





MEMO
To: Editor, Advances in Social Work
From: Authors
Subject: Responses to reviewers’ comments
Date: 2/12/09
_____________________________________________________________________________
The following table summarizes our response to the reviewers’ comments/ critique. We are deeply indebted to the considerate and thorough review provided by the reviewers. This allowed us to significantly improve the quality of the finished product.
	Section
	Reviewer A
	Reviewer B

	Abstract: 
	(A1; A14): Gender neutral term for ‘freshmen’/under classmen/upperclassmen beginning with the abstract throughout the paper.
	Reframed ‘well-being’ and emphasis on complementary role of online and offline networks

	Introduction:
	A2, A3: 
corrections made. (p.2; paragraph 2, 3)
	

	Literature Review:
	A4 - Revisions made. (P 3)

A5, A6:  - Revisions made. (P 4)
	

	Methodology:
	(A7, A8): Revisions made – P5
A9: Statistical insignificance information included in the first paragraph of methodology (p.5)
	

	Findings and Discussion: 


	A10: clarification on user characteristics made (p7)
A11: Issue about problem/disapproval from faculty addressed on P 8 under “Perceptual”

A12: The desired summative paragraphs were added at the end of each dimension (P 7,8)

A13: Addressed on page.8, end of paragraph 3

A15: Revisions/ additions made for clarity and re-organized write-up, page 9.

A16: “hurt your grades story” Addressed in paragraph 2 on page 9

A17: Relevant clarification/information added, page 11
A 18: (Reviewer B too) 
Tables 1, 2, 3 & 4:  Statistical significance information added (pages 9-12)  

A19: Information added, page 11, paragraph 3

A20: Comment addressed at end of paragraph 2, page 13


	Comments about pages 8 and 9 addressed on page 8, paragraph 2. We have also replaced the graph with a more meaningful graph showing the trend of time per login by academic class (Figure 3, p 11). The study asked the respondents: “For how long have you used your preferred network”. Since some of the respondents had been using these OSNs since High School (some even earlier), the usage experience info was a legitimate data point. However, the graph in question has been replaced by Figure 3.

: “…these networks facilitate a form of socializing for some, which is less anxiety-provoking than face-to-face interaction” (p. 11).” 
Clarification made on page 9 after figure 1.
Tables 1, 2, 3 & 4:  Statistical significance information added (pages 9-12)  

Data about non-use was gathered but not reported for this paper due to length constraints. However, this has now been included for completeness (pages 12, 13). Reference to this has also been added in the methodology section.


	Conclusion and Implication
	A21: Revision made (page 14, paragraph 3) – Reviewer B comment too
A22: Addressed in paragraph 4 and 5 (page 14, 15)

A23: Addressed in methodology section, statistical insignificance displayed
A24: We feel the discussion on the shortcoming of the sample with regard to the international students was best left as a limitation of the study rather than a methodology issue. If the reviewer feels strongly about the positioning, we can reconsider.


	A follow-up study with non-users would be appropriate. However, we may have to resort to the classical paper-based survey approach. This was not attempted for fiscal reasons. Although all our students are provided with an e-mail address, we cannot be sure if all our sample of students even checked their email. We may thus have missed getting some responses. This discussion has been added to the methodology section



