
	Teaching Composition Together: Democracy, Perceptions, and New Literacies

	Comment
	Action, Discussion, and Questions

	1. The article is relevant, timely, and useful in that it celebrates new technological advancements in the classroom. Specific examples for technological tools that can improve student buy-in and teaching pedagogy are provided. The best parts of the article provide these examples, and explain how the collaborative learning environment creates a power shift (pg. 19).
	Thank you for these affirmations!

	2. Define all roles more clearly. There are a lot of players in this article (participants, students, coteachers, researchers, mentor-teachers,
instructor-researchers…) Provide a more articulate description of the major players, and stay consistent. For example, students in the MAT program who participated in the study might only be called participants for the entirety of the article. Instructors could perhaps be course designers or
researchers. Otherwise, your reader gets lost.
	Defined roles more clearly and consistently used “course designers” and “participants” throughout the entire paper. 

	3. On that note, there is some confusion over who wrote this
article/conducted the study. Are the researchers the instructors of the
course? Are they students? The emphasis on “experienced learners” is
powerful, but somewhat counterintuitive.
	Worked toward clarity by changing second sentence of abstract from: Utilizing a motivational survey and inductive analysis of students’ written reflections and course artifacts, this study explored coteaching and democratic learning within a teaching program that privileged increasing students’ digital literacy capacity. to The course designers utilized a motivational survey and inductive analysis of students’ written reflections and course artifacts to explore coteaching and democratic learning within a teaching program that privileged increasing participants’ digital literacy capacity.   

[bookmark: _GoBack]Named major players consistently --see above: “course designers.” Further clarified how the course designers conducted the study in the first paragraph of the methods section (see p. 6.) 

	 4. It shouldn’t take until page 6 for your reader to know what you mean
by the two central components of the paper. Please define “democratic
learning” and “new literacies” within the very first few paragraphs. A
very powerful paragraph exists later in the paper, which provides meaningful
examples (Storify, Googledocs, TodaysMeet, etc.). This could be so much more
helpful in the earlier stages of the article.
	Makes sense. We added this to paragraph 1: In this paper, democratic practices are defined as practices that privilege open communication, transparent planning, and joint decision making with all the stakeholders. Furthermore, this communication and these decisions are anchored in the goals of  the course. In line with Wood, DeMulder, and Stribling (2011, p. 240), democratic practices should be deliberate and thus “produce wiser, more informed ways for human beings to be and act together.” While democratic practices can be messy, the researchers believe that open communication, transparency, and input from the learners should be modeled for preservice teachers, because the desire is “that teachers who experience democratic learning environments will afford similar opportunities for their students (Wood et al., 2011, p. 240). New literacies are defined as meaning-making practices that are newly recognized or evolving and carried out socially and collaboratively in a range of authentic settings. These practices are often mediated through digital technologies (Knobel & Lankshear, 2014). It is important to note here that “new” does not mean chronologically new, but rather, newly practiced or recognized literacies. Here, the salient point is that knowledge construction changes depending on how learners draw on the affordances of the technology they are given. According to Knobel and Lankshear (2014), studying new literacies requires that researchers look closely at how participants use new literacies tools and practices in order to inform teaching and learning (p. 97). In this research, new literacies deals with digital pedagogy that mediates students’ coursework so that responsive features allow digital feedback and participation in distributed knowledge construction, sharing, experimentation, and innovation (Figure 2). Furthermore, this work explores the close connection between new literacies, collaboration, and active citizenship as characterized by Kiili, Makinen, & Coiro, 2013).

	5. Consider changing “new literacies” to “shared literacies.” With an
emphasis on democratic learning, the fact that all of your tools described
emphasized sharing capabilities could be powerful. Additionally, the use of
the word “new” can date your article within a few years.
	A scholar search on “shared literacies” did not reveal anything, and while innovation is important, this work truly is based on a theory of New Literacies. To stay true to our work, we decided it was best to not change the term. We also contacted Michele Knobel to inquire about shared literacies, and her opinion also was that the terms were not synonymous. New literacies is its own field--this is a discipline specific term. While new literacies are shared, they are more than that in that they are more complex and look toward future design and adaptability to technologies not yet developed. “Shared literacies” does not encompass the entire meaning of “new literacies.” See clearer definition on p. 3. A keyword search of the term found 146 peer reviewed articles in 2016, so it is still very much alive. 

