Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_136377

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Beyond Traditional Methods: How Elementary Teachers in DepEd Dingras District I Navigate AI-Powered  Tools – A Qualitative Inquiry

	Type of the Article
	Research article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript contributes to the understanding of how elementary school teachers in rural Philippine districts navigate AI tools in educational settings. Given the increasing use of AI in classrooms globally, the localized qualitative insights offered by this study are important for both policy and practice. It provides grounded findings that can support teacher training programs, infrastructure planning, and ethical policymaking in developing contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the current title "Beyond Traditional Methods: How Elementary Teachers in DepEd Dingras District I Navigate AI-Powered Tools – A Qualitative Inquiry" suggests a detailed exploration of teachers' processes and strategies for implementing AI, but the manuscript primarily focuses on the benefits, barriers, and perceptions rather than the specific "how" of navigation.
An alternative title might be:

"Perceptions and Challenges: Elementary Teachers' Experiences with AI-Powered Tools in DepEd Dingras District I – A Qualitative Inquiry"
	

	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.


	Yes, but I have some suggestions:

1) Consider adding 1-2 sentences explicitly stating the importance of this research to the field of educational technology and AI integration.

2) Maintain consistent verb forms when describing research objectives. Instead of mixing "examines" and "exploring," choose one approach.

3) Rewrite the research questions in interrogative form rather than as statements. 

4) Specify the exact number of participants rather than using the range "10-15 teachers." Since your Results section identifies 10 participants, state this precise number in the abstract for accuracy.

5) Structure the findings section to clearly correspond with each research question, ensuring that readers can easily identify how the results address the specific objectives of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but I have some concerns:

1) The study claims to use semi-structured interviews in the Research Design section but later describes using a Google Forms questionnaire with five open-ended questions in the Data Gathering Procedure.

2) Sample size discrepancy: The abstract mentions "10-15 teachers" while the Results section refers to 10 participants (P1-P10), but the exact sample size and selection criteria aren't clearly reported in the methodology.
The Data Analysis section states that respondents were anonymized as "R1-R10," but in the Results and Discussion section, participants are referenced as "P1-P10." This inconsistent coding system raises questions about data management and reporting accuracy.

3) The Theoretical Framework section introduces several theories (TAM, Diffusion of Innovations, TPACK, critical pedagogy) but doesn't consistently apply them in analyzing or interpreting the findings. While the manuscript mentions using Braun & Clarke's thematic analysis framework, it doesn't adequately describe the specific coding procedures, theme development process, or trustworthiness measures employed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, but there are several references cited in-text don't appear in the References list, raising questions about citation accuracy.

Ex:

He & Chung, 2024

YUMBUL & SULAK, 2024

Darmawan et al., 2024 

Zulkarnain & Yunus, 2023


	

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


	Yes, but I have some concerns:

1) The manuscript shifts between present and past tense inappropriately, particularly in the Methodology section where data collection procedures are described using both tenses (e.g., "The study employs" vs. "Data will be collected").

2) The paper uses varying terms for the same concepts (e.g., "AI tools," "AI-powered tools," "AI technologies") without establishing clear definitions or maintaining consistency.

3) Some paragraphs in the Results section are excessively long and contain multiple ideas that would benefit from separation for improved readability and logical flow.

4) The in-text citations show inconsistent formatting with parenthetical references sometimes containing page numbers and sometimes not, and occasional inconsistent use of "et al."
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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