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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	Actually, this article is interesting, but the systematics and the way of discussing it are less supportive. The article is made based on the results of a study, but the methodology and implementation seem unclear. Various comments from observers or related parties are presented, without any clarity on what and what parts are given an assessment, and the basis for the assessment also seems very free and unclear. There should be a clear reference and method in making an assessment, so that the results will be reasonable and accountable.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	From the title side, it is very good. But from the content side, the way of discussion, it is relatively very weak/lacking.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is very good and clear. Unfortunately, it is not supported by a good discussion. The abstract reflects a summary of the contents of an article. Unfortunately, when reading the contents of the article, there is a lack of clarity in it, so it seems unconnected.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	From a scientific perspective, this article is very weak. This paper tests/compares two different methods in the Calculus learning process. As we know, the application of each method certainly has a certain pattern and purpose, so that it raises the question of whether the two can be compared. Regardless of how reasonable/appropriate it is for us to compare these two methods, what is clear is that there is no clear explanation of how the two methods are applied, and in what cases they are used.

What is obtained or concluded from this study seems very simple and is only based on a number of comments or opinions from the parties, without any underlying analysis. Moreover, the implementation process of the application of the two methods is unclear, with an unclear comparison method as well. This makes the results obtained seem less valid, and seem very subjective.

The fundamental weakness that appears in this paper is the unclear implementation and testing process of the two methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	In terms of quantity, the references used are sufficient. The references used are mostly from publications published more than 5 years ago, some even more than 10 years ago.
	

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

	
In terms of language and communication, it is good and easy to understand.



	

	Optional/General comments

	As explained previously, the fundamental weakness that appears in this paper is the unclear implementation and testing process of both methods.
Suggestions that can be given:
1. Describe more clearly the two methods in question/compared.
2. Show a number of cases that were tested with both methods.
3. Explain the targets and objectives to be achieved from the testing, including the topics/materials used as case examples.
4. Also make sure that the person practicing these two methods really understands how these two methods should be applied.
5. Describe the assessment criteria that are used as a reference in making comparisons.
6. Conduct an analysis of the results obtained.



	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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? 
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