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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
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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 three purposes of the study are stated on p. 6.  In my opinion the most important question is whether or not it is possible to learn essential basics of a science, such as biomechanics at the UG level, at the same time as developing research skills.  The other two questions ask about the impact of design and impact on research-related skills.  From my understanding, another goal was for the paper to “serve as an example of how authentic research-based courses can be designed and conducted.  (p.4.) Answering this question as much as possible would be an excellent outcome of this paper.   In other words, can this question be answered clearly and concisely, “What is a good course design for sophisticated pedagogy supporting the building of research skills?”  Answering this question based on the findings of this paper would be an excellent outcome and very useful to the community. 
It is of course difficult to answer and define “what a good course design for pedagogy supporting the building of research skills among students should be in general in this type of courses”, since it will vary depending on course content, academic cultures, the course level/-s, staff and student competences and so on. 
The authors of this paper believe this is a very interesting question to answer, but the space, data, few subject and this papers new focus limits the possibilities to give good answers. Further, very few comparable studies exist on this matter. However, some answers and reflections to this are given and better clarified in this paper (below).
The final RUN III course design with all methods and tools to develop research skills are similar to the previous year and already well described in Annerstedt et al. 2010. The methods and tools sections could therefore be markedly reduced in this paper with ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for more details about the RUN course design (many methods and tools are listed and briefly explained with ref. to Annerstedt et al). This paper is now markedly shortened and focuses on research skills in line with the reviewer’s suggestion. 
[1] In the introduction section of this article the authors added a important definition by Spell et al 2014 on p. 3 lines 5-10, regarding “what components an authentic research based course in human biology should include” (to clarify this in the paper) and “what type of student research skills that should be developed”. 
[2] The RUN project group evaluated these skills (see the result section, especially table 3 and 4 on p. 19-21) and concluded that the students clearly enhanced these research skills through the RUN concept. 
[3] The limitations (described in the discussion part of this article on pp. 24-25) must be improved in future RUN studies to be able to further develop student skills through authentic research projects. 

	The important question about course design for teaching research-related skills while teaching essential core concepts and basics was partially answered, I believe, by the adjustment made during the study to lengthen the unit to ten weeks and to design more activities on the basics into the unit.  It would be helpful to return to these purposes (3) and more directly answer what the researchers discovered and how course instructors responded to the circumstances of the students’ progress and feedback during the course. Noting up front that a good portion of this study is ethnographic research which is inherently messy would also prepare readers for the high level of variables being discussed. 
Corrected – The RUN course design, tools and methods is already well described from the previous RUN II in Annerstedt al. 2010. These sections are therefore markedly reduced with ref. to Annerstedt et al. 

Course goals are also added on p. 6. More results are added 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 to answer purpose (#3).
The limitations of this study (pp. 24-25) described in the discussion must be improved in future studies – the limitations indicates what needs be improved in the course to be able to further develop student research skills through authentic research projects
See the author comments in the column to the right as well for additional comments.

	Background 

Theoretical Framework, Literature Review


	The background addresses well the literature and a framework for a course focusing on problem-centered, research-focused authentic courses. Additionally, it would be helpful if the elements of the framework could be more explicit.   A challenge with the piece is that there is “so much going on” — lots of technology, lots of expectations about building research skills, expectations about changing pedagogy. 
The background will focus on research-able skills – the rest will be faded a lot. Corrected – pp 2-4!
	Background is good, except that it could be more condensed with more focus on the “sophisticated pedagogy” that is one of the main goals of the research. It would be good to highlight what was used, what was done, and fade other possible impacts into the background for this study report. 
Background is condensed now since it will focus on research-related skills. A section by Spell et al. 2014 on p. 3, lines 5-10 is added regarding what research skills an authentic research based course should include. Corrected – pp 2-4!

