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Reviewer’s Comments
	Criteria
	Reviewer A
	Reviewer B
	Reviewer C
	Revisions to Manuscript

	Purpose – Comments 
Goals, Objectives, Rationale, Research Question, Hypothesis
	I believe this is a good topic, well written and appropriate for this journal.  I have a few comments that I believe will strengthen the paper prior to publication.

	Note: I added page numbers so I could reference "quotations" from a page number within the manuscript.
> Page 1 - "Each approach has also been shown in the literature to yield significant benefits for students by enhancing concept retention and fostering critical thinking." (citations needed)
> One concern I have relates to the students preparing a marketing plan.  This is a useful activity for the marketing course (sophomore year) so the students may end up "replicating" a learning experience and thus have lower enthusiasm for "the same project" in their sophomore year.
> I like the Wheel of Chance idea, but wonder if it may ask certain students to "play to their weakness."  For example, some freshmen students have a natural affinity towards numbers and explaining the numbers to others.
> Others do not have this strength.

	Confused as to what is the research question for this work. Is this article supposed to be about student perceptions or is it whether redesigning a course to incorporate experiential, active and collaborative learning strategies will generate greater interests in business or in pursuing a business degree? The title and some of the data analysis and conclusions lead me down the perceptions track.
> Mentions greater interest in business early on then switch to pursuing a business degree, which are two separate things –a person can be interested in business without pursuing a business degree. Also you mention application of business knowledge in what I considered to be the research question, however when discuss hypothesis only knowledge is mentioned and nothing about application.

	· Revised abstract to define the purpose of the research study and contribution to literature.
· Added citations to page 3 specific to Reviewer B’s comment (referring to page 1).
· The course only requires basic marketing 4-P analysis for initial exposure and use in the business plan prior to a subsequent marketing course in their sophomore year.
· In terms of the “wheel” comment, we are focused on competencies in basic business concepts for the first course and fostering team learning.
· Refined purpose in the Introduction section to ensure consistency research hypotheses in terms of the business degree outcome.
· We have underscored the term “perceptions” to eliminate any lack of clarity.

	Purpose – Suggestions
Goals, Objectives, Rationale, Research Question, Hypothesis
	(none)
	See other comments.

	Confused as to what is the research question for this work. Is this article supposed to be about student perceptions or is it whether redesigning a course to incorporate experiential, active and collaborative learning strategies will generate greater interests in business or in pursuing a business degree? The title and some of the data analysis and conclusions lead me down the perceptions track.
> Mentions greater interest in business early on then switch to pursuing a business degree, which are two separate things –a person can be interested in business without pursuing a business degree. Also you mention application of business knowledge in what I considered to be the research question, however when discuss hypothesis only knowledge is mentioned and nothing about application.

	· See previous comments.

	Background – Comments:
Theoretical Framework, Literature Review
	I would not call section II. a Literature Review.  It is not really a literature review as there is not an extensive discussion of the literature regarding each pedagogical approach.
> In addition, you state there are four stages of the cycle in Experiential Learning but you do not describe these four stages and how they are implemented in the new course design.
	Would like to have seen a few more citations from journal articles published within the last 3 years.

	Felt it was a serviceable review of literature however a literature review should not contain information related to your study. It is a section in which you are discussing pertinent literature. What you have done should come later in the article. Would have liked to have seen literature however also comparing and contrasting what was termed chalk and talk vs. these pedagogies.
	· Renamed Section II from Literature Review to Approaches to Course Redesign.
· In Section II, described the four stages of Kolb’s model and how they were implemented in the course redesign.
· Added several new citations in the Literature Review and Discussion sections (Maskulka, 2011; McCarthy, 2010; Downer, 2011; Kumar, 2013; Harsell, 2010).
· Additional narrative to compare “Chalk and Talk” with other pedagogies along with additional references #reference#.

	Background – Suggestions:
Theoretical Framework, Literature Review
	I would call this section a Theoretical Framework or something similar instead of a Literature Review.
> I would describe how the new course design fits each of the four stages in the Experiential Learning section.
> You call cooperative learning peer-to-peer networking at one point in the paper and then later you call it peer-to-peer learning.  I would use one form consistently.
> You speak of the "cog" in the TBL section, I would explain this situation more.  You make a conclusory statement that "it is believed that these TBL experiences become the 'cog' of the wheel of cooperative learning".  I would like to see further explanation of why you believe this.

	See other comments.

