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	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 paper presents a study which has significance and relevance for pedagogic systems. The paper presents a study which is largely theoretical in that the study investigates the autonomy of teachers as a predictor of competence. There is a large volume of research into pedagogic systems but this aspect of the field is not one that has been extensively investigated. As such, there is a potential interesting contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title I descriptive and appropriate.
	

	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 adequate to summarise the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript fails to clearly articulate the research method (RM). Similarly, the results are not clearly presented. I have comments which are itemised in the Optional/General comments section. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	This study, and this paper, is not intended to be a systematic survey of the pedagogic field which is multi-factorial and multi-disciplinary. As such the referencing is adequate for the study and paper. 
	

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

	There is a need for careful proof checking of the English grammar c/s the semantics and syntax. It is recommended that the manuscript be proofed by a native English speaker conversant with scientific paper writing to ensure the correct semantic are retained.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I have comments:

1) The introduction requires complete revision:

a) Provide an Introduction setting out: (i) the background and motivation for the study), (ii) a brief overview of the study – avoid duplication, (iii) the claimed contribution in detail c/w all assumptions and limitations, and (iv) a brief overview of the results – avoid duplication.

b) Provide a literature review in a dedicated section (not in the introduction) where all the related research is considered and analysed c/w a summary of the conclusions drawn from the analysis.

c) The problem statement should be in a separate section (not a sub-section) where the problem being addressed is detailed.

2) I note from the manuscript that the data collection employed a questionnaire, I have questions which are not answered in the manuscript:

a) Surveys can be structured, semi-structured, and unstructured. Each approach requires a different method of preparation for both the interviewer and the interviewee. This is not suitably addressed in this paper.

b) In the case of a questionnaire the correct approach is to identify the potential respondents then before the questionnaire is finally distributed the draft questionnaire must be piloted which appears not to be the case in this study?

c) There must be provided a sample questionnaire showing the nature of the questions, for example are the questions text-based or does the  questionnaire employ a Likert scale approach (see: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cptl.2015.08.001).

d) The data analysis is not adequately described. For example, in the case of a Likert scale approach the data analysis will be different to a text-based approach where transcription will be required [a qualitative approach which is generally implemented with a conversion to a quantitative approach] whereas with a Likert scale approach the data analysis is quantitative.

e) In such a study the data analysis and presentation will employ not only the standard metrics but also bespoke methods of analysis and presentation using for example charts and graphs c/w tabular presentation. This is missing from this study and paper.

f) In summary, the RM data collection raises more questions than it provides concrete answers. The RM must be comprehensively introduced with examples of, for example, the questionnaire and the preparation. 

3) In all such studies there must be suitable consideration of two essential factors:

a) Practical managerial significance (PMS) c/w an illustrative scenario-based evaluation to demonstrate: (i) the utility of the proposal, and (ii) the ability to generalise to a range of domains and pedagogic systems.

b) In all such studies there will be open research questions (ORQ) derived from both the study and the related research considered. The ORQ must be detaild and discussed c/w information relating to potential directions for research. Such ORQ will address the multi-factorial and multi-disciplinary nature of pedagogic systems.

In summary, the paper presents a potentially interesting study. However, the manuscript needs major revision (see my Optionsl/General comments to the author) in a logical structure with a clear narrative flow. The revised structure must answer three essential questions: Why? (the motivation and background to the study), How? (the M&M c/w the RM, and What? (the results c/w conclusions drawn from the study. Once suitable revised in the form of a scientific paper the manuscript is potentially publishable. 

In conclusion I recommend that the author prepares the manuscript in the correct LaTeX journal template c/w a BibTex file – this will improve the presentation and this approach is preferred by the majority of journals.  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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