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Summary of Reviewers' Feedback 

REVIEW 1

Overall, the article is well written and addresses an important topic. The authors do a nice job of clearly expressing their ideas and of making a logical argument. The article has additional credibility because the study was sanctioned by AACTE. However, several things that should be included in a survey-based study are missing and I strongly urge the authors to include them and the editors to require them prior to publication: (1) there is no discussion of how the instrumentation was developed and tested for reliability and validity. Without such information the study loses credibility, (2) there is no discussion of how  the authors took steps to secure the highest response rate possible; there are numerous survey design books that advocate various approaches for this, and (3) there is no discussion of the sample. It seems strange that respondents might be Deans, faculty members or other administrators. This seems to muddy the results significantly and the authors should address this.

Other suggestions for the authors include:

Lines 69-75: This section needs further clarification. Why would Deans answer questions about what they are doing to "develop technology-based projects?" It seems they may do things to support but not develop them.

Line 95: Clarification may be needed regarding what is meant by a "technology course". The majority of courses in teacher education use a combination of strategies and some of the best uses of technology occur when technology is integrated in courses that are not technology-based. 

Line 135: The first sentence could be worded in a better manner.

Line 222-224: "since technology-based research....for important discoveries in the profession" is a strong claim to make without a citation.

Line 229: consider using “educational technologists”—“technology educators” insinuates skills training or vocational training

Line 232-234: "Similarly, we have found....in functionality and practicality" Numerous scholars have found this and referred to it as "stages of adoption" or similar names. Might want to cite.

Line 251: Cite “______” as it might not be familiar to all.

I hope these comments are helpful to the authors.

REVIEW 2

Well written in general; at times seems a bit redundant in stating and restating the ideas.  Only 33% respondents is a bit low, but does provide useful information for the field and provides ideas for SCDE's to pursue to improve the situation. 

An aside:  as a person who has been in on the ground floor of developing technology and technology infusion into courses in SCDE's, I'm disappointed that we haven't made further progress and that administrator's are still not seeing the importance of providing incentives.  Learning and using technology takes  a great deal of time and must be in addition to field experience work, clinical experience work, supervision, research and publishing, all of which are important in a good teacher education program. Not to consider incentives to use more technology in teacher education in a world that not only depends upon it, but is using it heavily in most schools, is irresponsible, to say the least.  Although not the “be all, end all” of anything, technology is a major part of most of our lives and will be increasingly so.  It is important to provide appropriate incentives to those who are teaching our teachers so they may provide a sound technology education to our students who must more and more navigate learning and gaining information on a website, or other technological device.

REVIEW 3

I appreciate that this survey presents systematic data that can inform the field. I believe, however, that the article would be improved by a deeper, more thoughtful look at the issues that inform the recommendations that the authors have put forward. As described below, I believe that the authors have taken a big leap from the data reported to some of the conclusions that they make. I believe that those conclusions should be more thoughtfully probed and supported. While I have classified this as a minor revision, in my view, it borders on being a major revision.

Suggestions are listed below:       

--The abstract needs work. For one thing, the transition from the context to the findings on line 10 is awkward.

--The survey should be an appendix, not a figure.

108: Forty one (33%) -- need to reconcile.

--Decide on using graphs (figures) or tables--not both. If the graphs are illustrative, I recommend using them.

147-148: Statistic reported not helpful at all. Needs to be more precise.

151: Change "believe" to "cited"

166: insert "are not" before "used"

204: The transition to the author(s) views here seems awkward to me.   Beginning with line 204, a series of recommendations follows. In some cases, it's not clear on what data the author(s) are basing their conclusions.  I recommend that the author(s) discuss the findings of this survey in light of other related literature--findings from their previous studies and findings and recommendations from other studies, perhaps including literature that examines faculty rewards that are not specifically related to technology. Then it would be fine for the authors to offer their own conclusions—being clear if they are specifically drawn from findings of the study or merely their own views of what should happen to make progress in this area.

On line 213 the authors cite that the data indicates that institutional conditions for technology use have not improved appreciably over the past several years. My own personal sense was that this was improving quite a bit, especially with the impact of PT3.  It would help to be more specific about this statement and support that finding, citing  findings in other studies. 

218/219: Is this recommendation to require faculty to teach with technology based on data? While I may agree with the recommendation, it's quite a leap to recommend  that all faculty teach with technology for the purposes of tenure and promotion (vs. rewarding those who opt to teach with technology). This type of recommendation should be more thoughtfully developed, with a discussion of related issues and literature, or dropped. It is not a trivial recommendation to go from the "volunteer" approach to technology integration to mandated use (which is what it would be if it were required to tenure and promotion). 

238: Should refer to NETS-T standards and content area standards.

244-245 Refer to Field Experience Special Issue of JCTE (Winter 2002).

Overall, I believe that this study has good potential to benefit the field, but feel that the discussion and conclusions must be more thoughtfully done.  
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