	 6. Contemplate the discussion of Fig 3 and Fig 4 – is this necessary? The
first, less advanced image is somewhat distracting and not near as
impressive as the second, and the discussion isn’t completely necessary to
get your point across.
	We discussed this idea and decided to remove Figure 3.

	 7. There is quite a bit of jargon used throughout the article. Clean some
of it up to emphasize the democratic nature of this program. Your article
should not restrict others from understanding it.
	Worked to clean up jargon and use economy of expression with a reread. For economy of expression: Deleted unnecessary words like “independently,” and “preservice teacher” before the word “participants,” and changed “With the goal of deepened understanding of seemingly effective pedagogy, action research provided a lens for looking closely at teaching practice to provide insight and analysis.” to  Deepened understanding of pedagogy served as the goal of the study, and action research allowed for  insight and analysis of teaching practice.” on page 4. Used MAT abbreviation for Masters in Arts in Teaching according to APA guidelines. 
On pages 6 and 7, changed:
     Practice teaching involved Teaching Composition students employing digital pedagogy, modeled first in class, then practiced with one another, and finally applied in a digital internship that involved virtually mentoring high-school seniors at an off-site location.
     Instructor-researchers and students developed a workflow system (Figure 3) to clarify the purposes of the digital tools and to respond to Students’ Perceptions of Instruction (SPOT), a university-wide evaluation and feedback system from the previous two semesters. Students in previous semesters had noted confusion regarding what platform to use for what purpose. Later, as understandings evolved, instructor-researchers formalized and further developed the workflow, overlaying new literacies theory (Figure 4). to
      Practice teaching involved participants employing digital pedagogy, modeled first in class, then practiced with one another, and finally applied in a digital internship that involved mentoring high-school seniors through the cooperating teachers’ course Ning. Since students in previous semesters had noted confusion regarding what platform to use for what purpose, course designers and participants developed a workflow system (see Figure 4) to clarify the purposes of the digital tools.  Later, course designers formalized and further developed the workflow figure, overlaying new literacies theory (Figure 4). 
On page 9, changed:
Major findings included student engagement and risk taking with assignments; students’ perceptions with respect to how coteaching and new literacies contributed to a democratic learning environment; and emergent themes related to power, communication, and transparency in pedagogy during the Teaching Composition course and in the MAT program. To  
Major findings included participant engagement and risk taking with assignments; participants’ perceptions with respect to how coteaching and new literacies contributed to a democratic learning environment; and emergent themes of: (a) democratic ownership of content, space, and knowledge; (b) communication among participants and course designers, common goals, and collaboration; and (c) transparency in teaching, tools, and feedback.

Page 13 changed: With new literacies and democratic practice, students were empowered and motivated to participate in larger, farther reaching professional conversations.  To Democratic practices were enhanced through new literacies  as participants participated in larger, farther reaching professional conversations. 

Cut unnecessary words and repetition of jargon. For example:
Students developed, over time, a sense of agency enhanced by the new literacy tools and democratic teaching.  
To Participants developed, over time, a sense of agency. 

Page 14 & 15 changed:
During practicum placements, preservice teachers used resources and lessons developed in coursework to further deepen their work with students and with mentor teachers. One student reflected on this process, describing intertwining lines between course resources and conversations in daily interactions with her mentor teacher: 
to
During these practicum placements, participants used materials from coursework to further deepen their work with students. One participant reflected on this process, describing intertwining lines between course resources and conversations in the public school: 

A reread also revealed the use of practicum and internship interchangeable, so we streamlined that and revised to use only the word “internship.”

	8. One more proofread (aloud) would greatly benefit the article.
	Done. Wow, we revised a lot with the read aloud; this is always sound advice.

	9. Overall, I like the research, I like the approach the researchers took, and
I commend the researchers for including the many different new literacies
into their course.
	This is kind feedback. Thank you.

