 Response to Reviewers: The Discipline Future Selves of Higher Education Students: A Shared Understanding?
Reviewer B
1. Please provide any comments about the article's alignment with the mission of the journal: Yes, I believe it hits on everything from the Overview to the Aim and Scope.

2. Please provide any comments about the article's ability to compel and/or interest JETHE's audience: I think there is value in the topic of Discipline Future Selves. I think Higher Education needs to focus on giving people the skills they need when they leave Higher Education.


3. Please provide any comments about the article's formatting, including adherence to JETHE's Author guidelines and the APA 7th edition style guidelines: There are some APA format issues. I think the font is not correct. I believe the APA recommends Calibri for online viewing and Times New Roman for print. The font used was sans serif so that might be in line with Calibri for online viewing since it is sans serif as well. I think the paragraphs need to be indented in APA 7th. I could not view all author guidelines on the JETHE website and needed to login. Please make that the JETHE author guidelines more accessible to potential authors. Reducing barriers to access could increase article submissions.

We downloaded the template for JETHE articles from the JETHE website and did not change anything about the formatting. While you are absolutely correct in pointing out that the article does not follow the APA7 guidelines in that regard, we hope this is not an issue, since we used the template formatting. 

4. Please provide any comments about the methods discussed in the article: Yes. The qualitative was immaculate. The quantitative and qualitative needs a little more detail. I have some holistic suggestions for improvement. I do not care if the authors take my suggestions or not because the paper is solid as is.
Thank you for your thoughtful suggestions. We tried to implement them to the best of our abilities, as will be discussed in the following sections. 

5. Please provide any comments about the integration of scholarship into the article: Yes, on both accounts. The Discussion and Conclusion were well done.

6. Please provide any comments about the implications and/or recommendations for practice discussed in the article: Yes. I think it provides implications for all levels of higher education from administrators to students.


7. Please provide any comments about your overall impressions of the article in this space. Please provide a rationale for your overall recommendation (see dropdown below to select a recommendation for this article): Thank you for the opportunity to review your article. I applaud your efforts to conduct a mixed-model study. I enjoy seeing the integration of quantitative and qualitative methods. Each methods brings information that the other does not and helps us examine our construct in a new way.


8. You did many things like the Introduction, Discussion, and Conclusions sections. I really enjoyed the qualitative section and everything was well done from the processing of the data and processing of the narratives via the manuscript. I think your topic is important and I can think of many people that would be interested in the findings. Honestly, I think your paper is great as written but I am going to focus on holistic suggestions to help you strengthen your paper.

Thank you for your elaborate and thoughtful reviews. We are very happy you like our article and we hope we made it even better by implementing your feedback. 


9. Quantitative Study, Method, Participants and Procedure: You mentioned that the questionnaire was administered during an on-campus lecture. It might be beneficial to include the topic of the lecture. I teach Psychology so the topic really could influence the results and I do not know what the first author teaches but it might have influenced the outcome/survey responses. 

We understand your concern but, after considering your suggestion, we believe that it may be better not to include the specific names of the courses in the text. Doing so would add considerable complexity to this section, as the data collection process varied across programs.

For the Bachelor in Pharmaceutical Sciences, data collection was relatively straightforward, as it took place during a large course that all first-year students were enrolled in. However, for the Bachelor in Engineering Technology and the Educational Bachelor in Early Childhood Education programs, data collection required more flexibility. These programs lecture their students in smaller groups, which necessitated multiple data collection points across different lectures to ensure that all first-year students had the opportunity to participate. In the case of the Bachelor in Engineering Technology, data collection even occurred during different courses.

To mitigate the risk of course content influencing participants' evaluations, we ensured that the data collection took place during lectures that were unrelated to the evaluated courses. For example, avoiding collecting data during an organic chemistry lecture if students were evaluating an inorganic chemistry course, minimizing potential confounds. Furthermore, none of the selected courses were related to psychology or the topic of our research, which we agree could have influenced responses, as you rightly pointed out.

Additionally, we were mindful of the potential influence of the lecturer present during data collection. Although we emphasized in our instructions that individual responses would remain confidential, we further mitigated potential bias by ensuring that data collection occurred during a lecture taught by a professor who had no involvement in the evaluated courses. This precaution aimed to prevent students from feeling that their responses might inadvertently reflect on the present lecturer or their teaching, reducing the likelihood of biased evaluations. Moreover, this approach helped ensure that any immediate impressions or feelings toward the present professor did not influence participants' evaluations of the content of a course they lectured during the previous semester. 

