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Letter of Reconciliation

Below you will find my letter of reconciliation. I believe I have thoughtfully and effectively addressed reviewer comments, concerns, and recommendations. I have implemented a number of the requested changes and provided explanations for the comments that were not addressed in the revised submission. I look forward to both your feedback and continuing to move this article forward in the publication process.
Reviewer comments: In order to improve the strength of the manuscript and the academic rigor of the study, it would be helpful to follow the following or a similar structure (it might be helpful to look at other articles published in CIE): Introduction, Review of the Literature, Methodology, Findings/Results, and Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations.  
Implemented changes: Headings were adjusted to align with APA (6th edition) guidelines. While I did take the reviewers suggestion to edit a few of the major section headings to be in closer alignment with the journal’s recommended presentation of research, I would like to note that decisions about the use of these headings we carefully considered and took into account both  relevance and their connection to the work being discussed. I included the following major headings: Introduction, Methodology, Review of Literature (which include findings), Conclusions, and Recommendations.
Reviewer comments: There appears to be a disconnect between the literature review and the suggestions presented at the end, which causes the recommendations to seem unsupported. This disconnect could be bridged by following the recommendations below.  
Implemented changes: To address this gap, I included a summary section (pg. 20) that more effectively links the literature review and the recommendations section. This summary section specifically address three important themes emerging from the review of literature. These themes are directly connected to and support the proposed recommendations. 
Reviewer comments: The introduction is strong and lays the groundwork for the paper, but the paper ends abruptly. A more cohesive conclusion that summarizes the discussion in a way that leaves the reader with a sense of purpose to the paper would help here. 
Implemented changes: I believe this comment was addressed with the addition of a summary section connecting findings from the review of literature to the section addressing recommendations for further action.
Reviewer comments: Since this study appears to have evaluative study research design, the methodology could be improved by adding a paragraph to the research design in which it is explained how the various studies are to be evaluated to come to the findings/results. 

Implemented changes: This issue was specifically addressed on pages four and five of the submission. 
Reviewer comments regarding the ‘Recommendations Section’: 

Comment #1: Consider including your recommendations within the body of the literature review. In doing this you are providing context and support for the recommendation, which makes for a stronger argument.
Comment #2: In order to synthesize this article for ease of reading, consider adding the following subheadings in the final Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations section: 1. Policy: How might your results impact education policy at the local school-level, state-level, and national-level implications? 2. Practice: How might your research inform educational administrators’ practice in making high school course recommendations? 3. Future Research: What significant aspects (including other settings) should be researched in the near future? 

Implemented changes: I believe these two comments include in the review letter (listed above) contradict one another regarding ‘how to most effectively situate the recommendations’ section. As both a writing teacher and author, the comments seem like suggestions rather than flaws effecting the quality or purpose of the submission. Additionally, I disagree with one of reviewer’s comments that this section should address policy. The focus of my review was not on policy at either the state or national levels; hence, recommendations and conclusions about policy would not align with the scope of the review. I believe my recommendations align with the themes emerging from the review. The theme tying the four recommendations together is that they are all practice-oriented and useful for teachers and administrators working in schools. One other note - I made an editorial decision to omit future areas of research due to the current length, purpose, and focus of the submission.
Reviewer comments The literature review is well organized, cohesive, and comprehensive, but it is quite long and includes too many subheadings. It thus should be condensed. This could, for example, be done by reducing the number of subheadings down to the top three or four, which would allow the reader to see the topic from broad to specific."

Implemented changes: I disagree with the reviewer’s comments. This submission is a full literature review; hence, the review of literature is substantial. The submission fits within the journals length requirements. In my experience with writing and reading literature reviews as a peer reviewer, getting a comment from a reviewer stating, "the review is organized, cohesive, and comprehensive" is exactly what I would hope. With that comment in mind, removing parts of the review to simply make it “shorter” would, I believe, negatively impact both its cohesiveness and comprehensiveness. Additionally, the reviewer suggests this submission is well organized in one breath and then in another, asks me to alter the organizational structure. I believe the reviewer’s comment that this submission is “organized, cohesive, and comprehensive” are important and I do not believe a re-organization is necessary.
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