	10. However, I believe the paper is severely flawed when it comes to situating
it into the relevant literature, not arguing in which ways the paper
advances current knowledge about new literacy, jumping across important
methodological processes of what they did and how they collected student
work, and all over the place in making conclusions by not clarifying which
power-relationships they analyzed (co-teaching with each other or
co-teaching with students).
	Added several sources to the literature review to better orient readers. These include: Kiili, Makinen, & Coiro, (2013); Martin & Dismuke (2017); Knobel & Lankshear (2009, 2014); Wood, DeMulder, and Stribling (2011); Poore (2011), Siry & Zawatski (2011).

Added to page 2: While transparent planning tends to stop at explaining why decisions are made, this paper advances the current knowledge by showcasing ways planning can be made transparent at the point of construction using course designer co-planning with Google slides in a shared class folder.

On p. 7:  Added “unique” to the following sentence. Practice teaching involved participants employing digital pedagogy, modeled first in class, then practiced with one another, and finally applied in a unique digital internship that involved mentoring high-school seniors through the cooperating teachers’ course Ning.

To address methodology processes of data collection, we changed Data Sources to Data Collection and further explained that process by adding to the data collection section:
Data was collected through the Winter 2013 term and throughout the course of the Spring 2014 semester. All students in the English Education 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 cohorts were invited to participate; all students were eligible, as subjects were not selected for any demographic characteristics. Students were selected because the program courses in which they were enrolled were considering pedagogy and reflecting on teaching practices. The research was formalized on January 21, 2014 after IRB approval and when the consent process took place.  The invitation to participate was given orally during an orientation session held during the first formal class meeting of Teaching English in Middle and Secondary Schools. The course designers explained the research and students were given a consent form, including a written explanation of procedures. The consent form, along with the oral presentation, served as the recruitment material. All potential participants were informed that they could ask the researchers questions throughout the duration of the study should they decide to participate and were informed that they may withdraw at any time without penalty.

Also added to the data collection section:

For student reflections, throughout the coursework, participants completed several reflective writings on topics related to collaboration, pedagogy, and teaching practices. Students received completion credit for writing these assignments, but no evaluative grade was given. The responses of participants were copied and saved for analysis by the course designers; this analysis took place after the course ended and grades were submitted. Course designers reflections included reflective writing and collaborative discussions; weekly planning meetings allowed for a discussion of pedagogical and planning decisions, their impact on student learning, and the effect of course designers as mentors and co-collaborators. In addition, each course designer kept a reflective journal, in which she recorded daily thoughts and ideas related to the experience.

	11. At the heart of moving this paper forward must be the use of new literacies (given the Journal’s focus) and the power-relationship should play a supporting
role in how the new literacies were able and not able to influence those.
Essentially the paper right now is addressing two broader research questions
that are not explicitly linked (one on new literacies and one on powers in
co-teaching). The three RQs the authors pose are more than three (e.g. the
first one alone addresses two very different aspects new literacies and
democratic practices) – given the journals focus, I would suggest basing
it on the new literacies. Meaning, to what extent did co-teaching practices
change due to using new literacies (compared to standard literatures on
co-teaching). How did the power relationship between instructor/student
change based on using new literacies?
	The two are linked--that new literacies enabled democratic participation. We worked to show this more explicitly see pages 10 and 20. We revised the wording of the research questions to show an explicit link between new literacies and democratic teaching and to condense the multiple questions. We addressed the shift in power that came from democratic practices (of which coteaching is one) enabled through new literacies, and developed the literature review more to show these connections. See pp. 3-4.

We revised the research questions to more clearly communicate our inquiry. 
Before: 1.  How do new literacies and democratic teaching practices, in a Master of Arts in Teaching program, motivate preservice secondary English teachers?
2.  What are participants’ perceptions of this instruction?
3.  How do preservice secondary English teachers enact democratic culture, once modeled, into their professional practice? 

After:
1. [bookmark: _17dp8vu]How do new literacies enhance democratic teaching practices and motivate English Education participants in a MAED program?
2. What are participants’ perceptions of this instruction?
3. How do preservice secondary English teachers enact a democratic culture through new literacies into their professional practice? 