By implementing these measures, we believe we successfully minimized potential confounds related to both course content and the presence of specific professor.

10. Quantitative Study, Method, Participants and Procedure: It sounds like at some point in class people completed this survey but when during class was the survey completed. I know my students are more attentive and engaged at the beginning of class relative to the end of the class. I am also imagining my class of 350 students needing to fill out a survey before being able to leave class. They would fill it out really quickly and might not give the best responses.

We acknowledge your concern that the timing of data collection during a lecture could impact data quality. With this in mind, we carefully considered the timing when planning our data collection. While practical constraints prevented us from gathering data at the start of the lectures, we ensured that data collection occurred only at the end of lectures which were followed by another lecture. This approach was intended to minimize the risk of participants rushing through the questionnaire to leave early. Additionally, we coordinated with the professors to delay the start of the subsequent lecture, allowing participants ample time to complete the questionnaire and take a short break before their next session. We added this to the text in the following way: 

Participants completed a Qualtrics-administered questionnaire on a voluntary basis at the end of an on-campus lecture in the second semester. Data was only collected at lectures which were followed by another lecture to reduce the risk of participants rushing through the questionnaire to leave early. To further ensure data quality, we coordinated with the educators to delay the start of the subsequent lecture, providing participants sufficient time to complete the questionnaire and take a short break.


11. Quantitative Study, Method, Measures and Analysis Plan: I struggled with why the randomized list of values, norms, skills, and content knowledge items from the European Credit Transfer System? If roles were reversed, I would want my survey to be standardized so that everyone experienced exactly the same thing in the hope that it would keep participant responses consistent. That is, they are fresh and fatigued in similar parts of the survey. Perhaps randomization was used to avoid ordered effects or fatigue? 

To prevent participants from evaluating all items for a given course collectively, we randomized the order of items. This approach reduced the risk of participants rating items based on their overall impression of the course rather than considering each item individually. Additionally, this method helped mitigate the potential impact of fatigue, which could otherwise bias responses toward the end of the survey. We added this to the text in the following way:

Next, the DFS relevance of their course content was assessed with the question: "To achieve my future image as a technology engineer/preschool teacher/medicine expert, the following are important…". A list of all values, norms, skills, and content knowledge items, extracted from the course information in the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) files of all the courses in the first year's first semester was presented. To prevent participants from rating items based on their overall impression of a course, order of items got randomized across courses. This approach ensured that participants evaluated each item individually and helped mitigate the potential impact of fatigue on responses.

12. Quantitative Study, Method, Measures and Analysis Plan: I also struggled with the imbalance of these items for the Pharmacy students and Engineering Technology and Early Childhood Education students. Pharmacy had half as many as the other two. 
This is indeed a large difference. However, we decided to stick as close to the ECTS-formulations as possible, given that this is an official overview of the course content as provided by the professors themselves. Part of the explanation also is that the Pharmacy students only rated items for 5 courses, in contrast to the other students who rated items of 7 and 8 courses. 

13. Quantitative Study, Method, Measures and Analysis Plan: Were all survey items asked in the same direction (e.g., all were in the positive direction)? I think so. If roles were reversed, I would have added reversed items to prevent people from always marking 4 or 5 without reading the question. It is a great manipulation check. Perhaps that might be a suggestion for future surveys / studies. :-)

All items were indeed formulated in the same direction, since it was a deliberate decision to stick as close as possible to the professor’s exact formulation in the ECTS-files. However, we now realize that the manipulation check you suggest could have indeed increased the confidence in our data. 

