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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

1. In this research, you have assessed two
purpose with a statistical test, so it is better to
integrate these two purpose.

2. What method is used to estimate the sample
size?

3. Please report validity and reliability and
method of scoring of communication styles
instrument.

4. Independent variable is presented in an

ambiguous way. Please explain more clearly.

5. Please report the results and discussion with
two titles, separately.

The first purpose is to examine if the HRQD can be used successfully in an
academic setting. The results describe this examination.

The second is to start a conversation about communication in student-
teacher programs and specifically if a program already on the market
shows promise for use in such an academic setting. The paper itself will
hopefully lead to this discussion.

This was a quazi-experiment and so our intact ggaligtated our
sample size of this pilot study.

This is a program used in business settings. Theualdnas very
rudimentary information regarding reliability andlidity. The
company has not replied with more detailed inforamat
(requested last week).

The IV is the HRDQ program components describedktail in
the methods section line 128-202.

The format for the article was provided by the jair

The purpose of the study was to examine if studeotdd
increase their preference for styles deemed adyeots for
classroom communication and decrease it for dwéath is
deemed inappropriate for a positive environmenmtc&iwe were
not examining interactions we planned paired tstesthe design
and they are appropriate and don’t require a laageple size.
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6. For data analysing paired t test is not suitable.
MANCOVA test is recommended.

7. No comparison between experimental and
control groups has taken place. Therefore, it is
necessary to re-analyse the data using
appropriate statistical tests

8. The raw of 6 & 8 of conclusion part are
ambiguous and need to be changed.

We don’t have any co-variates to control for sonl@ot sure why
you suggest a MANCOVA.

An ANOVA does show the same result with differenfte@sCoC
and CoD.

Added to the results section.

| am sorry but | don't follow this suggestion. Pdessee additions
to the manuscript related to the positive and neganpact of
communication styles related to this study.

Minor REVISION comments

Please explain strengths and weaknesses of each
style briefly.

Please briefly explain the HRDQ program.

See the manuscript 9
Line 95-103

Lines 128-202 explain the program and the specific parts used during the
intervention. Lines 132-135explain how it was derived and is from the
company. [ have yet to receive additional psychometric information on the
pencil & paper instrument used to measure the preferences I requested
from the company.

Optional/General comments

Please clarify the ethical issue, if any

? We don’t note any ethical issues.

Thank you for taking the time to review this manuscript and for the
suggestions.

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME Approved byECG

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




