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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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 relevant in contemporary education. The focus on E-learning aligns with global demand for integrating ICT-based and 21st century pedagogy in Mathematics Education. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The topic can be revised to address clarity issues recording level of education, and geographical context of the study. The researchers can consider this: E-Learning in Mathematics Education in Second-Cycle Schools in the Philippines: Teachers' Attitudes, Intentions, and Barriers
	

	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 clear and well-organized; however, it should be revised after addressing all the flaws identified throughout the entire work.

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound but has some weaknesses. Its rigor can be enhanced by grounding it in a relevant theoretical framework. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are sufficient and recent, but this should be corrected to follow APA format as (Kiong, 2023). 
	

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


	The language is appropriate, but the entire work should undergo a thorough stylistic and grammatical review. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction 
1. The introduction needs to be revised to improve its coherence, as the current paragraphs appear disjointed, which affects the overall flow. The research problem is not clearly articulated. Although some previous studies are cited, the literature lacks a well-defined research gap. The authors should synthesize the findings and methodologies of these studies to establish a clear gap that justifies the current study. Additionally, the introduction does not situate the study within its proper geographical context, particularly regarding the intricacies and dynamics of ICT-based instruction in the Philippines

2. Revise research question one: What are mathematics teachers’ attitude towards the use of e-learning in their teaching practices?  
3. The research is not rooted in any theoretical framework. 

Methodology 

1. The specific qualitative research design has not been identified. The researchers mistakenly present the qualitative approach as a design itself. They should consider and clearly state an appropriate qualitative design, such as a case study, phenomenology, or another suitable option.

2. The participants section lacks clarity, and there are noticeable issues with tense consistency. Additionally, the distinction between the target population and the accessible population should be clearly defined and accurately presented. 
3. The researchers' use of purposive sampling is vague. There are several types of purposive sampling techniques, so the specific type used should be clearly stated. Additionally, the inclusion criteria are ambiguous. The phrase “mathematics teachers with experience or intention to adopt…” lacks clarity. The researchers should specify what qualifies as experience. Whether it refers to a certain number of years using e-learning tools or prior training in their use. Furthermore, the study should explain how participants’ intention to adopt e-learning tools was identified or measured.  
4. The process of purposive sampling needs to be explained in detail. The sampling procedure should be revised to provide a clear and systematic description of how participants were selected. 

5. There is excessive repetition of the study's aim in the methodology section.  

6. The second statement in the data collection section is unclear and does not properly reflect the institutional approval for the study. It is insufficient to justify the ethical approval from your institution and other relevant stakeholders.

7. The last statement in the data collection section, "The insights gathered...," is misplaced. This would be more appropriate when discussing the practical implications of the results. 
8. The trustworthiness of the study should be anchored in the criteria proposed by Lincoln and Guba (1985). Although the researchers claim to have used data triangulation by comparing data from different sources, only one data source (mathematics teachers) is mentioned. This inconsistency needs to be addressed. Additionally, the discussion on trustworthiness should be presented before the data analysis section. 
Results and Discussion 

1. Present the findings using appropriate qualitative language. Avoid phrases such as many teachers or a significant number of teachers, as these carry quantitative connotations. 
2. The excerpts used are too brief; actual interview responses are typically more detailed and elaborative. 
3. Although the findings for Research Question Two are clearly presented, they appear to mirror those of Research Question Three. The results focus more on demotivating factors rather than explaining why participants developed the intention to use e-learning tools. It is important to note that the participants were purposively selected based on their intention to adopt e-learning. Therefore, if the findings contradict this premise, it raises concerns about the appropriateness of the sampling procedure. 
4. The discussion of results should be improved to highlight the implications of the results. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

5. The conclusion section does not offer any substantive conclusions; it merely summarizes the research findings without interpreting their significance or implications.

6. The recommendation concerning stakeholder collaboration appears misaligned with the research findings, as the issue of limited collaboration among the mentioned educational stakeholders was not identified in the data presented. 
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