We believe we addressed this on pp. 13 & 14 under the section “Democratic ownership of content, space, and knowledge.” However, we revised the section title to more clearly reflect the content. The section was titled, “Power, space, expertise.” Two paragraphs that support this shift in power are:
This sense of empowerment widened the reach of course learning. Extending beyond classroom space, two participants initiated communication with authors of the course textbooks: one interviewed an author via email; another found herself retweeted by an author. Democratic practices were enhanced through new literacies  as participants participated in larger, farther reaching professional conversations.  
Participants developed, over time, a sense of agency. One participant specifically discussed the sense of active pedagogy generated by digital spaces (e.g. Figure 3), as opposed to more traditional formats, which may have encouraged more passive learning:  “we are learning [...] about better ways to use the tools for collaboration, how activity is stimulated through our participation in the online tools, etc…” Through “stimulated activity,” participants found ownership of content, of methods, and of leadership.

	12. The literature review reads more like a justification on why the
researchers chose to do what they did rather than giving a broad overview
of what the current state of knowledge is on co-teaching, digital
literacies, and which open research questions they address in their work.
	Expanded lit review to better define democratic education, new literacies, coteaching. Based on this expanded literature review, we added to page 4:
However, there is room to explore in the area of coteaching with new literacies in an effort to model a democratic learning community.
Student engagement and democratic participation in a digitally rich classroom was the impetus for this action research, and a focus on how participants enact a democratic culture through new literacies adds to the current literature with a unique third voice. 

	13. The findings are rather recounts of individual students’ comments.
While they are important as support, it would be quite helpful to have a
structure that distinguishes between the co-teaching between both
instructors, the co-teaching between instructors and students, and the
co-teaching between students of the same class. These have to then get woven
into the new literacies (Figure 25-163-1-SP) and their role as a teaching
tool.
	We clarified the roles with the text, as mentioned in comment 10 above. Regarding the manipulation of the figure, since it’s intent was to be a workflow model for the students we decided against weaving in coteaching because that was not the aim of the product that was constructed with the class. Furthermore, we were unclear how this revision would seek to answer one of the research questions..

	Following up on the previous point, the themes of power are quite
interesting (last paragraph page 9). But again, the grounding in the
literature and structured analysis of them is missing. Meaning, what was the
instructors experiences in the shifts of power? Did they differ among the
new literacies., what was good, challenging, bad about the course.
Advantages and disadvantages of using digital literacies would be helpful.
	We have changed the language here from “power” to “democratic structure” in an effort to clarify the focus of this research. In light of this paper, “democratic structure” has a more relevant connotation. These questions from the reviewers have helped us to see where our communication and word choice was problematic.

	It was not evident until end of page 7 that the methodology seemed to
have used a framework that was developed from a previous class (n=12) and
then used in this class (N=7). This comparison seems to pop up again in the
conclusion when the authors drew comparisons, where none of those have been
shown in the paper, e.g. “Carefully designed, democratic structure,
enhanced by new literacies, led to increased student involvement as
motivated producers (not just consumers) of learning and knowledge.”
	The framework was developed on the first day of the class being discussed in order to remedy confusion experienced by a previous class that used similar digital technologies. Added language on p. 7 to clarify. Added language on pp. 10 and 17 to clarify numbers: 12 is total MAED program participants; 7 in Teaching Composition course. 

	Discussion has to be grounded in the literature advancing in which ways
this research supports existing findings, rejects existing findings and
advances theory. This comes back to the literature review that is missing
important elements that grounds it into concurrent knowledge on new
literacies and their shifts in power.
	We added a paragraph to the discussion section to situate this research with evidence of its need and how it advances the scholarship of technology enhanced learning in teacher education:
The availability of online course exists in all 50 states, yet less than 2% of responding teacher education programs addresses this need by offering experiences in virtual schools (Kennedy & Archambault, 2012). However, virtual schools are not the only venue for giving teacher candidates opportunity to experience online instruction. Digital internships (Nobles, Dredger, & Gerheart, 2012; Townsend, Cheveallier, Browning,  Fink, 2013) allow preservice teachers to mentor students in a more in depth, often one-to-one  Teacher education has advanced in the area of technology use, from using it to facilitate grading and other management tasks, to instructing face-to-face with the affordances of tools at that teacher’s and student's disposal, to further extending the preservice teacher education classrooms through online opportunities

