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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: Evaluation of Parallel Authentic Research-Based Courses in Human Biology on Student Experiences at Stanford University and the University of Gothenburg.
Manuscript Tracking Number: 19975 
	Evaluation Criteria
	Comments
	Suggestions

	Purpose

Goals, Objectives, Rationale, Research Question, Hypothesis


	Purposes clearly and well-stated.  Two purposes focused on course design and impact on student learning and confidence. Third purpose asked specific question about possibility of learning essential biomechanics in and UG level course in parallel with developing research skills.  

	Overall, much clearer. Simple suggestion:  As two of the stated purposes focus on course design, it might be helpful to be explicit in the abstract specifying the course length, that is that it is a ten week course with the first four weeks focusing on essentials of biomechanics and six weeks focus on research project activities. 
Corrected abstract – Added ten weeks on line nr 2. Clarified that essentials in the subject are taught during the first four weeks followed by a project-based part after the essential part of this course – lines 4-5. 

	Background 

Theoretical Framework, Literature Review


	Generally clear, concise rationale and background section now.  Clear statement of ultimate goals of biology learning, that is becoming independent, critical, self-reflective and aware of research methods, linking to a more “sophisticated” pedagogical methods.  

	Minor comment.  Possibly substitute “authentic research-based pedagogical method”  for sophisticated which could mean almost anything.   
Corrected – deleted sophisticated. “Such an outcome requires a pedagogic concept that encourages students to …”.  “Pedagogic concept” should work better since several pedagogical methods and tools are needed/used together – second line from the top on page 2. 

	Methodology

Participants, instruments, data collection, data analysis, evaluation


	The methodology section is clear.   The Storyboard example is very helpful in visualizing, putting some skin around the process and content. 
	Clarify the labeling of Table 1 — which is on p. 14-16 and not on p. 8.

Corrected – Table 1 is actually on p. 8 – single spaced version (publication version). But, p. 8 is deleted to avoid any confusion.  
Table 1 is labeled as “results” but Table 1, I think, really describes the design elements of the course (Very good to have and very helpful.) But then, do the authors meant it is the RUN III design that evolved after the earlier RUN courses, so that it is not results, but “resulting design?”  Maybe just label it as the RUN III design?  

One other suggestion/question.  
Corrected – 
[1] The following was added in the first sentence under the label “Final year course improvements” on p. 7 to clarify that the achievements in table 1 were made before the RUN III course started in 2008: “Several obstacles and difficulties were identified during the RUN II project (Annerstedt et al., 2010) that was changed before the RUN III courses started in 2008”.
[2] “Results” is deleted and replaced by “achievements” in the second sentence above table 1. on p. 7: “Table 1 below describes the achievements …”
[3] “Goals and achievements” are added in the label to clarify the label. Table 1 is now labeled “Overview of the goals and achievements of the RUN III collaborative work”.
Elements of Figure 1 are a bit confusing. Is it possible to make the relationships of the elements clearer in the description. How much more is needed other than the sequence of focus from UG to Research Studies?   Also I am left wondering if the goal of the course design is to move the student through the Learn-able, to Construct-able to the Research-able during an UG course, why is the figure including masters and research study levels?   Not sure what I am missing here.
Corrected and clarified –
[1] Footnote #1 on p. 2 describes “construct-able and research-able” concept and refers to Kjellgren et al and Annerstedt et al 2010. The last sentence on p. 3 (above the pyramid) also refers to Annerstedt et al. 2010 for more details about the pyramid. 
[2] The following is added under fig. 1 to clarify the progression from university entrance to research level:  “The pyramid illustrates the normal progression from university entrance to research level”. 
[3]Below is also added under fig. 1 to clarify that the RUN project team believes that all levels and skills should be trained early at UG level in basic courses: “The RUN project team believes that all levels and skills in the pyramid should be trained early on in basic courses at the undergraduate level”.

	Findings

Data summaries, Statistical significance, assertions, themes


	Overall, fine. but an intro para-graph to this section, alerting reader to the sequence of the various findings would help the reader. 
	Suggestion — clarify the sequence and topic headings of the findings. 

We decided not to add an intro paragraph, due to the space and because we think that the headings already clarifies this. This is the only suggestion from the reviewers that we did not fully agree on. The feedback from the reviewers has been really good and very helpful, and we are very thankful.

	Conclusion

Discussion, Implications


	Good discussion of the impacts of the course and limitations of the course design and implementation. 
	Just a wish for addressing how to run a course of this design with fewer personnel. But not necessary. 
[1]. Corrected – Added the following sentence under “Conclusion” (lines 4-5 in this section):  “External funding is necessary to build up and evaluate this type of complex pedagogical joint course concept”. 
[2]. We also added a short line under “conclusion” (line 5 from the bottom of the page) to clarify that is possible to run this type of course within a “normal” course budget (but as mentioned above [1], external funding is necessary to build up and evaluate the concept).  “ … has been taught separately at each institution (to a lesser extent within normal course budgets)”.  

	Presentation

Format, style, organization

	Addressed earlier
	

	Substance

Detail, Length, Scope, Coverage

	 Addressed earlier
	 

	
	
	

	In Summary


	Accept with minor revision.  Ask authors to consider addressing  minor suggestions and 
clarifications. 
	We decided to revise tables 3 and 4 since ordinal data analysis is the most accepted way to analyze this type of Likert scale data, and not interval data analysis (see ref. Jaimeson, 2004; Carifio & Perla, 2008; Sullivan & Artino, 2013; Ary et al., 2013 in the paper). Ordinal data results are now presented in this paper based on frequency tables 3 and 4.
We believe that the revised tables 3 and 4 will improve the article. All data is now visualized to the readers, and easy to interpret. 
A few lines with comments and references were added in the methods section on p. 6 under the section “Evaluation methods and Procedure …” (lines 4-8 in this section).   

The revised frequency-tables 3 and 4 can be found on pp. 11-13. 
Additional comments to tables 3 and 4 on p. 12 were also revised to the “new” statistics. Please see the section: “Post course impact (table 3)” and the section “Pre and post-course comparison (table 3)”.


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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