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The title of the journal has the potential to be strong, but the last word “Academician” should
be plural.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results.

2

The abstract is meant to look at what pre-service teachers think will make a person good at
technology. The reviewer had to read the abstract several times to glean this. The wording is a
bit awkward, especially at the end of the abstract. The name of the department should be
capitalized in the third sentence and a sentence in the middle of the abstract begins with digits
rather than with the words of the number.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this
article.

2

There are several grammatical and spelling mistakes in the article. However, the reviewer
made the assumption that it was possible that the author(s) of the article were not in the United
States. The reviewer considered that some of the spelling may be related to the location of
where the article originated.
One concern the reviewer had was that grammatically, there were errors related to tense and
number. For instance, the author(s) may have used present tense instead of past tense verbs,
used a singular noun rather than a proper noun, and left out some words that would complete
a sentence.
4. The study methods are explained clearly.

2

The methods for this study are not explained clearly. The author(s) say that they will use
qualitative and quantitative methods and has a heading titled “Methods” is there. However,
the author(s) do not actually tell what the methods are in that section. The author(s) have a
section heading titled “Data Collection Tools” and use that to state what the collection
methods are rather than necessarily state what the tools are. This can be remedied by
adjusting the headings to match the information in the paragraph.
The research questions need quite a bit of revision. They are very wordy and subsequently,
confusing. It is unclear how the author may answer these questions as they are written. It is
possible that the author(s) can either combine some of the questions or delete them if they are
too similar to each other.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

1

There are multiple errors within this paper. Words within the sentences are repetitive so the
structure is not strong. While editing, the reviewer made comments in the margins of the paper
to indicate multiple places that were unclear. Some of the information was vague based upon
what the author(s) wrote and it left many questions unanswered.

The tables also are not necessarily clear, despite the descriptions associated with them, as the
percentages do not make sense. Even though the graphics are a nice touch, they still must have
a reasonable flow with the paper.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by
the content.

1

The conclusion essentially indicates what the author(s) wanted to convey overall. However, the
body of the paper is choppy and needs a considerable amount of work for it to line up with the
conclusion.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.

1

The references are not comprehensive. Many of them are outdated and should be more recent.
There were references that were over 40 years old. Given that technology is constantly
evolving, there is certainly more recent literature that would applicable to support this paper.
Additionally, direct quotes must have page numbers. There is one long quote that is over 40
words so it should be a block quote.
The information was very disjointed in the paper. For instance, when the author(s) mention
results from particular studies, one may have been placed at the top of the paragraph while
another that aligned with it was placed near the bottom. The author(s) would benefit from
grouping similar studies together so the information in them can connect in a logical format.
Otherwise it appears to be in somewhat of a hodgepodge.
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