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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.


	The topic is highly significant in the context of teacher education in Ghana. However, it appears to have been extensively researched, as studies by Kwegyiriba et al. (2021), Mensah (2020), Eshun (2023), Osei (2017), Inusah (2020), and others have explored this area of Social Studies education in colleges of education in Ghana. Nonetheless, there are still gaps within these studies that can be examined further. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tittle should be revised: Evaluation of tutors’ Pedagogical approaches used in Social Studies Instructional delivery in Colleges of Education in Ghana
	

	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 should be reviewed for grammatical accuracy and improved for clarity and style.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but some areas need improvement, particularly in situating the study within an appropriate theoretical framework. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some of the references are obsolete eg. Melinger (1981), ASESP (1994), Byrne (1983) et c.  
	

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


	Clear but should be subjected to grammar check. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	INTRODUCTION: The introduction is too lengthy and does not clearly delineate the research problem and significance of the study. The empirical review presented can be revised to properly indicate what has been done and what is yet to be done (the gaps). Improve on the coherency. Label 1.1 as ‘ Review of Literature” 
Revise the research question from past to present tense. 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE: Put the study in a proper theoretical context. 
METHODOLOGY

· The population consist of teachers. Restate as teacher-trainees. 
· There is the need for more clarity in the sampling procedure and how the sample sizes stated were determined. Among the sample, who were purposively sampled and why, what inclusion and exclusion criteria guided the purposive sampling? 
· The research design and the data collection procedure are not in sync. The design employed was the embedded which demands simultaneous data collection, yet the procedure suggest an explanatory sequential design. Reflect on this statement you made: “The interview guide was developed based on the results from the quantitative data collected during the study's first phase…”.   

· The approach employed for validity is not suitable for modern mixed method research. Today, mixed method literature support the use of the concept legitimation for validity and reliability. Explore this literature: Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Johnson, R. B. (2006). The validity issue in mixed research. Research in the Schools, 13(1), 48-63. 

Results

· As sample size of 10-27 are not statistically sufficient for the quantitative component. Thus, the quantitative results from the HODs and principals cannot be accepted.
· The data analysis presented in the findings go beyond the descriptive statistics mentioned in the abstract and methodology to include some inferential statistics. Correct it. 
· No results from the observation was presented. 

· The thematic analysis is not comprehensive. Almost all of the main themes can be broken down into several sub-themes. 

· The discussion should be separated from the qualitative findings. Present it under the theme “discussion of results”. It should also be revised to properly depict the implications of the findings and not merely repeating the results. 

  The manuscript exceeds the required word count (3000-6000). 
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