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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 
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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

 

1. In the literature review/introduction more recent work should be referenced 

(Tabler, 2010, 2011; Sjoberg, 2010.,etc). 

 

2. Since research has been carried out on constructivist learning environment in 

relation to biology (Stewart, 2001; Ongowo, 2013; etc), a section/paragraph in 

the literature review/introduction related to them should be added. 

  

3. In the methodology there should be a section explaining how quantitative and 

qualitative data was analysed. (Parts in Results and Discussion focusing on data 

analysis; lines 253-255 should be in Methodology). 

 

4. More results related to the interviews carried out should be presented and 

related to the findings of the questionnaires. 

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

1. Interesting implications; they should be explained in more detail.   

Optional/General 

comments 

 

1. After the research questions are presented (1.2), the authors could perhaps 

explain why this piece of work is important. 

2. The authors do not need to re-state the research questions in the Results and 

Discussion just refer to them.  
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