14. Quantitative Study, Method, Measures and Analysis Plan: My last suggestion for this section is about the last paragraph in this section. Your Likert scale data is ordinal (like places finished in a race, 1st, 2nd, 3rd) and a mean is not the correct measure of central tendency for ordinal data. You should have used median but I suspect that would not be very interesting or informative. Admittedly, it is EXTREMELY common in the literature to treat an ordinal variable with a restricted range like a continuous variable. So, you could keep the DFS-relevance score as is and live a long, full life. However, I think that I have a more elegant solution that will give you more variability and possibly more options for analyzing your data. :-) If I were you, I would sum the values of the survey answers instead of taking an average. As long as all questions are phrased in the same direction (e.g., all high scores on the survey items = high on your construct), you can sum the answer options and get a composite score or a scale score. Psychology does it with inventories all the time (e.g., the Beck Depression inventory). I do it when comparing classes as elements change. You could even sum specific items within the survey that are conceptually or mathematically related and make subscales. The major issue you will have with a sum versus an average is there are a different number of survey items for each discipline (e.g., Pharmacy). To handle this problem, convert each composite score (sum of all survey answers) for each discipline into a percent (divide by the largest possible composite score) after summing the survey answers. Finally, take your percentage and force it into a point distribution (e.g., multiply by the total for the 113 item survey) or keep them as percentage because you can still analyze it but it will have less variability. I prefer the points approach because you get more variability – which is good. Now that all disciplines are on the same metric, you can make meaningful comparisons among disciplines, gender, or other variables. One important note, if you make subscales instead of one big composite score, think about ways to standardize those subscales so you can compare them to each other. You want everything on the same metric. Z-scoring is another approach instead of percent. In SPSS, go to Analyze, Descriptive Statistics, Descriptives, and check the box that says “Save standardized values as variables”. Move your variables over and it become a z-score. The conversion from z-score to raw score is a little more complicated ([z-score * SD]+Mean] but you can write a formula in SPSS syntax to make life easy. Note that the Mean and SD are for the new distribution you are forcing the data into.

We realize that, although done very frequently, it is incorrect to analyze nominal data the way we did. Therefore, we are very thankful for you suggestions regarding sum and percentage scores and we tried to implement it as we saw most fitting. Moreover, based on the other reviewer suggestion to expand the analysis we also focused on the distinction between content knowledge, skills, and values and norms. This changed the manuscript in the following way:

For each participant, sum scores were calculated by adding the responses across all Likert scale items. These sum scores were then converted into percentage scores by dividing the sum score by the product of 5 (the maximum possible score per item) and the total number of items in the survey, followed by multiplying by 100. Consequently, for all the content knowledge, skills, and values and norms items, the mean and standard deviation of the percentage scores were then computed for each program to assess the overall relevance of the course material to students' DFS. Higher percentage scores reflect a higher perceived relevance of the course content. Data were analysed using IBM SPSS (version 28).




[image: Afbeelding met tekst, schermopname, diagram, lijn

Door AI gegenereerde inhoud is mogelijk onjuist.]
Figure 1
Boxplot of Average DFS Scores by Program

Results
Figure 1 illustrates the boxplots of average DFS scores as percentages across three programs. The plot shows a relatively similar spread of scores across the three programs, although there is noticeably lesser spread in Early Childhood Education, indicating that these students rate their course content as consistently more relevant to their DFS compared to the university students.

Table 2 offers a detailed comparison of how the relevance of DFS varies across content knowledge, skills, and values and norms provided by the courses across the programs. Notably, content knowledge is rated as less relevant than skills in both university programs, although this distinction is more pronounced in the Engineering Technology program. In contrast, the Early Childhood Education program shows the opposite trend, with content knowledge being considered more relevant than skills. The relevance of values and norms is also included for context, but it will not be further discussed due to the limited number of items these descriptives are based on (Engineering Technology: 4, Pharmacy: 2, Early Childhood Education: 1 ). This makes it difficult to draw meaningful comparisons with the much larger sets of items related to skills and content knowledge.
	Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of the Percentage Scores of the Content Knowledge, Skills, and Values and Norms for each Program

	
	Content Knowledge
	Skills
	Values and Norms
	Total

	Engineering Technology
	74.87 (10.26)
	82.36 (8.58)
	75.59 (13.25)
	76.98 (8.79)

	Pharmacy
	75.62 (11.3)
	79.97 (9.59)
	92.28 (8.40)
	78.15 (9.73)

	Early Childhood Education
	85.45 (9.18)
	81.03 (9.17)
	87.25 (21.69)
	83.57 (8.65)



Discussion

DFS development is influenced by an individual’s social network, resulting in a context-specific understanding of their role in a discipline community (Amiot et al., 2007; Smyth et al., 2015; Smyth et al., 2019). When students have diverse visions of their future within a discipline, it challenges educators to deliver relevant course material. This is the first study to examine the extent to which students perceive their course material as relevant for their DFS. 

