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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.


	This manuscript provides an exploration of the lived experiences of public elementary school teachers in upholding academic uprightness amidst systemic challenges. Its contribution is timely and significant, particularly in light of growing concerns about ethical education at foundational levels. By focusing on personal narratives through a phenomenological lens, it captures the complex interplay between institutional pressures, teacher agency, and character formation. The insights offered are valuable not only for the Philippine educational context but also for global discourses on academic integrity in basic education. The study’s alignment with SDGs 4 and 16 further elevates its relevance for educational policymakers and researchers alike.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is conceptually rich and contextually appropriate. However, for improved clarity and reader accessibility, consider the following alternative:

“Public Elementary School Teachers’ Perspectives on Upholding Academic Integrity: Unveiling Hidden Realities”

This revision preserves the original essence while enhancing academic readability and appeal.


	

	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 well-structured, summarizing the study's purpose, methodology, findings, and implications effectively. However, a few refinements are suggested:

· Include the specific research design (phenomenological) explicitly.

· The phrase "concealed veracity" could be replaced with a clearer expression like “underlying realities”.

· Mention of SDG alignment could be briefly noted in the implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust. The use of a qualitative phenomenological design is appropriate for the research questions posed. The methodology is well described, with a strong rationale for participant selection, data collection, and thematic analysis. The analysis is coherent, and the interpretation of themes is grounded in both participant narratives and literature. Citations are used judiciously to support findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are extensive and mostly up-to-date, with many sources from 2021–2025. However:

· Consider reducing repeated citations (e.g., Artyukhov 2024 appears twice).

· A few foundational references on phenomenology (e.g., van Manen, Moustakas) could be included to strengthen the methodological grounding.


	

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


	The language is generally scholarly and clear. Nevertheless, there are instances of:

· Redundancy (e.g., similar phrases repeated across paragraphs)

· Minor grammatical errors (e.g., inconsistent tense usage, missing articles)

· Overuse of certain terms (e.g., “academic uprightness” could be alternated with “academic integrity” or “ethical conduct” for variation)

A professional copyediting round is recommended for improved flow and polish.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The inclusion of SDG alignment adds global policy relevance—considers expanding on this in the conclusion.

 The figures referenced (e.g., Figures 1–3) should be properly labelled and formatted to meet publication standards.

 The "Role of the Researcher" section is thoughtful but can be tightened for conciseness.
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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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