	Confused as to what is the research question for this work. Is this article supposed to be about student perceptions or is it whether redesigning a course to incorporate experiential, active and collaborative learning strategies will generate greater interests in business or in pursuing a business degree? The title and some of the data analysis and conclusions lead me down the perceptions track.
> Mentions greater interest in business early on then switch to pursuing a business degree, which are two separate things –a person can be interested in business without pursuing a business degree. Also you mention application of business knowledge in what I considered to be the research question, however when discuss hypothesis only knowledge is mentioned and nothing about application.
	· We realize that the “cog” metaphor was unclear and did not add a value.  It was removed.
· Rewrote the section on cooperative learning and peer-to-peer learning (Section II. C., page 7).
· Rewrote, with more focus and deliberation, the last paragraph of Section I to better define the purpose of the paper/research.
· With respect to the application of business knowledge, the “application” is measured in the business plan hypothesis. The business plan provides the direct measure of the application of business knowledge.
· We have evaluated the objective of the research and the hypotheses.  We believe, with some additional clarification, that they research hypotheses now directly correlate to the research purpose.

	Methodology – Comments
Participants, instruments, data collection, data analysis
	You need to reword the final sentence in section D. Summary and Research
> Objectives:  "... While the research asserts that these approaches have a direct influence on student learning, we believed it was imperative to it empirically validate our course redesign."  This sentence does not make sense.
> Did you provide any incentives to the students to increase your feedback %?
> For example, did you give them points for completing the survey or any other reward?  I would like to see incentives and feedback response rate addressed.
 
	Lack of a control group weakens the conclusions.
> Page 9 "....  In addition, the survey population also included multiple professors..."  (How many professors?) Could there have been a "professor" effect?
> A common mistake is to think such tests require no assumptions, but this is not true.
> The assumption made for the Wilcoxon test is that the variable being tested is symmetrically distributed about the median, which would also be the mean. Is there any discussion of skewness of the data?
> Table 8 - What software package did the researchers use for the statistical analysis?
> Page 15 - "It should be noted that several students provided comments which referenced “lecture-based” learning." (Does that mean they preferred lecture-based learning?  Were the comments about lecture-based learning positive or negative?)
> Page 16 - "Of the 285 surveys online surveys sent to former Introduction to Business students, only 33 surveys were fully completed, resulting in a response rate of 12%."  Why the low response?  Were any incentives provided to the students?  Did the students "buy in" to this research project or was this survey just another task to do?
> Table 11 - Were there any comments regarding lecture-based pedagogy?
	First, it is mentioned that use a quasi-experimental approach but nothing about using mixed methods. Need to address this in the and what it means introduction to the methodology. Then can move on to the more thorough discussion. Need to better describe who the subjects were for the study (e.g. were they mainly first year students, traditional age or adult students). Also did all of the instructors follow the same curriculum and course design? Where the lectures the same or did they have vary depending on the faculty member? Did students have an opportunity to opt out?
> Think for the questions discussed could/should have also looked at additional data such as focus groups, interviews, course work. Didn’t see how the question asking for feedback on course design and content, etc.
> related to the research question/hypothesis – couldn’t draw that out.
> How the course should be improved wasn’t one of the questions asked in the research.

	· A common concern of the reviewers related to the population, course environment, instructor effect and response incentives. To address all of these concerns, a new section (III B) was added to clarify these concerns (page 12).
· SPSS is the software tool to complete the Wilcoxon test.  This was added to the manuscript.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Added rationale and supporting references to discuss the normality tests in relation to the use of t-tests and a WSRT (Hair, 1998; Cannon, 2013).
· In the Results section just after Table 10, we added a narrative about the qualitative responses associated with lecture-based learning being more useful.
· The 12% response rate was due to the administration of the survey after the course has been concluded.  We have added clarification in IV(B) just before Table 11.
· With the respect to the mixed methods question, we conducted a pre/post methodology for the quantitative analysis.  The additional two data sources (qualitative) were conducted after the initial quantitative analysis was completed using SIRII and online surveys.
· We agree with the reviewer’s comments relating to strengthening the research with focus groups, interviews, etc.  However, we did implement additional data sources (SIRII and online survey) to gather qualitative data to explain or expand our findings.

	Methodology – Suggestions:
Participants, instruments, data collection, data analysis
	You need a citation in Section III. subpart A for the statement: "This methodology is commonly used to determine the effect of a treatment".

	Page 10 - "After examining the quantitative analysis from the first four semesters of data, it became apparent that more questions than answers were emerging."  (Provide examples of those questions.)
> Page 10 -"“I think it would be beneficial if team leaders had to turn in a paper listing each member’s contributions. That way each person is accountable and it doesn’t become a game to any slackers in the group to see how much they can get away with not doing.”  (Why didn't the researchers create a peer review process?  This is something highly recommended in the "team learning" literature.)

