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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

  

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

In general, the rationale for conducting this study has 

merits.  However, I think that the Introduction for the 

study could use some redrafting to clarify sentence 

structure and grammar. There are also run on sentences. 

For example, lines 28-37 are not worded clearly.  I would 

advise to reword for clarity. The authors should also be 

consistent with term “teaching” or “reading” chemistry.  

This is confusing for the reader.  

 

I’m not sure that the author made the case that there is a 

negative attitude towards teaching based on the number 

of applicants to the university.  Are there other variables?  

 

Research Question 1:  Research questions are a bit 

leading and Question #1 could use some clarification.  

Perhaps:  “To what extent does the TMP….. 

 

Research Method:  Sentence 169 needs clarification.  

Also, I would suggest that you better explain why the 

quasi experimental design was chosen and not why pure 

experimental was not chosen.   

 

Instrumentation:  There are several questions that are 

not answered regarding the TMG and/PCTAS.   How was 

the TMG scale used in the study?  If it was used to train 

 

 

Sentences have been reconstructed. 

 

The use teaching chemistry and reading 

chemistry are two terms used for mentors and 

mentees. The mentors on the field teach 

chemistry while the mentees still in school read 

chemistry. However the paper was checked 

generally to allow for consistency for each. 

 

 

Further emphasis is laid on this 

 

The research question is modified 

 

 

 

Clarified as suggested 

 

Explanation provided 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

the mentors, what did the training consist of?  For the 

PCTAS, how was this scale distributed?  It was scaled 

back from 51 to 30—what were the reviewers overall 

suggestions for scaling back? 

 

Overall, I think this study has merits and the 

methods/results are well-written (with minor revisions 

and clarification).  I also believe that the authors should  

consider using more up-to-date references to assure 

relevancy and credibility of the study/journal. 

 

 

 

 

 

Further explanation provided 
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