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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 
 

This is a good study, mainly the topic is relevant. However, the author(s) need to take note of the 
following: 

1. The manuscript needs revision for language and grammar errors. 
2. The problem statement requires a major revision. First, the statement should briefly let 

the readers know the ideal situation of classroom teaching & learning in mathematics 
education. Second, state the gap(s) in this area that calls for the present study. Third, 
citations from previous studies indicate the gap(s) and what the current research will do 
to fill the gap(s). 

3. The methodology did not explain the procedure for the research. The procedure for 
research must be straightforward for the reproducibility principle. The author(s) should 
explain how the data for the study is obtained in simple steps. For example, in a quasi-
experiment, there will be two groups (experimental and control). A test or questionnaire 
will be administered to each group depending on the treatment. I use this to explain a 
simple procedure. The role played by the researcher(s) should be stated in the 
procedure section and at what time. 

4. The discussion is not rigorous. The author(s) cited only one previous research in this 
section. Results must be compared with previous studies to validate the research 
outcome. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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