Note: 
The red = the reviewers' comments, 

The blue = General explanations (guidelines)
Reviewer A
We would like to thank the anonymous reviewer for his comments on our paper, especially when he concluded that, “…..the paper is generally well conceived and clearly written and provides an interesting dimension to the use of technology in teaching managerial accounting. As such, I would recommend publication.” 
The reviewer’s comments 1-4 were very positive, however, we addressed the comment No.5 as follows:
5- Section 4.1. described learning activities and mentioned anecdotal
evidence of its effects on students. However, minimal anecdotal evidence
was described in the paper. In fact, for some activities, none were stated.

We decided against extending the use of this type of evidence for the sake of keeping the size of the paper within the acceptable range.

Reviewer B

We would like to thank the anonymous reviewer for his valuable comments which have added significant improvements to our paper. We did the necessary revisions and adjustments based on his comments as follows:

Overall observation
We addressed the overall observations of the reviewer related to the paper organization and readability. You can see the changes clearly in section 1(introduction), section 2 (literature review), and section 4 (research methodology). We also improved the clarity, organization, and flow of the paper in the other sections. 
1- Literature Review
a. The literature review that was conducted seems reasonably thorough;
however, the presentation lacks clarity.
The whole paper was edited for clarity by an expert in English 
b. I would suggest that the authors use headings to help organize the
presentation around themes or topics (e.g., studies of active/cooperative
learning techniques, studies of the impact of technology on learning,
studies of students and their reactions to accounting classes, etc.). Then
the authors need to more clearly integrate these themes and to explain how
they applied the findings in the prior studies to create the experimental
design for this study. I also would suggest that the authors expand their
discussion of some of the prior studies that had the greatest impact on
this study’s design.
Done (please see section 2, pp4-6). We used subheadings as recommended by the reviewer. The new classification of the section explained how prior studies helped in creating the experimental design of the study. We are careful not to add more sections or expand discussions because of the paper size limit.
c. Prior literature is discussed in many sections of the paper.  While this
is effective in some portions of the paper, it is distracting in others. 

i. For example, the background section (in Research Methodology) includes
some literature about how students approach learning in accounting courses.
I would include this material in the literature review, and use it to
explain why the learning environment is critical in managerial accounting
courses. In effect, this helps to define the problem that exists and also
establishes a motivation for the study.

Done. We moved some of it to the introduction (please see p2, paragraph 1 and 2) and the others to subsection 2.4 (page 6, paragraph 1) 
ii. I also found the inclusion of prior literature in the results section
distracting. The authors shift from simply presenting the results to
discussing the results. I would include the material in the literature
review, and perhaps use it to develop hypotheses which are then tested. The
other option would be to combine the discussion with the conclusions section
where it more logically fits.
We used some references to support our results (please see subsection 5.2, page 17). We believe that the discussion should come with the results and discuss their implications in the conclusion section. There are other approaches where the discussions combined with conclusions or a separate section is created for the discussions. We believe that all of the three approaches make sense; however, we included the discussions in the results section to validate our results through comparing it with other studies. With the extensive English editing we hope that the reviewer will be happy with the clarity of the results and discussions    
2. Research methodology

a. I am very confused by the difference between the two control groups and
the difference between the two treatment groups. The difference appears to
be whether the performance measures (assessment techniques) included a
pretest. Furthermore, unless I am missing something, the analyses do not
use this difference in any way. The authors need to more clearly explain
the assessments that were used in each of the four groups, and then they
need to explain how the data from all four groups were used in the
statistical analyses. 

Done.   We explained all the issues related to defining the treatment group, control group, and the assessment [using English editing, additional sentences (p 14), additional table (Table 2.)]. Please see subsection 4.2, pp 13-14,  
b. In my opinion, the discussion of the LAL model should come at the
beginning of this section. The authors should use the model to explain how
they incorporated the prior literature into the design of this “learning
environment” (which is what I think might be a more descriptive term than
model).

Done. The LAL model moved as a separate section before the methodology section (please see subsection 3, p 7)
c. The section should more clearly explain what learning activities were
used at what points in the course and with what students. For example, as
best as I can tell, “course material 1” (which I assume is one module
or group of topics in the course) was taught by traditional lecture to all
students. “Course material 3” was taught by traditional lecture to the
control groups but with cooperative learning techniques to the treatment
groups. All other materials (course modules) were taught by traditional
lecture to the control groups but with the laptop-based technology
techniques to the treatment groups. This is a complex design, and it needs
to be explained very carefully to the reader.

Done. We added more explanation (rewording, footnotes, and a table) to the methodology section. Please see subsection 4.2, pp 13-15)
d. The discussion of performance (assessment) measures and statistical
tests on pages 8 – 9 is very confusing. The discussion is intended to
link the performance measures in the course to the statistical tests of
differences in the TL, CL, and LAL approaches. However, the narrative
discussion is difficult to follow. For example, I had to read point (3) on
page 9 a few times to understand that a test score on course material 2 was
used to compare the TL and LAL approaches. Perhaps a table or graphical
illustration would improve the clarity of the discussion. 

Done. A table was added to improve the clarity of the discussion (please see p 15 and Table 2)
e. One question that I have is that some topics in the course may be better
suited to particular instructional techniques / learning activities. For
example, while technology may support students’ learning of one topic, it
may not be as effective in helping students learn another topic. Similarly,
cooperative learning activities may be effective for some topics and not
others. How did the authors decide which techniques to use with which
topics? Could there be an interaction between the type of topic studied and
the learning activity? If so, could this have an effect on the results the
authors observed?
Done. Please see footnotes 2 and 3, p 15.
3. Results and Discussion of the Comparative Analysis


a. Tables 1 – 3 report results for “the treatment group” and “the
control group,” but the design included two treatment groups and two
control groups. What is the point of having two groups of each type when
the results do not examine the control groups separately and the treatment
groups separately?


Done. We corrected that; the correct statement is “treatment group” instead of “treatment groups” and this applies to the control group as well (please see subsection 4.2, paragraph 1, p 13) 
b.  Given the complicated experimental design, the authors need to better
explain the comparisons and the statistical tests that they performed. For
example, the methodology discussion on pages 8 – 9 does not clearly lead
to the results discussion and the tables. The methodology section
identifies 6 statistical tests, but it takes much effort on the part of the
reader to see how those tests are reported in the results sections
(specifically tables 2 – 5).
Actually there are only 5 statistical tests where No. 1 was the students’ performance indicator (i.e., test out of 10) and we removed it as it was mentioned in p14.  We believe that Table 1, Table 2, footnotes, and English editing made the experimental design easier to understand.
4. Other points


a. Based on prior literature, could the authors have developed hypotheses
about the relative levels of performance by students in the TL, CL, and LAL
environments? If the authors had done that, they could have organized the
methodology and results sections around those hypotheses. That would have
added some needed structure to those sections.

We couldn’t develop hypotheses; it is not easy to do on human subjects.
b. I would recommend that the authors use an editor to help improve the
clarity, organization, and flow of the paper. Some of the phrasing used in
the paper might strike many of the AEJ readers as odd. Some simple changes
in sentence structure could eliminate the problem and improve the
readability of the paper.
Done.  An extensive review for the writing style (including grammar and words) has been carefully done by an English writing expert.
c. I think there is something to be learned from this paper. Unfortunately,
the lessons are not clearly presented in the current manuscript.
We hope that the above changes will make the reviewer satisfy and agree that the lessons form this paper are now clearly presented in the modified manuscript. 