The findings revealed that, on average, the students across programs considered most course material rather relevant to their DFS, with Early Childhood Education having the largest average percentage scores. Moreover, these students rated the course content consistently more relevant, compared to university students who showed more variability in their ratings.  

Also, students in Early Childhood Education rated content knowledge as more relevant to their DFS, while students in Engineering Technology and Pharmacy rated skills as more important. This distinction can be attributed to the nature of the programs, as seen through the lens of the difference between a academic and professional identity (Jensen and Jetten, 2016). Early Childhood Education is a vocational field, where specific content knowledge, such as child development and teaching methods, directly aligns with the students' future careers as educators. On the other hand, Engineering Technology and Pharmacy are more academically oriented, particularly in the early years, and students may view skills, such as technical expertise or clinical practice, as more immediately applicable and essential for their professional development since the content knowledge might be very theoretical or abstract. Moreover, Study 2 will discuss how in the Early Childhood Education program there is way more discussion about the DFS and how the course materials can relate to this, compared to the university programs.

15. Figures 1, 2, and 3: I might be mistaken but I think your x-axis is not labeled correctly. I thought each bar represented a participant. As a reader, I struggled with these bar graphs because I kept asking myself what pattern they were demonstrating. I think you were trying to show that the majority of scores were 3 or above. For me, there are too many bars for the visualizations to be useful. I love visualizations but there has to be a better graph or way to display this data. My other thought is whether they are absolutely necessary. I am not 100% convinced that they are necessary.

This was indeed a mistake. However, given the changes we made to the analyses as discussed in point 14, the figures were deleted and replaced with the boxplot. 


16. Qualitative study, Method, Participants and Procedure: I suggest adding the response rate in the third sentence, even if it is zero. Or make it clear that no one responded to the invitation to participate. This is hard for me to believe because I would hope that a few people from my classes would say, “Dr. G was not that bad of guy and of course I’ll help him out.” Perhaps I am deluding myself. :-D I know that all focus groups were not exceedingly large samples but sometimes you have to deal with the data you can gather rather than what you want to gather. You did a good job of addressing this in the discussion section. 

The data collection for the different programs began at slightly different times. For the first program, we invited students for interviews, but unfortunately, none of them responded. As a result, we decided to involve professors in the process. For the subsequent two programs, we opted to skip the step of reaching out directly to students and instead focused on engaging professors from the start. We changed the text in the following way:

After completing the quantitative study, participants were informed about the subsequent qualitative study. Initially, invitations were emailed to participants of the quantitative study. However, since none of the students responded to this, students were indirectly recruited by the educational staff, given their direct contact with the students. 

17. Qualitative study, Method, Participants and Procedure: Perhaps I missed it but I do not recall reading about the recruitment and selection of the educators. 

We indeed forgot to clarify this in the text, see the changes below: 

All educators who teach any of the first-semester courses that were evaluated by the students, were invited. All eight educators (four males & four females) from Engineering Technology and all 11 educators (one male & 10 females) from early childhood education  participated in the focus group. For Pharmacy, three out of five educators (two males & one female)participated.


18. Qualitative study, Method, Participants and Procedure: I think you have Appendix II in the manuscript but there was only Appendix I.
Thank you for pointing this out. This is indeed a mistake, which now has been changed in the text. 


19. Qualitative study, Method, Participants and Procedure: As a reader, I would love totals for all focus groups across all instructors because it helps me understand the “size of the student voice” I am hearing. How many males, females, pharmacy, and so on.

We are not entirely sure that we fully understand what is meant by "size of the student voice" and "across all instructors". Moreover,  this comment suggests that you might got the impression that a separate focus group was held for each instructor/course, while in reality, the focus group covered all instructors/courses within the program.

We feel we already reported on the sample size, gender and age for all focus groups with the students across the three programs, thereby highlighting the “size of the student voice”. However, we realize that similar information for the instructors was missing. Here, it is important to note that, sadly, we did not collect the age of the instructors.

To avoid any confusion, we changed the text and added a table in the following way:

After completing the quantitative study, participants were informed about the subsequent qualitative study. Initially, invitations were emailed to all  the participants of the quantitative study. However, since none of the students responded to this, students were indirectly recruited by the educational staff, given their direct contact with the students.  