	Methodology

Participants, instruments, data collection, data analysis, evaluation


	One of the most critical processes in doing research is getting to and forming a good research question. Just how this was or did work for the students is not well defined. Appendix A helps somewhat with storyboarding resources on the ankle, knee and spine, but it is unclear as to how much students understood about the biomechanics concepts or how much exploration or research was done by students to prepare them to formulate questions even with the use of the team of experts that were mentioned.  Also as collaborative work was a main goal of the study/work, it would be helpful to note when and how the research questions or methods were discussed among the students and experts. 
Clarified - One storyboard example is added on pp. 9-10 that describes how the student developed questions. 
Course goals added on p. 6. Basic biomechanics learned before the project based part is also added on p. 8 under the subheading “Learning process and tools”, lines 1-6 in this section. Ref. also to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for details regarding methods and tools. “Student pre course research experience” is presented on p 17. This will clarify this. Corrected!
“Collaborate work” will be faded a lot and focus on research-skills. Corrected – deleted sections! 

	The methodology was mostly ethnographic in my opinion, so focusing on desired outcomes of the study would have been or might be more helpful. This paper focus on research-skills. The method part will focus on this and desired outcomes (other stuff faded). RUN III uses mainly web-questionnaires (p. 11-12) & a more quantitative approach in contrast to RUN II (the qualitative paper by Annerstedt et al. 2010). Corrected!  
Also a simple description of the tools to be used and for what purpose would have focused data collection. 
Tools are faded in this paper. See the subheading “Tools for blended learning” on p.10. Tools and methods are well described in Annerstedt et al 2010. This is shortly described in the section on p. 10 including a ref. to Annerstedt et al. 2010 (end of this section on p.10). The purpose was to support student groups during the scientific process (p. 10). Corrected and clarified.
The use of student blogs, posters and self-assessment are all good tools, but more specificity about just when they were used for what part of the teaching and learning process over the course would be helpful.  
ICT and methods are faded – focus on research skills (and explanation above as well). 
Authors have also ref. to Annerstedt et al 2010 for more details about this on p. 8 under “Learning process and tools”.  

Bullet 4 on p. 13-14 and ref. to tab. 2 on p. 16 describes when used and the topics (tab 2 explained on p. 14 – final lines in the text). 

	Findings

Data summaries, Statistical significance, assertions, themes


	Overall impression of the article is that the research study tried to do too much, including implementing remote cross cultural communications and new pedagogy with new technologies.  The data collection with Likert scale is useful, but the data collection from the individual student comments, given the ethnographic nature of the work is very useful.  
This article will focus on research-related skills - the rest will be faded. Corrected!
	With so much going on, it would be good to focus on a few critical elements of the study and the data collection, both formal and ethnographic that was used to modify and adapt the study while in progress. The data supporting the increase in research-based skills is good, but mostly based on self-evaluation and perception, I believe.  It is not possible now but in future studies, more data collection on core concepts of the science would be recommended I believe.  OK, agree.

	Conclusion

Discussion, Implications


	The most worthwhile goal of the project is for student to conduct original research rather than “canned” experiments fro m a laboratory manual, but specific examples were lacking.  The “big” question about whether it is possible to teach basic concepts and do original research concurrently was stated that it is possible. That conclusion is a bit premature/optimistic, given the students and the design and running of the study, but I think it may be possible to gather additional supporting evidence.   
Corrected – “seems possible teach basic concepts and do original research concurrently”. The data, subjects and limitations of this study makes it difficult to answer this question clearly. Future studies should focus on this “big” question.

	It would have been helpful to see some description of each group’s projects and what portions, if any, benefitted from the various technologies and collaborations. 
See “course evaluation” on pp. 18-19. It’s not meaningful to answer if technologies and collaboration benefitted them, since ICT and collaboration will be faded. Focus on research skills according to the reviewers suggestions. Corrected.
A desirable outcome for the conclusion would be a short summary of the authors’ recommendation for a course design incorporating “sophisticated pedagogy.” The limitations described in the discussion indicate what needs to improve for similar studies & courses (pp. 24-25). Ref. to Annerstedt et al 2010 for details in several sections. Corrected.

