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Review Form 1.7

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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

The manuscript is important for scientific community. However, the title is not suitable.
Please see suggested title in the reviewed manuscript.

The author (s) should reconcile the term cognition and recognition.

Send the objectives and hypothesis to the introduction section.

Please indicate the sampling method used to get the sample.

The study compares the findings with that of previous studies. There is no enough
justification for that. Again, there is no adequate methodological support.

... In this paper, previous studies on the usage of PPT in mathematics teaching are sorted
out and counted.... How many previous studies were sorted and counted? On what bases
were those studies selected? What methodologies were used? Who are the authors?

The use of the term previous studies is too general, what are you comparing? The author
(s) need to be specific on what they are comparing.

Discussion of the findings not done well.

| suggest the authors report the findings of similar studies in a discussion of the findings of
the current study.

The author (s) should be specific on the use of the term ‘items’ in the results section. E.g
are they codes, themes etc.

There are issues with presentation of the findings. The presentation of results is not clear.
Present results based on the research questions.

Review of literature not appropriate for scholarly work. E.g ... Wu, Liang, Cui, Huang, Chen
and other 15 scholars pointed out that teachers should use the dynamic display function of
PPT to show the process of knowledge formation [Error! Reference source not
found.,Error! Reference source not found.,Error! Reference source not found.,Error!
Reference source not found.,Error! Reference source not found.,Error! Reference
source not found.,Error! Reference source not found.,Error! Reference source not
found.,Error! Reference source not found.,Error! Reference source not found.,Error!
Reference source not found.,Error! Reference source not found.].

Thank you for your suggestion, we have revised
it.

Thank you for your suggestion, we have revised
it.

Thank you for your suggestion, we have revised
it.

Thank you for your suggestion,we have already
added to this part.

This paper is based on the previous studies to
judge whether their cognition is comprehensive
and reasonable. The discussion on this issue is
also carried out in the last part of the article.

As for the research on this aspect, it has been
described in the second part and summarized in
the fourth part. We have revised it again based on
this.

This paper mainly compares the value of PPT, the
use of PPT and the use skills of PPT in previous
studies. The second part gives a detailed
description of the previous studies. we have
made relevant modifications.

Thank you for your comments.

Thank you for your suggestions, which are
described in the conclusion section of this article.
It means previous research.

Thanks for your suggestion, we have made the
modification.

Thank you for your comments.

Thank you for your suggestion, we have adjusted
it.
Thank you for your suggestion, we have revised it

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The language is suitable, however, there few grammatical issues. The author (s) should avoid long
sentences. There are issues with punctuations.

Thanks for your suggestion, we have made the
modification.

Optional/General comments

The author (s) should indicate the approach and design used in the study. For example, if
gualitative approach, is it a case study design? Phenomenology? Etc.

There are issues with presentation of results. Some results are not part of research objectives. E.g.
results on previous studies.

Thank you for your suggestion, we have modified
and adjusted it.
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PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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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