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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 numbers to which the reviewers refer (3JL30.pdf) has been attached to this message.

The editors appreciate your efforts and hope you will find the reviewers' input helpful. We agree with our reviewers that this manuscript addresses a timely topic. We strongly encourage you to use the feedback provided here to revise it and resubmit it. Again, thank you for submitting this manuscript and we look forward to your continued interest in the JCTE. 

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

Summary of Reviewers' Feedback 

REVIEWER 1

This is an important topic and the literature review provides a good foundation for the study.  The significance of the effort is very important due to the relationship between the government and the institution of higher education.  Studies that may impact public policy are important.  Therefore, I hope that the authors will address the concerns listed below and re-submit.

First I appreciate the place of action research in a distance education course.  This type of activity makes sense in such a course with working professionals.  However, the quality of the action research submitted and the topics of the action research were not discussed.  The quality and quantity of the peer discussion and feedback on their action research projects were also not addressed.  Finally, were the outcomes of the distance education course similar to those of the face-to-face course?

Second I am concerned about the exclusive use of self-report  as the only data source for the evaluation of the distance education effort.  I would like to see other measures such as an evaluation of the quality of the peer-to-peer and student-to-instructor online conversation.  Also, an analysis of the quality and relevance of the participant's action research would be helpful. 

Third the return rate on the survey is a concern. Line 245: 11/21 seems inadequate for a single course with 21 enrollees.  An explanation is needed for such a low number of participants being willing to provide feedback.  I expect all of my students to provide feedback on my courses.  It seems unusual that all of the students would not want to help improve the course through their feedback.

Fourth, I would like to see the discussion return to the framework set up in line #101:

Interaction between students online are led by student questions and answers but

managed by the tutor. Generation 3 type course. 

Show us through the work (an analysis of the discussions and paper submitted) that the students completed whether this theoretical framework was found to be a good explanation for the results of the study.

typos:  line 336 ...Online Lecturer probably should have The Online Lecturer

line 345 "...should recognises..." should be "...should recognize..."

REVIEWER 2

A most interesting topic—raising many issues of online teaching and learning. This paper addresses the increasingly important topic of using online approaches to teaching and learning and discusses how this may differ from past practices. I have not see research articles for JCTE addressing this previously; however, I question the design of the study for evaluating the effectiveness of the course.  Why would there be only 11 of 21 responses when the course could have required such an evaluation?  And how valuable

are the percentages when there are only 11 respondents?  A 20 percent in a category means only about 2 students and 80% means about 9 students and thus minimizes the value of the percentages. I personally would have rather seen more discussion of what specific things were done by the lecturers to make the online learning seem so effective, and what the students said about such things . . . And a report from all 21 students.  Also more specifics about their action research projects would have provided more insight into the effectiveness of this teaching approach.

REVIEWER 3

Overall: There are some interesting ideas here, however the organization masks most of the importance that might be found here. It seems to jump around in places - it may be that some subheadings and bullet points may be enough to help make it make sense, although I think developing and using a clearer outline may be helpful. 

1: teachers'

47-48: doors one line and door the next

71: discrete instead of discreet

72: This section is hard to follow - I think some of the right components are there, but they would read better if they were tied together better.

91-92: this sentence worded awkwardly - consider rewriting.

95: first time the term "tutor" used - consider explaining before or now

105: Type I discussions not mentioned before

127: OK, I guess I don't know what "inter alia" is, and with it used multiple times here, perhaps others may not know as well.

185: is the parenthetical regarding age statement something that still needs to be addressed?

199: this is described as a full-time qualification - I'm not sure what this is. Are the students currently teachers or undergraduates?

229: perhaps a subheading here introducing the methods section

262: perhaps some item numbering here for clarity

318: I'm really left wanting more about the specifics of these action research projects. What types of issues are they investigating?

336: lecturers or the lecturer

Figure 1: I'd like to know more about these stages and how students exemplify each. 
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