	Presentation

Format, style, organization


	The overall organization works but figure 2 is missing and there appears to be no Figure 1 at all.  Appendix A was very helpful.  Referring to Appendix A earlier is recommended to clarify course design including specific learning outcomes and planned collaboration activities.   Appendix B also very helpful – detail clarifies course activities and processes across the two institutions.  References to it within text again is recommended.  
Corrected – appendix A and B is now table 1 and 2 on pp. 14-16. 
Short explanation in the text of table 1 and 2, lines 1-3 from the bottom on p. 16. 
Figure 2 is incorrect. Reference to figure 1 (course visual) in Annerstedt et al 2010 on p. 8, lines 3-4 from the bottom. 
A storyboard is also added on p. 9-10.
	The paper could use a good edit to generally tighten up the content and avoid unnecessary passive constructions, etc. 
Corrected – focus on research-related skills, the rest is faded. 
While Appendix A is very helpful in summarizing the goals of the project, it would be good to distinguish between the design/planning goals, and actual results of the teaching delivery. 

For example, one of the goals of the project focused on developing cooperation between the Gothenburg and Stanford faculty, and while the mechanisms for cooperation were described, what resulted from those meetings is not stated. 
Cross-cultural etc. aspects will be faded a lot. This paper is shortened focus on research-skills in line with the reviewer’s suggestions.
Similarly, as a goal was to develop a new pedagogical model focused on the four items listed, it is not clear what that resulting pedagogical model is or recommended.  That model could be a valuable outcome of the project, in my opinion. 
Corrected – This paper describes the limitations (in the discussion part of this article on pp. 24-25) that must be improved in similar studies like RUN to be able to further develop student skills through authentic research projects.

	Substance

Detail, Length, Scope, Coverage


	As the data being presented is over 7 years old, and some of the technologies used are not well known such as Marrakech, focusing the paper on what happened and what was learned and possibly what happened since the study might be appropriate.    
ICT sections are faded a lot since the paper focuses on research skills. Methods and tools sections refer to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for details. “What happened since” is explained under the final section in discussion on p. 27, in the conclusion on p. 28 and also the first part of acknowledgement on p. 28. Corrected – p 27-28.
	 Question for the writer is, just how much of the content and detail is useful going forward.  In other words, what worked, what didn’t work might be appropriate additions to the organization.  
Corrected – The paper focuses on research–skills. The limitations (described in the discussion part of this article on pp. 24-25) must be improved in similar studies to be able to further develop student skills through authentic research projects. The last section in the discussion gives some information about “going forward”. 


	
	
	

	In Summary


	Work on moving towards a new pedagogical model of learning feels somewhat stalled.  It is difficult to move students to a more active involved contributory stance in learning is required.  This paper, true to ethonographic research is messy, overly complex and good for some students, but not necessarily all, is a good example of the work that needs to be done. 
 
	In my opinion, this is a valuable research report.  Spending a little more time clarifying the course design and activities and tightening the focus on recommended actions and results would make this a very helpful piece in specifying a useful pedagogical model with more emphasis on curiosity and student collaboration and work. 
This paper was very long and complex (and the reviewers had contradictory opinions in some cases). This paper is now shortened & tightened/focused on research-skills. 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 only briefly described the course design, and mainly listed all tools and methods on pp. 8-11. 
This RUN III paper focused on web-questionnaires and a more quantitative approach in contrast to the previous quantitative paper (RUN II, Annerstedt et al 2010). All is “new” and updated in this RUN III paper – but the course design, methods & tools are shortened since they are similar to Annerstedt et al. 2010.

More flows and tables: A storyboard is added for the first time in our RUN papers. Tables 1 & 2 are added in the text (new in RUN papers). Objective learning goals on p. 8 are added. Ref. to fig. 1 (visual) in Annerstedt et al. 2010 and details regarding the course design, tools & methods used. 


Reviewer’s Decision

	Accept – no revision necessary
	

	Accept – minor revision necessary
	X

	Revise and Resubmit – major revision needed
	

	Reject
	

	Paper not suitable for JoSoTL
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