December 12, 2016



Dear Dr. Hunter,

[bookmark: _GoBack]Thank you for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript for the International Journal for Mathematics Teaching and Learning. We appreciate the feedback from you and the reviewers and believe that our manuscript is stronger as a result of these reviews.

Title
Per Reviewer #1’s suggestion, we modified the title from “Algebraic Reasoning and Symbol Use in Preservice Teachers on a Multistep Fraction Task” to “Preservice Teachers’ Algebraic Reasoning and Symbol Use on a Multistep Fraction Word Problem.”

Abstract, Introduction, and Literature Review
In response to Reviewers #1 and 3, we clarified the age and grade level of the students in the abstract as well as throughout the manuscript (i.e., when we were discussing nonPST struggles and that our participants were “undergraduate elementary education majors as well as middle school mathematics education majors”). We spent a great deal of time clarifying this in the section “PSTs’ Understanding of Algebra.” In our review of the literature, we focused on PSTs’ difficulties with algebra and algebraic reasoning and discussed literature about K-12 student difficulties with algebra and algebraic reasoning as part of our rationale for why PSTs need experiences with algebraic content. Based on comments from all three reviewers, we realized that our purposeful inclusion (or lack of inclusion) of what we determined to be relevant literature was not clear to the reader. Per the request of Reviewer #3, we included citations from the authors Hunter and Linsell. The Linsell and Anakin (2013) article helped us attend to Reviewer #1’s comment to connect back to content knowledge that PSTs need, and the Hunter (2010) article helped us to supplement the literature on children’s difficulties interpreting and operating on symbols. However, we found that most of the other articles by the authors identified by Reviewer #3 were focused on populations other than PSTs or on topics not specific to PSTs’ use of fractions, algebra, or problem solving. We felt those would take our manuscript in a different direction thus did not include all of the suggested research in our revision. We are grateful for the opportunity to become more familiar with the work of these four authors, which has the potential to inform other work.

Rationale for the Present Study
Reviewer #2 was concerned about the relevance of the paycheck problem: “Aside from being a multistep problem, what makes the answers to this problem to be particularly relevant?” and “What did the researchers recognize in this problem that would be important to investigate?” To attend to these concerns, we added more than 150 words to the rationale and then returned to this idea in the Discussion. We also attempted to decouple the purpose of the larger study and the purpose of writing this manuscript in this section to attend to concerns identified by Reviewer #3. 

Method
We justified our use of a qualitative methodology and clarified that the study took place in the Midwestern region of the United States per the request of Reviewer 3. 

Data Analysis
We tried to clarify that the strategy codes and code definitions came from our data analysis per the request of Reviewer 3. 

Results
Reviewer 3 said that there was too much detail in the results section, so we cut over 300 words and a figure. However, Reviewer 1 wanted us to provide more “quantities” for clarity, which added a few words back, but we think it helps with readability.

Discussion
The last five pages have been completely reworked with many additions to clarify our contributions the field of mathematics education. We also identify limitations, but they are integrated throughout the section rather than given their own heading. 

Miscellaneous
All three reviewers identified errors (grammatical, typos, etc.) that we have fixed. 
Reviewer 1 asked how many elementary and how many middle school mathematics majors were in each section and whether or not there were any differences between these two subgroups. We do not did not collect data in a way that we can answer these questions, and it would be inappropriate to attempt to find and use such information retrospectively because we did not request demographic information from our participants. 

We appreciate your time and effort to provide feedback on our manuscript. If you have any questions, please let us know.

Sincerely,

The Authors