This led to the formation of two focus groups in Engineering Technology (N = 9,                                                                                     & N = 8), one focus group in Pharmacy, and one focus group in Early Childhood Education. Participants in all three programs were aged between 18 and 21 years. Table 2 provides an overview of the sample sizes and gender distribution across the focus groups. 



	Table 2

	Overview of Sample Sizes and Gender Distributions of Focus Groups with Students

	
	
	Program
	Total

	
	
	Engineering Technology
	Pharmacy
	Early Childhood Education
	

	Gender
	Female
	1
	2
	4
	7

	
	Male
	16
	2
	0
	18

	Total
	
	17
	4
	4
	25



All focus groups occurred on campus one to two months after the quantitative study. Participants were briefed on the focus group’s course and gave informed consent, after which the interviews and recordings commenced. Participants received a 10 EUR voucher as compensation. The semi-structured focus groups were led by the first author and explored a) the definition of the scientific discipline, b) heterogeneity in DFS, c) commonalities in DFS, and d) how educators engaged with the DFS. The interview protocol is included in Appendix I.  All focus groups were conducted in Dutch and ranged from 53 to 82 minutes.

Similar focus groups were conducted by the first and last authors with educators teaching the courses examined in Study 1. The same interview protocol was used with the educators. After educators shared their perspectives, students’ opinions were discussed as well, with all focus groups lasting between 94 and 116 minutes. All educators who teach any of the first-semester courses evaluated by the students were invited. For Engineering Technology (four males & four females) and Early Childhood Education (one male & 10 females), all invited educators participated in the focus group. For Pharmacy, three (two males & one female) out of five educators participated. 


20. Qualitative study, Analytic Approach: I loved this section! Very well done and hopefully very accessible to people not familiar with qualitative data. :-D
Thank you.

21. Qualitative study, Theme 1: I thought there were some important findings in this section like ET3, M or the very last sentence of this section. If possible, highlight those more in the discussion section.

These are indeed important findings so we elaborated on this in the text in the following way: 

First, university students struggled to define their scientific discipline, while Early Childhood Education students did not. This disparity is likely due to a lack of shared understanding about what the discipline entails for university students. Furthermore, university students noted that their educators never addressed these topics, a point with which the educators themselves concurred. These points relate to the distinction between academic and professional identities (Jensen & Jetten, 2016), as discussed in study 1. University students enrol into the same program with possibly very different ideas about their future selves, while this is less so in university colleges, making it more challenging for the university educators to define and discuss these topics. 

22. Qualitative study, Theme 2: I think that some of these findings might be due to the students being new to the university. If you did not already, please address this in the discussion section.

We definitely see your point. However, the fact remains that the university professors simply did not engage at all with the DFS of the first years. Theoretically, in the later years of university it would be easier to create a shared understanding since there is more specialization based on shared interests. However, it remains to be seen if these professors actually do engage with the DFS of the students in this scenario. We added these thoughts to the Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research section in the following way: 

Moreover, it would be valuable to replicate this study with master's students instead of first-year students. In the later years the groups get smaller and the heterogeneity in the DFS should decrease due to specialization. Theoretically,  this should  facilitate a shared understanding and therefore more engagement with students' DFS. This would allow for examining whether professors actually do engage with the DFS in such settings.


23. Appendix I: I know hindsight is 20/20 but if I were crafting the questions, I would make them more open-ended. For example, instead of asking them about whether the program focuses on or ignores what they have in common, try asking them something like what does your program focus on and what does your program ignore? You are smart enough to process this data any day of the week.

We wanted to make sure that we collected the data we needed to actually answer our research questions. However, we now realize that this could have been achieved with more open-ended questions (and if needed, more targeted follow-up prompts) as well. This would have even strengthened our case so we will definitely take this into account for future research. 

Reviewer F

1. Please provide any comments about the article's alignment with the mission of the journal: While the article covers HE students, the SoTL connection is as strong as it could be.

2. Please provide any comments about the article's ability to compel and/or interest JETHE's audience: While the topic does focus on HE, the concept is rather abstract, and many institutions may not have the freedom in their curriculum to tailor coursework to students' future selves.

