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Dear Dr. ____:

We regret to inform you that your manuscript, "​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​___________________," was not accepted for publication in the Journal of Computing in Teacher Education. Below is a summary of the reviewers' comments that influenced this decision. A file containing the line numbered copy of the manuscript to which the reviewers refer (3AG18.pdf) has been attached to this message.

The editorial board appreciates your efforts and hopes you find the reviewers' input helpful. Again, thank you for submitting this manuscript and we look forward to your continued interest in the JCTE.

-----------------------------------------------

Summary of Reviewers' Feedback

-----------------------------------------------

COMPILATION OF REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

General Comments

-----------------------

This manuscript focuses on a technology goal which is embedded within a single content course with serious difficulties of purpose.  In particular, the perspective of the author(s) is on ensuring the use of the specific technology goals.  Often, this reviewer sees these as serious distractions for the learner from the course goal of science content from the view of the prospective teacher.  Based on the national crisis in science education, there are numerous activities which clearly take student time and effort from the challenge of knowing science as a teacher needs to know it to be effective with students.

----

This manuscript appears to claim a career-long value and struggle with portfolio technology and purpose.  However, a single course takes the brunt of the frustration and skills development in technology with no mention of the loss of science content and pedagogical content knowledge for prospective teachers.

----

Please clarify: Did students do a portfolio of work over two semesters (as suggested in the abstract) or did their portfolio cover work over one semester (as suggested in methods section)? I'm guessing that the same course was repeated a second semester with a different group of students, in which case the abstract should be re-worded.

----

Please review and perhaps change visually the presentation of the data. I found the headings to be inconsistent and hard to follow. Also, quotes should be set up with a statement on what the quote is about, followed by a statement about what it means. Some writing guides about fieldnotes or the like should give some guidance on this. As it is, the reader may just skip over all those long quotes.

Specific Comments

-----------------------

Lines 98-104: It would be helpful to have more description of the portfolio assignments. What did the sleuths activity involve? How did the concept of a children's study relate to science? What technology did students use to create the e-portfolios and what technology skills were required for that?

Lines 133-134: Omit these lines: Generalization is not the purpose of qualitative research, so it is not necessary to say you can't generalize. The terms "sample" and "population" aren't relevant in qualitative research.

Line 136: I suggest: " . . . major categories that emerged during the coding process" to clarify that you didn't define the categories in advance.

Line 141: In the Results section under _______, specifically in line 141, it would be better to start with a summary of your findings for professional growth (a short paragraph) as you have done in the subsequent subsections. THEN support your findings with quotes. The quotes are valuable and important but they should not stand alone as the statement of your findings. The other subsections under Results are fine.

Lines 178-181: Is there a generic introduction to the use of concept maps and related technological tools?  It appears that this one course was designated as the one in which this struggle would be embedded.  Unless there is a strong science education instructional element on purpose and use of concept mapping, why is it inserted here?  From narrative, it sounds like the technology people inserted it, not the science educators.

Lines 379-384; This reviewer is concerned that the meta-refection claimed is about "their technological, professional and personal growth."   This is likely the only science experience for these students.  It is by-passed. 

Lines 348-352: As a science educator, I am dismayed by the commentary about early childhood teachers creating PowerPoint presentations of mathematics. This is counter to all of the standards-based science instruction, particularly in the early childhood years where instruction should use student generated work - in pictures and other invented notations and representations.

Lines 352-355: This reviewer is surprised at the summary of prospective teacher struggles with technology that were allowed to dominate the teaching and learning of science.  These are technology issues that should be encountered over time with solutions that are often specific to school, personal, and university interface issues.

Lines 329-334: What is the “value-added” of the portfolio advocated in this article? While there are some generic possibilities, there is a hint that a certification requirement may be driving the entire reason for forcing this into the science course.

Minor Edits

-------------

Line 369: students should be possessive: students'

Line 451: consent should be content.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.
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