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EVALUATION

Please summarize the main findings of the study.

Geology is an interesting and necessary science for helping to solve current problems facing humans, however,
it has a very big PR problem, in that most people who have not been exposed to geology have a very anemic
understanding of the discipline. Though, there are some issues, such as accessibility and inclusion, that are
really problems for inviting new students that the geological community needs to address.

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

My bias is toward qualitative research. I think this report has the ability to show participants' own words in a
descriptive account which is more informative (for an exploratory account) than the results of a forced choice
survey. Where this investigation could go now is to develop an instrument using the qualitative results as a
starting point for the language used in the survey questions.

Limitations have to do with the amount of data. There was no accounting for how much data was collected on
a per-person average. Did they just provide a sentence, or was it several sentences per question? It would have
been nice to know how often a code gets assigned before it goes into a theme or how many responses can
generate a theme. To me, themes should reflect significant repetition in the data and not just a one-off, but I
cannot tell if there was a threshold used by the authors before generating a theme. There are a number of
guidelines I think are important to address to express how we can know the results are both reliable and valid.
See Morse, (2002).

I also think what is missing is a theoretical framework, a lens through which the authors are interpreting their
data. When looking at a large group of responses to gain an "average" response or understanding of the
group, I find a phenomenographic theoretical/analytical framework (Hajar, 2021; Ornek, 2008; Stokes, 2011)
to be useful. The authors don't have to use this framework, but they should contextualize the data within one
so as not to imply that what the participants express is based on a universal meaning; that researcher
interpretation plays no role.
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Please comment on the methods, results and data interpretation. If there are any objective
errors, or if the conclusions are not supported, you should detail your concerns.

In terms of methods, results, and interpretation, see the comment above about reliability and theoretical
frameworks.

I do think that the findings are important and will make a substantial contribution to the literature. This is a
very important study. Our department is currently rebranding itself, and the information in this manuscript
would give a lot to think about in how we (and other departments going through the same thing) go about that
process.

Check List

Is the English language of sufficient quality?
Yes.

Is the quality of the figures and tables satisfactory?
Yes.
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Yes.
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Does the study adhere to ethical standards including ethics committee approval and consent procedure?
Yes.

If relevant, have standard biosecurity and institutional safety procedures been adhered to?
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Please provide your detailed review report to the editor and authors (including any
comments on the Q4 Check List):

I don't have much more to say with regard to this manuscript that isn't already expressed above. I think this is
important research as many geology departments are struggling to exist. They can be very relevant, but they
need the appropriate PR to connect with prospective students. The only issue I find is there is no discussion
about the frame that the data are being interpreted within. Like cross stratification would be interpreted within
the depositional system it is found in, or the structure in terms of plate tectonics theory, these data are also
being interpreted within some context, critical, phenomenographical, etc. Just like it would be important to
contextualize field interpretation by characterizing the tectonic setting, so too should these data be
contextualized.
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Aside from that, again, a very important piece of exploratory work. I don't know if there are plans to follow up
this resaerch with more in-depth research, but it would also be a good contribution.

QUALITY ASSESSMENT

OriginalityQ 6

RigorQ 7

Significance to the fieldQ 8

Interest to a general audienceQ 9

Quality of the writingQ 10

Overall quality of the studyQ 11


