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PART  1: Review 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	An interesting topic that seeks to investigate the reasons why EFL teachers are reluctant to use a Synchronous Online Teaching. The paper has attempted to identify the best approaches to encouraging teachers to adopt SOT. A relevant investigation that highlights a current issue namely technology and language teaching. 

 
	

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

	The title of the paper needs to be reshaped in a way to highlight the type of study. As a suggestion it may be rephrased as:
Investigating EFL Teachers’ Reluctance to Use Synchronous Online Teaching in Ad Dakhiliyah ‍Governorate, Oman


	

	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 too long and needs to be further edited for the following reasons:
As a reminder, a good abstract necessarily includes the key points such as: 
· The reason(s) for the choice of the topic, (to be more relevantly clarified)
· The research objective(s), (that is missing)
· The research theory, (that is missing)
· The research method(s) (to be improved)
· The main findings.

	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The subsections and structure of the manuscript are not quite appropriate. As a matter of fact, the introduction, as presented by the researcher, stands as a theoretical framework. It thus needs to be further edited in a way to cover all the required key elements of a good introduction.
Actually, a good introduction consists of key elements namely:
· a relevant preamble, (to be reconsidered more relevantly)
· problem statement, (to be further relevantly stated)
· a thesis statement, 
· a brief account of the theory 
· the objectives, 
· the research questions 
· the hypotheses (that is missing in this work. at least three hypotheses in line with the research questions are required),  
· the planning/structure (that is missing in this work).
NB: All this should be structured in different cohesive and coherent paragraphs without any sub-section. Note that a paragraph length is about 8-12 lines maximum. 
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct as it emphasizes specific issues in light of a relevant theory.
It is scientifically robust because the method as well as the theories used are appropriate. 
The manuscript sounds technically robust because the data has been technically and linguistically analysed. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, they are.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The researcher needs to further edit the abstract, the introduction and proof read the whole manuscript.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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