December 2017
Dear Editor,
I would like to thank the reviewers for the important and constructive remarks. These comments helped me correct, add to, and improve the article. As you can see, I shortened the article considerably from 9600 words to 7850. Here are my response for each of the reviewers:
Reviewer 1:
A. The article has been re-edited and all concepts that had evaluative interpretation as 'better' or 'improvement' have been changed to descriptive concepts. I certainly agree with the comment, yet it is important to note that the criteria that guided me to determine the evaluative position are noted in the first paragraph of chapter 1.2. In this paragraph, the basic aspects of the nature of science were mentioned, such as: scientific knowledge is not absolute and is constantly changing; it is influenced by human creativity and imagination; and so on. When my students' agreement with these aspects increased, I considered this as an improvement over their preconceptions. 

B. The importance of understanding the NOS is explained in the first paragraph of the introduction. NOS perceptions affect understanding of the scientific process, and have a major impact on argumentation and decision-making regarding socio-scientific issues. In addition, the last paragraph of the introduction indicated that there is a positive connection between learning about the NOS and scientific content learning.
C. The male pronoun (in the first paragraph of chapter 3.2.1) was corrected.
D. References on an increase in religious belief in various societies were added in the second paragraph of the introduction.
Reviewer 2:
1. Abstract: I added the information on the data analysis process. 
2. Introduction: I added an opening sentence that defines the NOS and ended the introduction with the aim of the study.
3. Theoretical sections: I added references supporting claims that were not backed up. The article was shortened to about 7850 words.
4. Method: I specified the sampling method (in chapter 2.2) and the response rate (chapter 2.3). 
The word 'population' was replaced by 'participants'.
Fleener's questionnaire could not be adapted as it is because some of the statements were not suitable for the purposes of the study. Statements on concepts in mathematics and gender and science unrelated to this study have been removed. Since in previous research (Aflalo, 2013), I used Fleener's modified questionnaire, which was validated and the reliability of the questionnaire was high, I continued to use this questionnaire in this study as well.

The details regarding the Lederman questionnaire were omitted.

I added information on the analysis of the interviews (chapter 2.3).

5. Results: The main purpose of Table 1 is to present the reliability of the categories of the questionnaire (Cronbach's α) before and after the course. Presentation of the differences in NOS perceptions of all participants was a secondary goal in this study.
In a previous study, I showed that there is no differences in the NOS perceptions of Jewish religious in relation to the Muslims religious. Therefore in the present study I did not separate them and referred to the general division between religious and secular.
The analysis of the interviews was based on the different aspects of the NOS on which the interviewees were asked, and in each aspect the responses of the various students were presented. This division is more suited to one of the purpose of the study which examined the reasons for the change or lack of change in perceptions of the in the different aspects of NOS after the course.
I agree with the suggestion regarding Table 3. The table has been removed. 
6. Discussion: The discussion was re-edited and phrases like 'it is not correct' were removed from the pedagogical implications.
7. Appendix: The table has been removed. I added the reference to the appendix that appears in previous research as well.
Reviewer 3:

1. The article has been re-edited and sweeping statement were moderated.

2. The terms 'secular' and 'religious' were explained in the in the second paragraph of the introduction.

3. The importance of understanding the NOS is explained in the introduction. NOS perceptions affect understanding of the scientific process, and have a major impact on argumentation and decision-making regarding socio-scientific issues. In addition, there is a positive connection between learning about the NOS and scientific content learning.

As explained in the sixth paragraph of the discussion (p.   ) the conflict approach makes it hard for all those holding it; it makes it hard for the religious students to adopt the accepted scientific approach, which as future teachers will also make teaching it hard; it also makes it hard for the secular students to contain their students' beliefs and prevent alienation from science.

4. I would like to elaborate more on the NOS activities, but I had to shorten the article considerably. The full description of the NOS activities detailed in a previous article (Aflalo, 2014). In general, the exercises were not integrated into each lesson but were incorporated into several lessons during the entire course and also in homework and online discussions on the course web site.
5. I agree with the need to rephrase the wording that expresses the embedded assumptions as to the “correct” understanding of the NOS or "improvement" in students’ perceptions. These expressions have been removed and re-edited. However, it is important to note that there is broad agreement among scientific education researchers on a number of basic concepts of the NOS.
The interviewees were females and males. The male pronoun (in the first paragraph of chapter 3.2.1) was corrected.
I hope that the corrections I have made will enable the article to be published in Journal of Adventure Education and Outdoor Learning. 
 
Sincerely, 

Ester Aflalo

