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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 manuscript is essential to the scientific community as it has raised an important issue (teaching early childhood children in a low resource context), particularly common to the developing nations. Thus,   other early childhood education teachers who are in a similar context to the Philipino can get insight from this manuscript and can adapt their own way to manage their teaching learning process. Understanding teachers’ shared experiences with challenges like limited materials and support.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The Art of Possible: On-the-Ground Journeys of Early Childhood Teachers Finding Ways to Learn with Limited Resources

To be honest the title is very unfriendly to the reader. So,  I suggest the research title to be re-written as: 

· The Lived Experiences of Early Childhood Teachers in Teaching Children with Limited Resources in Tagum City : The art of  possible  
· If the title is stated in this way, it goes with the design the researcher employed (phenomenological design)

	

	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 didn’t address research design, sampling method/s, data collection instrument/s. So, it should address at least these aspects in an efficient manner. 
Through in-depth interviews and thematic analysis, four key themes emerged.  This part of the abstract should be re-written.  It should be re-written as: data were collected using in-depth interview and the collected data were analyzed thematically. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript didn’t address how to select the six participants rather it simply says by using purposive sampling method, 3 teachers were chosen from a larger southern school, and the other three from remote schools to capture diverse challenges.  So, the exclusion and inclusion criteria were not addressed.  And, again why six teachers only were included in study? Why not five, seven, eight etc.?  In qualitative study, it is data saturation can determine the number of participants to be involved in the research.  So, it is difficult to replicate the study unless the method section is robust and reliable.
 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are suffice to the purpose
	

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


	Even if the language is not bad. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Abstract should be comprehensive
· In-text citation is inconsistent throughout the manuscript, this has to be corrected

· Reference style should be consistent.
· Method, particularly, sampling should be clear for the scientific community, in case if there is a need to replicate. 
· Again it is not clear whether the findings are objective based ( as objectives are not stated in the paragraph or in a separate heading or subheading. So, it is difficult to evaluate the finding are adequate or not. The findings should be evaluated against the stated objectives but in this manuscript that part is lacking.
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