Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_139155

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	AI Literacy among Chinese Preschool Teachers: Empirical Status, Barriers, and Cultivation Strategies

	Type of the Article
	Original 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)
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	This abstract is comprehensive, covering the background, research objectives, methods, sample group, and key findings. However, the concluding portion “These findings contribute new evidence to the field, highlight the need for responsive policies, and offer actionable guidance toward advancing SDG4 for educational equity in the AI era. Future research should adopt longitudinal designs, expand sample diversity, and focus on evaluating classroom impacts of emerging AI technologies.” makes the abstract somewhat lengthy. This section may be more appropriately placed and expanded upon in the Conclusion of the article, rather than within the abstract itself.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Several aspects of this article remain unclear, as detailed below. 

1. This study presents an interesting and timely investigation into AI literacy among Chinese preschool teachers, focusing on the current status, challenges, and strategic approaches for promoting AI literacy—particularly among preservice teachers. The findings are structured around three core dimensions of AI literacy: knowledge, ability, and awareness. Table 2 provides insights into specific items categorized as strengths and weaknesses within these dimensions.
While the overall picture of AI literacy strengths and weaknesses is conveyed, the linkage between the research questions, the questionnaire items, and the reported findings remains insufficiently articulated. The following points are recommended for improvement:

· In the literature review, the authors should synthesize previous studies on AI literacy using the same three-dimensional framework (knowledge, ability, and awareness) to clearly align with the structure of their findings. Furthermore, in the methodology section, it would be beneficial to explain how the questionnaire was organized according to these dimensions—what the key question categories were within each, how many items were included in each dimension, and the total number of items overall. The response format (e.g., five-point Likert scale) should also be specified, along with a clear explanation of the score interpretation framework (e.g., what range represents high, medium, low, or below average levels).
· In Table 2, it is unclear why two items were selected to represent the strengths and weaknesses for each dimension. The authors should clarify whether this selection was based on item mean scores (e.g., the two highest and two lowest mean values for each dimension), and explicitly explain this criterion in the accompanying text above the table.
· In Table 3, the summary of group differences in AI literacy is presented. However, some interpretations might be misleading if they generalize across the whole sample rather than reporting subgroup differences. To better align with the data, the results should be reported by subgroup. For example: “There was a statistically significant difference in AI literacy across gender, with male participants scoring higher than female participants across all three dimensions.” Similarly, for educational level, it could be clarified that Welch’s ANOVA indicated significant differences (p < 0.001), with post hoc results showing that AI literacy scores followed the trend: Bachelor’s/Diploma > High school > Junior high, while postgraduate participants had the lowest average scores among all groups.
2. The authors utilized qualitative interview data to answer Research Question 2: What are the main challenges and root causes contributing to AI literacy deficiencies among this group, at policy, organizational, and individual levels? Table 4 presents these barriers across the three policy levels (macro, meso, and micro). However, the methodology section indicates that the interview guide was based on the three domains of the questionnaire (knowledge, ability, awareness), and focused on teachers’ experiences with AI integration.
It would strengthen the study if the qualitative data (Phase 2) were used not only to address Research Question 2 but also to elaborate on the findings from Table 2 and Table 3. For instance, the authors could highlight how barriers related to each AI literacy dimension (e.g., knowledge or awareness) manifest at the macro-level (policy system), and whether these qualitative insights corroborate or contextualize the quantitative results.
3. Regarding Research Question 3: What targeted and feasible strategies could be proposed for promoting AI literacy in the preschool education sector?, the authors present several strategies in the discussion section; however, no empirical data or direct evidence is shown to support these recommendations. Given that this is one of the core research questions, the authors should consider explicitly reporting how these strategies emerged—for example, whether they were derived from interview responses or document analysis—before moving to a broader discussion. This would strengthen the validity and transparency of the policy suggestions.
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