	(none)
	· We added a citation (Hair, 1998) to clarify the issue as to why we used this methodology (pre/post test).
· The reviewers have provided excellent extensions to our research methodology.  However, since the research was already completed, we would consider their suggestions for the next phase of this research.
· In relation to the peer review process, the authors of this research did not teach this course.  A great suggestion that we will consider in future course redesign.

	Findings – Comments
Data summaries, Statistical significance, assertions, themes
	From your Qualitative Analysis it appears that 54% of the students preferred lecture format over any of the other pedagogies.  However I did not see this discussed or addressed in the paper.  Also you do not address any of the prior research on freshman students that asserts that young students are not as ready to perform in active learning environments as passive learning environments.  I believe this research could be useful in your paper to explain, particularly, this 54% result.

	Page 12 - "we believe that the glorification and sensationalism of business successes is a reasonable explanation of the loss in business interest."
> This is opinion only.  Citation(s) from the literature could strengthen this argument.  There may be literature available that deals with "business interest" before and after completing an Introduction to Business class.
> Page 20 - "can be asserted that their initial lack of awareness of the effort and conceptual knowledge required to operate a successful business may explain why the majority of respondents’ interest in business did not increase at the end of the semester."  Again, the literature may already have addressed this.
	Findings should not be filtered out by quantitative and qualitative findings but rather should be integrated. Also, they should not include "reasonable explanations" as to why they think results were not as they thought they would be. Perhaps a discussion of "glorification and sensationalism" of business success could go under limitations or future research but definitely shouldn't go here. This should be a discussion of findings.

	· Section V was re-written to integrate the qualitative and quantitative findings to provide a more effective narrative and explanation.
· We believe that the results section should be a presentation of the raw outcomes from quantitative and qualitative analysis.  We have written Findings and Conclusions to interpret, explain and analyze the results presented.

	Findings – Suggestions
Data summaries, Statistical significance, assertions, themes
	In Section B. Qualitative Analysis you have a typo, the first sentence following Table 10 should read documented not document.

	It may be that the researchers tried to accomplish too much within one course.  Students are already overwhelmed with requirements across multiple courses.  This research tended to add to their task list so that multiple hypotheses could be examined.
	(none)
	· Fixed typo below Table 10 (document to documented).
· Changes to the course design were imminent and decided prior to this research study.
· The purpose of this study was to assess the impact and influence of these course changes. 

	Conclusions – Comments
Discussion, Implications
	I believe you need to add the prior research and some discussion about the level of the student that you have in this class and how their readiness for this type of learning can affect the results.
	See other comments.
	Didn't feel that came to any conclusions.
	· The subjects included in the research literature were consistent with the population of our research (specifically first and second year 18-20 year old students). 
· Reorganized and added additional comment to support the findings and conclusions of our research study.  Writing a more deliberate dialogue between our research objective, results and conclusions.

	Conclusions – Suggestions
Discussion, Implications
	(none)
	See other comments.
	(none)
	

	Presentation – Comments
Format, style organization
	Some wording and typos as noted above need to be corrected
	Acceptable
	Transitions are poor. Doesn't follow APA very well in some areas.
	· The entire manuscript was reviewed several times by both authors.  Several revisions to create transitions between sections and paragraphs were integrated into the new manuscript.
· We used EndNote as our bibliographic manager to compile the citations and references using APA guidelines.

	Presentation – Suggestions
Format, style organization
	(none)
	Acceptable
	(none)
	

	Coverage – Comments
	Manuscript has sufficient/not excessive detail and length to develop basis for conclusion and contribute to SoTL literature
>Manuscript is sufficient in detail assuming comments noted above are addressed.
	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
> Overall this manuscripts jumps around quite a bit. As mentioned earlier I'm not sure if it is supposed to be about student perceptions (which if so should include some lit review on student efficacy) or on the course design and how changed student learning.
	· We have addressed the previous comments which should address reviewer A’s concerns.
· This research is a combination of students’ perceptions to the course redesign and the influences of various course pedagogies on retention of business concepts, interest in a business degree and knowledge on compiling a business plan.
· Regarding reviewer C’s concerns, we believe that some transitions were disjointed and unclear. Based on our previous comments, we have expended significant effort to address these concerns.

	Coverage – Suggestions
	(none)
	See other comments.
	(none)
	

	Reviewer’s Decision
	Accept – Minor Revision(s) Necessary
	Accept – Minor Revision(s) Necessary
	Reject
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