	 I wished the authors would address the potential bias of survey results
due to power/grading relationships.
	We added details to the methodology that address this: On page 8, 
Students received completion credit for writing these assignments, but no evaluative grade was given. The responses of participants were copied and saved for analysis by the course designers; this analysis took place after the course ended and grades were submitted.

And also added to p. 22 of the Limitations section:
Another limitation, although our methodology attempted to remedy issues of an implicit power differential with the consent form and clear communication that data analysis would not occur until after grades were released, there is a possibility that students reflected differently in our presence.

	The paper seems overwhelmingly positive. From my read I can only see
positive connotations. However, I am sure there are also aspects that might
have been negative, I would prefer a more balanced/objective view of using
the new literacies.
	We sought feedback in reflections to balance this and added to page 20: While differing perspectives in feedback may have pushed students to think critically and make choices about their own work, it may also have carried the discomfort of having to do so; at least one student found double feedback to be confusing.  

Also, See discussion of RQ 1, pp. 17-18. More negative aspects discussed in response to the MMAMI. 

	The literature review focused on the five components of the MUSIC model,
why is only one element analyzed in the paper (pp.15-16). Besides, I think
the authors used the MUSIC model as a framework for their study, but it does
not belong into the literature review.
	Multiple elements are analyzed through discussion of RQ1. 
The MUSIC model is in the theoretical frames section and not in the literature review.

	  I would like to read a section on the instructors’ experiences with the
course (there is one sentence on p. 19 about positioning of instructors).
What was good, challenging, bad about the course design, e.g. work load.
What were advantages and disadvantages of using digital literacies? Is there
anything different the authors would do if they retaught the course? Any
recommendations they would share with instructors who would aspire to
integrate the literacies into the classroom.
	Added to p. 22, in limitations: A disadvantage to using a wide range of digital literacies included some participants learning new technology while absorbing the new course material. 

Also, added to p. 25 and 26, in conclusion:      The course design began with the challenge of answering to course evaluations that were from a previous instructor. Several students had commented that so much technology was being used and this quantity led to confusion about what to submit where. Based on this communication, the course designers worked with the participants to design a workflow model. Initially, participants needed to strengthen their voices by actively engaging and sharing their thoughts about how they wanted to course to unfold. It was clear to the course designers that the amount of input the participants had in their own curriculum and instruction was minimal in their previous coursework.  While creating a workflow model was a challenging way to begin the semester, it also proved to be what worked well with the course design. The interdependence that was needed to make this working model helped the participants and course designers to get to know one another through an active, working project. 
     Advantages of using the digital literacies included coplanning, quick feedback, and increased confidence and competence with digital literacy skills for participants who were preparing to enter the classroom.  Coplanning for the week often happened with one instructor in the university town and the other instructor two hours away at her home. Lesson plan creation happened on shared Google slides, and the commenting feature and shared document came in handy since one of the course designers commuted, spending three days at the university and four days home with family. Beyond coplanning from afar, several times course designers saw students join the shared planning slides to see coplanning in action. This feature of the tool led to a feeling of connectedness, and to a feel of a shared learning community. As mentioned earlier, participants received thorough and timely feedback, in large part because course designers took advantage of the affordances of the tools available. Finally, participants increased their digital literacy capacity during the course, and this in turn increased their confidence as they prepared to enter classrooms, many of which were adopting one-to-one devices.  

	 What are the challenges of making ones own work public in a course? What
is the IRB number, how is the process etc. – this belongs into the
methodology section.

	We decided not to discuss the challenges of making one’s own work public in a course, because it did not fit with the research questions, and it did not show up in reflections. 
Added to methodology section: “This research was conducted under the approval of a university institutional review board (IRB 14-042).”





