available in Table 2 for “Conducting the experiment”, “Learning how to use/interpret data”, and “presenting your experiment”.  It seems like these would be logical baseline questions given the overall goal of the study.  Please provide an explanation as to why these were not included.

Corrected – Unfortunately, baseline data does not exist. Short explanation is added under the section “Course Contribution to Research Skills (table 4)” on p 21.
Why were the SU students prohibited from communicating or sharing data with GU students online (“Evaluation of cross-cultural interactions” section).  This seems to be an important objective of the study and explanation as to why the students were prohibited from communicating would be valuable. This cross-cultural section is deleted, since the article focus more on research skills. Corrected – pp 22-23!
	For the numbers reported, should there be periods instead of commas (i.e., 3.74 instead of 3,74).  Please verify.
Corrected – on pp 17, 19-21.
It seems very surprising that very few students had experience with learning management systems at the time of this study (2008).  By that time, major LMS systems such as Blackboard or Moodle had been out for approx. 10 years.  It would be nice to have an understanding of why the authors think students were not familiar – were these systems not in place at SU or GU at that time? 
The ICT section is now deleted almost entirely. Ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 under “Tools for blended learning” on p. 10 for details regarding tools. Focus on research skills. Corrected.

	Conclusion

Discussion, Implications


	In the Discussion section, the statement “our results indicate that the RUN courses had a significant impact on student interest and confidence in conducting lab tasks and authentic research”.  Were these explicit learning outcomes or goals for the course? 
Corrected – “Significant” changed to “great”. Goals in the curriculum added on p 6 including ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010!
A statement is made that the students in the two groups are not entirely comparable.  Again, the academic level of the students could also explain the results, as older or more advance students may have greater confidence in research (such as observed in the SU students).  Corrected - The academic level is now explained on p. 7 under the section “Participants and organization” (first part in this section) and on p. 17 under the subheading “Student pre course research experience”!
Further, how do the research cultures at SU and GU compare?  SU is known as a leading research institution – could the culture of the university affect the outcomes of SU students having greater/lower gains confidences in their research skills?  For the pre-test, is it possible that students at either institution either over-estimated or under-estimated their confidences in their research skills? Again, could this be linked to the culture of the institution (as described above). Corrected – This is a very difficult and complex question to answer with our population & data. We decided to shorten the paper & delete these 2-3 sentences.
	The authors state that comparison of RUN courses to traditionally-taught courses needs to be done – particularly in regards to student learning.  It would be nice to have some reference (even if not studied formally) as to how the students did overall in the RUN course.  Did the instructors who taught RUN teach the course traditionally in the past?  If so, what are their thoughts on any differences in student learning?
Corrected – under the subheading “Evaluation of Learning Impacts in Biomechanics” on p. 22 including added exam results lines 3-6. Teacher reflections of how well the students did (with both traditional and RUN experiences) under discussion – last section on p. 23 (section ends on p. 24). Last section on p. 25 also adds some reflections. Unfortunately, very few comparable studies exist on this.


	Presentation

Format, style, organization


	There are numerous grammatical errors throughout the paper.  The authors should carefully review the paper again to fix these errors.  
Corrected.
There are also many errors with reporting data, such as referring to a table 4, which doesn’t exist – the authors should address these issues.  There also appeared to be multiple issues with footnotes, that should also be reviewed by the authors.

Corrected – All tables and footnotes are now corrected.
	

	Substance

Detail, Length, Scope, Coverage


	The paper is very long and there are aspects of the study that “will be further described in coming papers”, although data is provided for these sections and the sections contribute to the overall goal of the paper (such as reporting student ICT values and use, team work, and cross-cultural collaboration).  Thus, either the scope of the paper needs to re-evaluated, such that it just focuses on research skills, or the data in these sections needs to be displayed in either a table or figure format. This paper will focus on research-skills. “ICT, teamwork etc. Described in coming papers” are omitted. Several sections are omitted in the method & discussion section)! Ref. to Annerstedt et al. 
The methods section has many areas that are not clear and are somewhat contradictory.  Please address these issues and if possible, omit areas that are not relevant to the paper (there seems to be many areas that the authors state are “not relevant” and are distracting to the overall message).
These areas in methods are omitted since this paper focus is on research skills & described in Annerstedt et al. Several sections deleted. Ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for details.
	More figures, flow charts and/or diagrams depicting the flow and various components of this course would greatly assist with the overall comprehension of this manuscript.  
A storyboard is added for the first time in our RUN papers. Tables 1 & 2 are added in the text (newer presented in RUN papers). Ref. to fig. 1 (visual) in Annerstedt et al. 2010 and details regarding the course design, tools & methods used. Objective learning goals on p. 8 are added. Corrected!


	
	
	

	In Summary


	This is a very interesting paper that contributes to the field and provides an example of an authentic research experience in a digitally interactive, cross-cultural, and collaborative environment.  The course is novel and provides a nice real-life learning environment for students.  It also provides a novel use of technology in the classroom and it’s application to a research environment – which again provides a real-life example of how modern biology is being performed.  That being said, the paper is very long and some aspects of the goal of the study are briefly described in sections that will be “described in coming papers”.  It would be nice for this case study to either focus on specific aspects of the study (such as students reflection on their research skills gained) or provide ample detail of the data that the authors state will be described in further detail in future studies. 
Corrected - Yes, this paper is much shorter now – focus on research skills. All sections regarding tools, methods, teamwork, ICT & cross-cultural are omitted or faded a lot.
	This paper is very complex with various components.  The use of visuals (e.g., flow charts and diagrams) would be very useful to refer back to while reading the manuscript.  Visuals would be particularly helpful in the methods section describing the various components of the course.
Tables 1-2 are added in the text – newer presented in RUN papers. A storyboard is added for the first time in RUN papers. Ref. to fig. 1 (visual) in Annerstedt et al. 2010 regarding the course design, methods, tools and assessment. Objective learning goals p. 8 are also added. 

Corrected. 

This paper is shortened al lot since especially the method section is similar to Annerstedt et al. 2010 (the rest is new in this updated and more quantitative paper that mainly focuses on web-questionnaires). 


Reviewer’s Decision

	Accept – no revision necessary
	

	Accept – minor revision necessary
	

	Revise and Resubmit – major revision needed
	X

	Reject
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