English language and style
( ) Extensive editing of English language and style required 
(x) Moderate English changes required 
( ) English language and style are fine/minor spell check required 
( ) I don't feel qualified to judge about the English language and style 

	
	Yes
	Can be improved
	Must be improved
	Not applicable

	Does the introduction provide sufficient background and include all relevant references?
	( )
	(x)
	( )
	( )

	Is the research design appropriate?
	(x)
	( )
	( )
	( )

	Are the methods adequately described?
	( )
	(x)
	( )
	( )

	Are the results clearly presented?
	( )
	(x)
	( )
	( )

	Are the conclusions supported by the results?
	(x)
	( )
	( )
	( )


Comments and Suggestions for Authors
The submitted manuscript presents the attitudes and opinions of 27 geography students towards the use of multimedia technology and environmental education. The study applies Q analysis to answer its research questions. It is a well conducted study.
 
However, some improvements to the paper should be made:
 
- Sustainable development is mentioned only in the rather short introduction. It would be interesting if the authors could illuminate a bit how they interpret the relationship between EE and ESD.
Thank you for this comment. Indeed, our interpretation of the relationship between EE and ESD warrants a brief explanation in the paper. The objectives of the United Nations Decade for Education for Sustainable Development (2005–2014) encompass a number of action themes, including: overcoming poverty, gender equality, health promotion, environment, rural development, cultural diversity, peace and human security and sustainable urbanization (UNESCO 2005).  ‘Environment’ is therefore clearly one of the main themes of ESD, and in our view ESD represents the shift towards the greater anthropocentric orientation of EE. However, we content that the earlier understandings of EE that focused on the protection of natural environment should not be totally lost in ESD. Accordingly, we have added three additional sentences (lines 44-49) highlighting our interpretation of the relationship between EE and ESD. 

- On line 52-54 the authors claim pre-service teachers’ «levels of environmental literacy, attitudes towards MT, and their potential to develop the EE curriculum using MT are largely unknown» This is simply not the case. A quick search in any educational science database will reveal a large number of studies exploring these three issues.

Thank you for you observation. You are indeed correct as there are a number of papers that deal with the development of the EE curriculum using MT and that consider environment literacy.   Nevertheless, we are not aware of any studies in which the attitudes of Geography pre-service teachers regarding the use of MT in EE are explored.  We have amended lines 59-71 to acccommdate your comment.
- The description of the respondents vary a little. Are they regular geography students or pre-service teachers? If the latter, for what school level are they being trained to teach? This should be discussed in the methods.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Thankyou for this comment. In lines 189-195 we have add information about the students The participants are sophomores between 19 and 22 years old and all but four of them are female. They are drawn from a range of urban, suburban and rural areas across the country and are all enrolled in the geography pre-service teacher program in College Entrance Examination.  On graduation, it is expected that they will take up positions as geography teachers in middle school, mostly at the senior middle school level.
- I think it is a significant weakness of the study that the Q-analysis includes the ideas of the respondents. Wouldn’t this undermine the analysis? Statements for Q-analysis can be harvested from a huge number of sources, including interviews or discussions with stakeholders, text from academic papers, grey literature, websites and other media, but I think it is problematic to include the respondents own opinions. Please discuss this further, with references to literature adressing this issue. Related, on line 134 you mention that some statements were considered to be «less relevant» - what criteria were used for this evaluation? Please include more information on how the statements where selected and formulated.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Thank you for your suggestion, the Q sample can come from various resource, for example, direct interviews, indirect source and written narrativesto explore the human subjectivity. That was explain in P.19 of the book ‘Q methodology’, it said “naturalistic and adapted Q samples can be combined to create hybrid samples. For example, Parker (1994/1995) composed a Q sample regarding biblical storytelling from comments made by listeners to a Bible narrative, supplemented by statements taken from the denominational literature and consultations with professional colleagues .(P.21)”. And in the paper“Using Q method to reveal Social perspectives in Environment Research”, “ Interviews, as well as any other information consulted for background on the site (transcripts of public hearings, etc.) forms the concourse -- a set of all the things that people are saying about an issue.
We use the viewpoint of students is just to check and ensure that all relevant aspects of the topic are explicitly discussed and nothing is systematically eliminated. So we had added sentence make some changes in Line 171-172.
Finally, we see most of their viewpoint is similar to the research result. And also some which not relevant to relationship between MT and EE will be leaved out. Therefore, the <less relevant> mean the statement is not point to the relationship MT and EE, we will leave it out. In Line178-180, we have add some explaination.
Therefore, for the last question, most statements was selected by literature review and conclusion of Chinese and English paper, minority is from viewpoint of internet. You know the student is hard to have or find more valuable viewpoints than literature.
- Question B on line 157 is not neutral, and assumes that the respondents agree that multimedia-assisted EE should be promoted. This should be discussed.
Yes, thank you for your suggestion. This translation tend to be wrong assumption. Actually it   is open question in Chinese. We have make changes in Line207,  “Do you agree with MT will affect EE. If so? Why how? If not, why?”
- Appendix A should have a better table text, explaining the table and method further. For example, what does defining sort mean, and what does it mean when there is no defining sort? Why was there a cutoff at three factors?
The defining sort? You mean 1 ,2 ,3, 4….This stand for the name of participant in order to protect the privacy. According the sort we can find which people contribute most to this perspective and then we can find some important viewpoint in their interview.
Or could I say the defining sort mean one perspective, if you want to got more perspective (no more than 8 factor which was limited by software), usually there will at least one participant is significant in this factor. If no, you can leave it out, or define it or try to use Centroid and Principal Components Analysis.
A cutoff? For participant, the no defining sorting indicate it is not significant in any factor, maybe it can be explained by another factor. We have use * instead of x which is output by software. You can see in Line 420-421. Why we choose three factors? We have talk about Based on the criteria of simplicity, clarity, distinctiveness and stability in Line 224-225. During the analysis, we have tried 2, 4, 5 and 6 factors. Finally, three factor is best in term of the criteria.

  Minor comments/language issues:
Thank you for noticing these typographic errors, which have now been attended to.
- Line 47: «China» is misspelled.
- Line 48: «pre-service» is misspelled.
- Line 63: Objective iii reads a bit odd. Is it supposed to be «To conduct analysis…»?
- Line 90: Should read «Those questions…»  
[bookmark: _GoBack]- Line 130: which «exercise» are the authors referring to?  