While it is true that some higher education institutions (HEIs) may face constraints in fully tailoring coursework to individual students' DFS, the suggestions presented in the revised implication section (see point 6) are meant to be adaptable within existing curriculum structures. For instance, the integration of discussions on discipline-specific futures, reflective exercises, and small group interactions does not require significant changes to the curriculum but rather encourages educators to frame existing content in ways that are more relevant to students' career aspirations. These activities can be incorporated into existing courses, workshops, or mentoring programs, requiring only slight adjustments to current pedagogical practices.

Moreover, by making the connection between course material and students' future aspirations more explicit, educators can enhance motivation and student engagement without needing major curricular reforms. The importance of addressing both shared and individual aspects of DFS also highlights how HEIs can use available resources and structures to foster identity-based motivation, thereby improving learning outcomes and student retention. As noted in the study's implications, even within rigid curriculum frameworks, small shifts in pedagogy can significantly enhance students' engagement with their studies and their discipline, benefiting both their academic performance and long-term professional development.

3. Please provide any comments about the article's formatting, including adherence to JETHE's Author guidelines and the APA 7th edition style guidelines: It is written in APA 7th edition


4. Please provide any comments about the methods discussed in the article: The qualitative portion of the paper is well done. However the quantitative portion is only descriptive statistics. No statistical analysis were run.

After thoughtful consideration of the comment, we believe that the absence of additional, inferential, statistical analyses does not represent a weakness in the article. We hold the view that data analysis and statistics should serve the primary goal of addressing the research questions. The descriptive statistics provided in the article are, in our judgment, sufficient to answer these questions effectively. Introducing further statistical analyses merely for the sake of it would risk making the article unnecessarily complex. However, we would like to note that we changed the descriptive analyses in several ways. First, by focusing on percentage scores, as suggested by reviewer B. Moreover, the inclusion of the boxplots already provides new information which was lacking in the first manuscript. 

Next, by expanding the descriptives beyond program averages and focusing on differences between content knowledge, skills, and values and norms for each program. This provides us with a more fine grained and complete understanding of what aspects of the courses of the program are (not) relevant to the DFS of the students. 

The additional analysis are explained in the following way:

For each participant, sum scores were calculated by adding the responses across all Likert scale items. These sum scores were then converted into percentage scores by dividing the sum score by the product of 5 (the maximum possible score per item) and the total number of items in the survey, followed by multiplying by 100. Consequently, for all the content knowledge, skills, and values and norms items, the mean and standard deviation of the percentage scores were then computed for each program to assess the overall relevance of the course material to students’ DFS. Higher percentage scores reflect a higher perceived relevance of the course content. Data were analysed using IBM SPSS (version 28).

The results were presented in the following way:

Table 2 offers a detailed comparison of how the relevance of DFS varies across content knowledge, skills, and values and norms provided by the courses across the programs. Notably, content knowledge is rated as less relevant than skills in both university programs, although this distinction is more pronounced in the Engineering Technology program. In contrast, the Early Childhood Education program shows the opposite trend, with content knowledge being considered more relevant than skills. The relevance of values and norms is also included for context, but it will not be further discussed due to the limited number of items these descriptives are based on (Engineering Technology: 4, Pharmacy: 2, Early Childhood Education: 1 ). This makes it difficult to draw meaningful comparisons with the much larger sets of items related to skills and content knowledge.

	Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of the Percentage Scores of the Content Knowledge, Skills, and Values and Norms for each Program

	
	Content Knowledge
	Skills
	Values and Norms
	Total

	Engineering Technology
	74.87 (10.26)
	82.36 (8.58)
	75.59 (13.25)
	76.98 (8.79)

	Pharmacy
	75.62 (11.3)
	79.97 (9.59)
	92.28 (8.40)
	78.15 (9.73)

	Early Childhood Education
	85.45 (9.18)
	81.03 (9.17)
	87.25 (21.69)
	83.57 (8.65)




And discussed in the study 1 discussion in the following way: 
Also, students in Early Childhood Education rated content knowledge as more relevant to their DFS, while students in Engineering Technology and Pharmacy rated skills as more important. This distinction can be attributed to the nature of the programs, as seen through the lens of the difference between a academic and professional identity (Jensen and Jetten, 2016). Early Childhood Education is a vocational field, where specific content knowledge, such as child development and teaching methods, directly aligns with the students' future careers as educators. On the other hand, Engineering Technology and Pharmacy are more academically oriented, particularly in the early years, and students may view skills, such as technical expertise or clinical practice, as more immediately applicable and essential for their professional development since the content knowledge might be very theoretical or abstract. Moreover, Study 2 will discuss how in the Early Childhood Education program there is way more discussion about the DFS and how the course materials can relate to this, compared to the university programs.

