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Review Notes

The Manuscript (MS) is interesting and has the potential to offer solutions to existing problems in Distance Education (DE) in Turkey. The authors have a good start; however, there are a lot of issues on this research. 
· There are problems with its English, the paper should be sent to a native proof-reader. 

· The connection between the real-life problems in DE in Turkey, what literature says about the presented problems and what data tell us is very weak. The literature section is more concerned with how ICT change/transform education, DE etc; however, this is already known and not exactly related to the present study. If authors focus on the problems that impede effective DE implications in the literature or DE practices in regard to the research problems, it would help the reader see Authors' motivation to conduct the study, the paper's original contributions and how they structured their research design. 

For instance, authors note that interview questions are informed by the literature but which literature? Why they included only certain aspects and what they excluded? Authors remark "The [interview] questions were organized under 11 headings, including personal information, organizational structure, regulations and guidelines, use of technology, infrastructure, assessment and evaluation, continuous development and in-service training support, student support and services, counseling and guidance, and course development with faculty support" but who says that these aspects are exactly related to the emergence of the problems or for effective DE implications? I would recommend the authors to re-write the literature section and focus on the problems of the research rather than how DE/education is impacted by rapid developments in technology or so...

Therefore, in its current form, the paper lacks precise narration. 

· It is not common in a qualitative study to refer to the number of pages consisting of interview transcripts, number of codes very frequently... It sounds like the paper is written with amateur researchers although this might not be the case. I just want to remark that as an ordinary reader of the IRRODL, I would be disappointed to see number of pages rather than with how many people the interviews were done and length of the interviews. Perhaps, authors used Times New Roman, 16 punto and double spaces when they transcript and this increased the number of pages whereas in fact, it was just a few experts they interviewed and each took 45 minutes? If this is the case, then the generalizability of the research would be problematic.   

· It is difficult to differentiate data sets in the Discussion section: Which data were produced from interview records and which from documentations, web sites etc? More importantly, it is not possible to differentiate whether the findings are written drawing on the data or opinions of the authors? I fail to believe that the paper was written with rigour. 

· Authors assume that "To increase the representative power of the data higher education institutions in different geographical locations were chosen". However, there are only 3 regions (Marmara Region; Black Sea Region X 2, Eastern Anatolia Region) while there are 7 regions in Turkey and each demonstrates different characteristics. Speaking of representative power of the data, there are over 180 universities in Turkey and why do authors chose only 4 in order to increase representative power of the data?

I see in Table 1 that number of the programmes varies significantly between the institutions. As is known, in Turkey there is a correlation between the size of the institutions and thus number of the programmes delivered; and this significantly affects the results, the bigger the university in size, the more possible to have a better infrastructure, financial allocations, human resources and so on, and this, needless to say, affects the way they deliver DE courses and its effectiveness. So, I would like to see more information about the institutions both in Table 1 and within the text.

· Authors note that "The higher education institutions were selected based on their experience in distance education." On looking at the samples, I have realised that the institutions' experiences range from 2 to 13 years, then on what ground the authors chose institutions with 2 - 13 years of experience? I cannot see the reflection of this choice in the data analysis - discussion sections. Also, what would this mean for international readers of IRRODL? What would a reader from Kenya think of a Turkish higher education institution with 2 years experience or 13 years experience as representative samples?

· Findings section rely on the raw data, more intellectual work is needed. In its current form, its rigour is problematic.

· On looking at the finding, I see that some of the real life situations presented in the discussion section are in fact experienced globally. Most of the problems/situations are not particular to Turkish Higher Education institutions. In that sense, I would like to see a local touch on the data and findings. 

· There are some concepts used in the paper which are not common in the literature. I do not say they are misused but rather it is odd to hear. For instance, "electronic teaching methods" or "web-based distance education is the dominant technology" is web-based DE is a technology? 

· Please re-phrase the following statements: 

· The necessity of considering characteristics, items and relationships between the items of this system in the process of the transition to distance education has become obvious (Girginer, 2002).

· In addition to all the differences of distance education, its temporal difference causes the higher education community to view distance education with suspicion (The Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000).  temporal difference?

· The following sentence is the key argument of the research, it would be helpful if authors support this with literature or improve knowledge claim

To ensure the effectiveness and successfulness of distance education programs, unlike in-class traditional education, distance education programs should meet the requirements of the distance education and should provide students the knowledge and skills in a web-based distance education environment that they would gain from in-class education.

· Throughout the paper, authors keep saying "other data" but as I said before, the readers would like to see which finding is coming from which data set in a scientific paper rather than referring "other" to these data sets.

· In data collection section, it would be helpful if authors mention in detail to the "+" method they refereed in the paper. There are discussions in grounded theory over "data collection until researchers reach data saturation" but I failed to make sense of the way authors collected data from 2 institutions and then collected from 2 more institutions in the name of trustworthiness. What was missing in the data collected from the first 2 institutions; in what sense the last two are complementary? How would first two support the second two or the other way around and why 2+2 but not, for instance 2+3+5?

· No need to mention "With the consent [permission] of the interviewees, the interviews were recorded and transcribed" twice in a paragraph.

· I would like to see a sample of data coding scheme in the appendix. 

· There are debates on the use of literature in grounded theory. To what extent, authors use literature in coding scheme? How the themes were emerged from the literature or data?

· Who were the experts worked on forming the interview questions? So, questions were formed by experts, researchers and literature? This question is important for a study informed by "grounded theory"....On page 4, Authors note "An additional expert researcher was included in the study to ensure conformability and dependability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985)." So, was this expert different than the experts worked on the interview questions and how could an additional expert helps ensure conformability and dependability? If not interview questions as he or she is an "additional expert", then he or she helped on data analysis but then were not that the authors of the present research say on page 4, " The researchers did the coding together to ensure the reliability of the research results (Yıldırım and Şimşek, 2011)."? 

· There are some bits in the Results section which are not related to Results [of data analysis], rather they are descriptive characteristics of Turkish DE programs and I believe these parts should not be located in the "Results" section.

· I recommend authors not to use number of codes in Results section. Perhaps, they might create a table on "emergence of themes" and include this sort of information in that section. Or, as I recommended authors to include an example of coding scheme in the Appendix, they can include this information (number of codes for each time) in Appendix.

· In the discussion section, I wonder what are the communalities and differences of the institutions that could lead us to picture out a pattern of DE implications/situations based on the certain characteristics of the institutions (e.g. size, experience, human resources etc) and how these patterns might lead to different outcomes of effectiveness or lead to solution of the existing problems.

· I would like to see Figure 1 and related parts earlier in the paper. It is too late to include this detail in Conclusion section. 

· In References section, it would be helpful if authors translate Turkish sources into English in brackets for international readers.
