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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of
the article.
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The title clearly highlights the variables and sample of the research
The topic is very important in English teaching field, and there is lake of the studies
that employing technology in English teaching
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.

5

The abstract is clear containing the most important parts of the research summary
but need to put one or two sentences about the application of virtual lab.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.
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No grammatical or spelling mistakes noticed
4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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The study used Quasi-experimental method with its procedures, but need more
clarifications about the training processes (how the researcher proceeds in Virtual
lab?)
5. The results are clear and do not contain errors.
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Results are clear and statistical manipulations are suitable to the hypotheses
There are no statistical errors noticed in the study results.
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supported by the content.
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Conclusion and discussion of the study is related to the theoretical framework and
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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This rather could be referred to: “Effects of Academic Writing Virtual Lab Setting
in pre-service Math and Science Teacher”. Because it is what mainly reports this
paper.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.
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This is not referred clearly to the instruments applied in the research reported.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

1

It is necessary a total revision to remove a lot of errors and writing mistakes in this
manuscript
4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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A more explicit exposition to the methodological and contextual part of the
research is missing:
- What methodology (quantitative, qualitative, mixed, ...)?
- Definition of variables, criteria or measurement system, and / or indicators.
- Specific description of the sample selection procedure
- Description of the sample
- Delimit the instruments to those actually used in the investigation reported in this
paper
- Describe in detail the instruments (quantitative, qualitative and/or mixed, if it is
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- Describe the data analysis techniques
- If you go to use qualitative data, you should must show these and their respective
analysis.
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- Some uses of the applied statistical models are not correct
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supported by the content.
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It could be improved according to the improvement of the above
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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There are a lot of style mistakes in “Reference” section. Review according to APA
Style.
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The title is clear and fits the content of the article.
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The abstract is clear.
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There are a few grammatical errors.
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