And in the general discussion in the following way:

Our findings reveal that while students of all programs generally perceive course material as relevant, Early Childhood Education stands out as more closely aligned with students' DFS. Moreover, university students see skills as more relevant to their DFS, while Early Childhood Education students find content knowledge to be more relevant. These distinctions might be attributable to differences in academic and professional identities, as described by Jensen & Jetten (2016). University college students often share similar career goals, leading to less DFS variation. Conversely, university students exhibit greater diversity in future plans and perceptions of their discipline, creating challenges for educators.

Besides this, we remain open to specific suggestions regarding analyses that could be incorporated and how they would contribute to the overall research aims.

5. Please provide any comments about the integration of scholarship into the article: The author integrates literature into the article, however, the most recent literature is from 2019

Although the most recent paper is from 2022 (Destin et al., 2022), we fully realize that most of the references are not very recent. While revising the paper we conducted another literature review and only one recent (Burbidge et al., 2024), relevant articles arose. This is likely due the fact that this is a very small research field, to which very few researchers are contributing. We discussed the new article in the following way: 

A recent study by Burbidge et al. (2024) further expands on IBM, showing that students' certainty in their academic possible identities interacts recursively with how they interpret challenges in schoolwork. Specifically, students who are more certain of achieving their academic goals tend to view difficulty as an important signal, which in turn boosts their belief in their ability to succeed, creating a bidirectional process that enhances motivation and academic outcomes.

We also discussed it in the following way in the general discussion:
Failure to address this heterogeneity and engage with university students' DFS results in missed opportunities for identity-based motivation. In contrast, engagement with DFS in Early Childhood Education enhances motivation, although room for improvement in addressing individuality exists to achieve optimal distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991). Moreover, creating a stronger and clearer DFS while lead to students to adopt a difficulty-as-importance mindset, instead of a difficulty-as-impossibility one (Burbidge et al., 2024).

6. Please provide any comments about the implications and/or recommendations for practice discussed in the article: The implication section should be expanded to include more practical suggestions

We fully agree that the implications could be expanded upon, by specifically focusing on how this research is relevant to HEI’s. We elaborated on this by changing the text in the following way:

To better engage with the DFS of students, educators should  incorporate discipline-specific discussions early in the curriculum, trying to create a shared understanding of the discipline. Not only discussions, but also reflective exercises that prompt students to articulate their vision of the future and its connection to their coursework can deepen their sense of relevance and motivation (Oyserman et al., 2006). Small group discussions where students explore both shared values and individual goals within their discipline can further enhance their connection to the field and their personal aspirations (Hornsey & Jetten, 2004). Additionally, providing clear links between course material and career paths, alongside offering workshops or mentoring sessions to discuss DFS with faculty or alumni, ensures that students feel supported and motivated in their academic and professional journey.

These strategies emphasize that educators need to actively engage with students' DFS to enhance IBM. By focusing on both shared and individual aspects of students' future identities, HEIs can foster a more meaningful and motivating learning environment (Destin et al., 2022; Hornsey & Jetten, 2004). This approach not only supports students' academic success but also helps them better understand their role within the discipline community, contributing to a balanced and positive self-concept, as proposed by ODT (Brewer, 1991).

7. Please provide any comments about your overall impressions of the article in this space. Please provide a rationale for your overall recommendation (see dropdown below to select a recommendation for this article): I would recommend revising and expanding the article and resubmitting it. Ensure there is a quantitative portion to the study and expand the implications to make them more relevant to higher ed institutions.

As discussed in point 4, we feel that the quantitative portion of the article should not be expanded more than we already did based on the comments of Reviewer B and our additional focus on differences between content knowledge, skills, and values and norms, since we are already able to answer our research questions. However, again, more concrete suggestions as to which analyses to add are more than welcome.

Next, we did expand on the implications, with a focus on making it more relevant for HEI’s, by including the thought discussed in point 6.
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