In line 4, add “*” after Michael E Meadows 1,2,3
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In line 13 add “Michael.meadows@uct.ac.za” at the end of sentence.
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Comments and Suggestions for Authors
This is a very interesting paper that investigates the perceptions of pre-service geography teachers about the use of multimedia technology (MT) for environmental education (EE). The authors make a convincing case that studying this issue is important and adds to the scholarship; the research design seems appropriate and diligently executed; and by and large the paper is well-argued and presented. I therefore hope that the editors will accept the paper after some minor revisions have been made.
It should be stressed that the number of comments I make below is fairly small, and also that each of them can be addressed with relative ease—for example, by adding an extra paragraph or so of text. HOWEVER, I want to emphasise that I think some of these issues are CRUCIALLY important for the flow of argument in the paper. There are, at present, some surprising lapses in the chain of argument as presented in the paper, and I urge the authors to address those in the revisions.
The core issues are as follows:
· (The most important) The paper claims to present the views of geography teachers about the potential of MT to support EE. That kind of formulation implies that the geography teachers presenting their perceptions are reasonably typical…. but it turns out they are NOT typical at all. Instead, they have just finished four months of training on exactly this issue! This problem needs addressing as a matter of urgency. The key question is: what does examining the perceptions of these people tell us that is useful? I suspect that the argument is actually something like this (a) that the literature usually complains that teachers lack awareness of how to use MT for EE; (b) this paper shows that simply increasing awareness is NOT a sufficient solution. The evidence is that these teachers ARE aware, and yet they clearly vary in important ways in their perceptions. That argument, or some other argument that addresses the problem, needs to be made in a succession of places throughout the paper. (1) It needs to be set up towards the end of section 1, where the course is first mentioned, and incorporated into the research objectives. (2) The issue of awareness (or something similar) needs to be set up in section 2. (3) The argument about why this course is a good ‘research site’ for addressing your research objectives needs to be set up more explicitly at the start of section 3. (4) The argument then needs to be more fully discussed in these terms in section 5.
Thank you for your positive comment and constructive suggestions.  MT is increasingly in use in EE and is facilitated by the widespread availability of digital technology.  Given that the discipline of Geography is so central to EE, we were curious as to the nature of geography students’ attitudes in particular to MT in general and in relation to EE in particular. In principle, we hypothesis that geography students who have been exposed to MT will be more likely to find MT valuable and apply these methods in the EE context. Exploring their perceptions of MT in EE is a way of evaluating the assumption that they will more easily engage with information technology in their teaching. In the revised manuscript we now outline more clearly the rationale for the study (lines 59-70) and include some additional text in the sections as indicated to link back to this.  

· The paragraph at lines 98-103 begs an obvious question: Might we expect EE teachers in particular to hold different attitudes to MT than teachers in general? If so, why? If not, why not? Perhaps you could briefly reflect on who EE teachers are, and on any previous studies on their attitudes (even about rather different issues)?
Our aim was not to compare these attitudes with teachers in general because we did not consult any views beyond the course participants. Having said that, we briefly reflect on other research that is useful to consider the relevance of our results (lines  393-396). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
· When presenting the statements in the Q-set could you discuss, in the surrounding text, the distribution of relatively positive and negative statements? For example, under the heading “The need for Multimedia Technology”, all of the statements 1-4 are positive. Why is that?
Thank you for your comment. All the statements were drawn from either from research publications or obtained in consultation with students.  We collected and collated a wide range of viewpoints and categorized them under different headings. It was not our intention to group all positive (or negative) statements.  Randomly, however, some categories included only positive statements.

· In section 4, when discussing the results, could you explain what you mean by formulations like “This group” (line 223) and “Students grouped” (line 246)? Are you clustering ‘perspectives’ or ‘people’ here? Perhaps you could either (a) explain or (b) avoid formulations like this altogether?
A ‘group’ here refers to a number of individuals who share common opinions (i.e. are in agreement about a number of statements). We have amended line 274 and line 298 to clarify this.
There were also a few very minor issues that are worth tidying up.
Thank you for noticing these typographic errors, which have now been attended to.
· Line 88: “they are” should be “there are”
· Line 291: This line has a missing full top and (later) a missing capital letter
· Line 300: should the full-stop be a comma?




