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Mr. David Hernandez-Saca

Section Editor, Current Issues in Education
Mary Lou Fulton Teachers College

Arizona State University

PO Box 37100

Phoenix, AZ 850690

Dear Mr. Hernandez-Saca:

I write you regarding both regarding manuscript #1163, “Leading Inquiry in Schools: Examining Mental Models of Data-Informed Practice,” which I co-authored with my colleague Dr. Marla W. McGhee.  The publication decision we received on March 9, 2013 required us to address some areas of concern to our reviewers and to revise the manuscript accordingly before moving into the publication phase.  To that end, we carefully considered each comment or suggestion offered by our anonymous reviewers, and, having addressed those comments, we are submitting the revised manuscript. 

As we read through the feedback offered by reviewers, we noticed that some points were addressed by more than one reviewer. We therefore grouped comments in like areas to frame our response. In what follows, we detail how we addressed the feedback from reviewers as encapsulated in four areas.

Area 1: Improvements to introduction section and literature review. All of the reviewers offered suggestions for improving the opening sections of the paper. Reviewer 2 suggested that the sections could be “tightened up” to focus more intently on the issues at hand, and Reviewer 1 noted that the addition of more empirical studies could strengthen the section as a whole. Reviewer 4 recommended that in our revisions to these sections, we also account for how other data-oriented terms such as “scientifically-based” have become common to the lexicon of accountability, and include some information on how such language impacts how educators may construe “data use.” Taken as a whole, these suggestions helped us greatly improve the early sections of the paper. We revised the introduction for brevity and subsequently returned to the literature to determine how other empirical studies fit with what we had asserted. This process resulted in the inclusion of several new studies; we think this better situates our study in the current research literature surrounding data use. We also found that we could make better use of some of the studies we had already included, as these provided support in areas we had left under-cited in our original manuscript We also found Reviewer 4’s suggestions insightful; to that end, we worked the “Data Use as a Centerpiece for Accountability ‘Reform’” section within the literature review to highlight how the language of NCLB sets the stage for how educators think about data use.

Area 2: Clarification of study context and methods. Reviewers 1 and 2 made several suggestions related to the “Methods” section. Reviewer 2 noted that we needed to provide more information on the study district, as without this information, the study lacked context.  Reviewer 1 also commented that more contextual information would have been helpful. To this end, we created a subsection within the “Methods” section specific to “Study Context.” The revision now provides an expanded narrative on the history and demographic shifts that have affected the study district. Reviewer 2 also raised the issue of whether the district used data mainly for accountability; in the new section, we have drawn from early interview data to provide some context for how district leaders perceived data use and the accountability system. We think the revisions in these areas provide a much better picture of the context for the study and for how educators in the study district thought about data use during a time of immense accountability pressures.

Reviewer 1 also wanted more information regarding the development of the coding scheme and information regarding how we addressed validity issues during analysis. In response, we added information pertaining to the initial and final coding scheme and described the systematic process used for coding text. Addressing this suggestion helped us clarify our efforts to triangulate data during coding.

Area  3.  Clarifying points within the “Discussion” section. Reviewers 2 and 4 provided feedback that helped us clarify issues within our discussion section. Reviewer 2 noted that simply transitioning from “leader monitoring” to “leader modeling” does not necessarily change how educators think about data nor does it necessarily affect what they do with data. We think this point is on target, but we also think that impressing on leaders the importance of being intentional in how they go about data use is a necessary first step in creating cultures of collaborative (and constructive) data use. Our initial manuscript did not make that point clearly, nor did it offer links to established literature to add weight to our assertions. In our efforts to address Reviewer 2’s concerns in this area, we clarified that modeling is not sufficient to effect changes, but it is an important first step in effecting change. The result, we believe, is an improved discussion section. 

Reviewer 4 suggested that we clarify how we see action research and collaborative inquiry models as helping teachers come to terms with what counts as “data.” In response, we revised the final two subsections in the “Discussion” section to highlight how we see these models as efficient vehicles for helping leaders and teachers co-construct meanings around data use as they work toward their shared goals.

Area  4. Formatting and editing. Reviewers 3 and 4 noted several formatting and editing errors that we have worked to address in our revised manuscript. Several of these were punctuation errors in our list of references, and these have been corrected. Reviewer 3 also expressed concern about APA formatting. To this end, we have revised several of our tables to align with APA standards. We did not transition the narrative description of the ANOVA (in which we have provided the APA-required information) to tabular form because a table would have taken up more space than the brief narrative and, in our opinion, would not have provided any benefit in ease of understanding to the reader. Reviewer 3 also wondered why we reported a non-statistically significant result on the ANOVA. While we understand that not all authors or methodologists believe it necessary to report data on non-statistical results, we did believe we had a responsibility to do so, given that we indicated in our methods section that we would employ the ANOVA.  However, in considering Reviewer 3’s feedback, we did note that we had used p>.10 in our original manuscript, despite the fact that we used a threshold of p<.05 to establish significance in all tests. We therefore edited the ANOVA data to reflect this. We believe these revisions have resulted in a cleaner, more appropriate presentation of the data and in a better overall manuscript.

My co-author and I thank you for the opportunity to make these revisions and to work with the staff of Current Issues in Education. We think this process has resulted in a significantly improved manuscript. We look forward to hearing back from you with a decision and to begin the publication process!

Best regards,

Dr. Jo Beth Jimerson
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