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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 
 

 
The subject addressed in the text is interesting and the authors propose the adoption of 
different methodologies in the classroom, such as problem solving, centered on concrete 
situations, to teach and learn mathematics.  
They emphasize that teaching should not be teacher-centered and that effective 
methodologies for teaching and learning mathematics should be used regularly and not as 
a pedagogical experience. 
However, I have some suggestions to improve the article: 
1) The research question and the methodology used are not clear. 
2) Improve the written English (e.g.: In page 3 is written: “The National Research Council 
(1989) agreed that effective teachers as those who can stimulate students to learn 
mathematics” is grammatically wrong, or the incomplete sentence in page 4 “and not just 
what they are doing, but to know how and why those routines and procedures,”), this 
sentences and others along the text should be written. 
3) It is not clear the use of the term Pedagogical Content Awareness, is it equivalent to 
PCK propose by Shulman? 
4) In page 7 is missing a reference to “minimal disruptive behavior” 
5) Try to include more recent references. A large number of used references are close to 
or over twenty years old. 
6) Some references are not correctly made. Check the punctuation, italics, …  
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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