




             June 25, 2013

Dr. Kimberly Olivares
Managing Editor, Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
Asst. Director of FACET for Strategic Outreach

Dear Dr. Olivares:

I would like to thank you and the anonymous members of your editorial board for reviewing my manuscript, “A Typology of Students’ Reasons for Not Discussing Disappointing Grades with Instructors” (#3513-11511-2-RV-1; RCED-25-April-2013). I appreciated the feedback and believe it has contributed to enhancing the quality of the manuscript. Below I will detail the revisions I have made in accordance to the helpful comments and suggestions you and your reviewers provided.

Errors. The reviewers noted grammatical errors in text and APA errors in the references. I have addressed those specifically referenced by the reviewers in addition to revising to enhance the clarity of the manuscript. These changes are most noticeable in the introduction, literature review, and discussion.

Rationale. The reviewers noted terms that required defining for an interdisciplinary audience. I addressed the specific terms noted and believe the literature review is more easily understood as a result. I also edited the introduction and literature review to more clearly frame the study within the context of students’ experiences of academic disappointment. You will also notice that I changed the title to reflect this focus (i.e., “Examining the Silence of Academic Disappointment: A Typology of Student’s Reasons for Not Discussing Disappointing Grades with Instructors”). 

Method. I would like to thank the Reviewer C for bringing two important oversights to my attention. The first was the incorrect calculation of the total reasons reported in the supra-categories. I have corrected the total accordingly (from 299 to 343). The second area concerned the lack of clarity and details regarding the content analysis and coding of the data. The data analysis now details the content analysis, role of trained student coders, and the meaning of the statistics (i.e., Cohen’s kappa). 

Reviewer A expressed concerns about how students were selected to participate in this study. I believe these concerns stemmed from the lack of clarity on my part in explaining the data collection. I have revised the description of participants and procedures to clearly state that the sample came from the Communication Studies research pools at two universities. Thus, students were not hand selected in any way, but rather chose to partake in a number of studies as part of their participation in the research pool. I hope my revisions in this regard addressed your concerns.

In addition, reviewers requested more information about the miscellaneous category. Again, thank you for bringing this to my attention. I have added details about the type of responses that were labeled as miscellaneous. 

Results. The results are reported in Table 1 and I have addressed the reviewers’ comments concerning the information reported in it. A definition for “instructor approachability” has been added, “GC” has been change to “grade conversation,” and examples of the miscellaneous category have been added. I also revised the title of the categories for better consistency as requested (i.e., changed “understood the cause(s) for the grade” to “understanding of grade cause(s)”). 

Discussion. The reviewers offered significant feedback regarding the discussion section that I appreciated. I reorganized the discussion so that the limitations are discussed prior to the suggested explanations for students’ not discussing disappointing grades with instructors. I also added limitations pertaining to potential confounding variables that Reviewer C suggested. The discussion no longer offers propositions to be tested. Instead suggested explanations for students’ behavior are discussed. Both reviewers noted the need for more explanation of terms that may not be familiar to the diversity of readers at JoSoTL. Accordingly, I revised the section on the theoretical implications of the findings. You will also notice structural revisions to the section on implications for instructions and conclusion. 

Finally, I must also thank Reviewer C for the suggesting Carol Dweck’s work as a theoretical framework to explore. Due to length concerns, I did not include it the present article but I look forward to incorporating it into my future studies of student-teacher interactions about grades.

Again, I want to thank you and the reviewers for your insight, suggestions, and interest in my research. I believe this revision has improved the quality of the manuscript and hope that I have been successful in making the revisions necessary for my manuscript to receive favorable consideration for publication in The Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.
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