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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 manuscript is an interesting attempt to operationalise the relationships of language assessment literacy and three aspects of what is identified as Professional Capital Theory. The data provided by the employment of three research tools may serve as a good point of reference for forthcoming studies.    
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Perfectly suitable
	

	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.


	Generally, the abstract looks comprehensive with the exclusion of the formulation of the aim. 

This does not seem to be an aim: “Aims: Low language assessment literacy (LAL) remains a problem for many teachers. This study explores how assessment practices, collaborations, and autonomy influence LAL of language teachers”.
I wouldn’t recommend beginning either an abstract or a manuscript with indicating low/poor assessment literacy. Instead, something like: Assessment literacy of language teachers, which plays a crucial role in language education, has been criticized by many researchers for being lower than appropriate and thus hindering the implementation of quality assessments.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	As mentioned above, it is the instrumental part of the manuscript that is valuable. See above the comment about “low assessment literacy”.
1. Introduction: it begins with “low” that immediately arouses a protest from a teacher educator. 

This section fails to be coherent , as it shifts from European to Philline context and back. Is this study context-related or does it claim to generalize common tendencies? Please specify.
“Hence, this study was pursued” does  not look scholarly without some specification either. 

1.1. Research objectives are formulated as a list of infinitives. Wouldn’t it be better to formulate them as research questions? Or does this contradict the journal’s policy? Anyway, it is only reading the whole manuscript twice that has helped my understanding of the objectives. The question “WHY?” the research should be conducted is not clearly stated.

One more comment that seems relevant. The author intends “To determine the levels of assessment practices in terms of assessment as learning, assessment of learning, assessment to inform, assessment for learning; assessment collaborations in terms of dialogue, decision-making, actions, and evaluations; assessment autonomy in terms of general autonomy and curriculum autonomy; and language assessment literacy in terms of knowledge, and skills”. Each of the terms that I have italicized should be defined by the author. These are too diverse recent trends to be listed without any definitions.

I would recommend representing all aspects of 1.2. Theoretical Framework graphically.

2.1. This section mentions the approach adopted but does not highlight the stages of the research. Was it an intervention?

2.4 Research Instrument: This section provides references to the sources of the author’s inspiration which is nice and useful but ... It would be interesting to have a look at the instrument designed for this study. Otherwise, a reader should spend days 1) to find the sources referred to; 2) study them; 3) infer what the actual instrument is like. Without understanding this, the research lacks its other most important information – “HOW?”
I also felt the lack of the procedure description with the text of the manuscript. Have the participants been previously trained in LAL? If not, how can the author explain their high scores for assessment practices given the first word that struck me in the abstract was “low”? 

Without the information provided on the above, the Results and Discussion section written logically and precisely seems to be foreign to this manuscript. There are some remarks re this section, though.
Conclusion is so brief that it looks absolutely useless. My experience tells me that researchers very frequently look at this section to decide whether the paper is worth reading or not. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In my view, the references are recent but too scarce.
	

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


	When I started reviewing the paper, I though that the author had previously been recommended to shorten it as it seems incoherent in many places. However, the manuscript has not exceeded the word count, so it can and should be improved in terms of coherence. The choice of cohesive devices employed is rather limited, e.g., the author lists “secondly”, “next”, “furthermore” in the places where it is not about consequence of action as in a narrative. Please consider this to improve the text.
The term LAL has been introduced several times but the abbreviation was not used consistently.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript describes useful and meaningful application of research instruments. It lacks the description of theoretical grounding (see the comment about Objectives).  
In my view, the author needs more investment into the theoretical substantiation of the study.

Wishing success in doing so as the author seem to possess a good potential to realise.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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