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Dear Kimberly Olivares:

Thank you for the revision suggestions for our manuscript: “Examining the Literacy Histories of Doctoral Students in an Educational Studies Program through Surveys and Interviews: A Mixed Methods Study.” We appreciate having the opportunity to revise the manuscript to the Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning and we believe that the suggestions have greatly improved the article. Based on reviewer suggestions in your email and on the website posted on June 21, 2013, we have addressed each of the reviewer’s comments. We specifically note on the marked copy in bold where changes were made based on these comments. Because reviewer B and C comments were sent to us under reviewer B, we addressed B and C reviewer comments together on the marked copy. Reviewer D and E’s comments are also addressed.

To address the reviewer’s concerns, we provided a theoretical link between literary identity and experience/success in doctoral programs by specifying how these two variables are related (pg. 4). This strengthened the background and rationale for the study as also suggested by a reviewer. In addition, we clarified the findings of several of the studies we cited concerning student literacy identities and doctoral success (p.4). This also addresses gaps in literature and how this study contributes to previous research as suggested by a reviewer (p. 4 & 5).

In the Study Design section, to address the reviewer’s concerns, we provided a theoretical rationale for why priority was placed on the qualitative data (p.6) citing Ivankova, Creswell, and Stick (2006). 

In response to the reviewer’s comments regarding participant detail we have included more specific information about participants (p. 6).

To address the suggestion of a paired sample t-test, we clarified how groups were formed and then analyzed. This now shows the rationale for using an independent t-test rather than a paired sample t-test (p. 7). We included charts and p-values as well as additional statistical information to address the concern of “basic quantitative findings” by one reviewer (p. 7 & 12). Standard deviations were added for the means of both groups (p. 12).

More detail was added about the interview questions and procedures (p. 8) as well as the visual representation (p. 9) as suggested by a reviewer.

In the Results section (p.12) clarification was added regarding how groups were created. This is also discussed earlier in the paper (p. 7). In addition p-values were added to this section (p.12).

In response to the reviewer’s suggestion to add more detail about how themes were determined and the reliability of the coders, descriptions were added (p. 9 & 10).
We added specific details about Gardner’s (2009) findings as suggested by a reviewer (p. 22).

In the Discussion section, we clarified that the data was perceptual (p. 23) and gave a definition of doctoral success in the introduction (p. 4 & 5).

In response to the reviewer’s suggestion to include student attrition data, because this data was unavailable, we addressed it as a limitation of our study (p. 24). We also added additional implications and suggestions for future research (p. 24) based on reviewer’s comments.

To address one reviewer’s concerns about paragraph length, additional sentences were added or paragraphs were merged which further clarified particular sections (p. 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 15, 16, 22 and 23). We also carefully edited the entire paper to correct grammatical concerns and APA requirements as noted by a reviewer.

In order to address all of the reviewer’s comments and suggestions, the page length of this article has increased from 25 to 30 pages. We feel that the additional length strengthens the paper, however we are willing to condense the paper if necessary.

Thanks for your consideration and helpful reviews.
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