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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the 

manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. The title of the article indicates classroom action research because there is the word “improve”. Classroom action research uses 
cycles. While the content of this paper shows experimental research (paired and independent samples). Therefore, the title can 
be changed to: The effect of think-pair-share learning on algebra learning achievement of junior high school students: pre-test-
post-test non-equivalent control group design.  

2. In this article, the learning method is written. There is no learning method. There is a learning model. Cooperative learning is a 
learning model and not a learning method. 

3. In this paper, it is not known the type of learning carried out in the control class. If conventional learning needs to be mentioned 
which one. 

4. Think-pair-share learning is a type of cooperative learning and not collaborative learning. 
5. In this study, it is not stated whether the pretest questions are the same as the posttest questions or are different. 
6. In this study, there was no normality test on the pre test. 
7. In paired samples, it is better to use the 1-tailed test so that you can find out which one is better. If you use a 2-tailed test, the 

results are only to find out whether there is a difference. 
8. In conclusion, the results of the study do not show that there is an effect of think-pair-share learning on student achievement. 
9. In the conclusion section, one of the research results has not been mentioned, namely The effect of think-pair-share learning on 

algebra learning achievement of junior high school students. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. This paper still mentions lecturers and students while the research is carried out in schools. Should use teachers and students. 
2. As per the new paradigm in education, the term ‘teaching’ has been replaced with ‘learning’ 
3. Writing collaborative learning in this paper is replaced with cooperative learning. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

1. In general, this article is interesting 
2. The methodology is good 
3. Acceptable with slight revision. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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