Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Education, Society and Behavioural Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JESBS_148419

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Exploration of Soft Skills among Teacher Trainees in relation to their Teaching Adaptability

	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)



	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 addresses soft skills and teaching adaptability towards teachers, which is of deep concern along teacher training programs and policy (NEP 2020 context). The large sample (reported N=600) and the focus on several dimensions of soft skills provide ample empirical evidence on curriculum design and training interventions. Having the evidence in place showing a strong positive correlation between soft skills and teaching adaptability (r = . 752), the study could drive reform in teacher training curricula and provoke targeted development activities of soft skills during training. If methodological issues are redressed and reporting clarified, the study might become a relevant addition to the plethora of literature in educational and teacher professional development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is clear and accurately describes the focus.
	

	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 has information about objectives, design, location, sample size, instruments, and the main finding of r = . 752. The clarity and completeness could be improved by:

· Defining the final composition of the sample (male/female counts should match N; large discrepancy below).

· Reporting the reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s α) for both scales in the abstract (α = 0.84 and 0.79 are given in Methods).

· Mentioning briefly which statistical tests were largely used (t-test, Pearson correlation).

Author(s) should avoid not clear statements such as “close interdependency” give numeric summary (means ± SD, percent distribution) or keep concise


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In view of face/content validity via expert review and Cronbach's alpha (Soft Skills: α, 0.84; Adaptability: α, 0.79), both instruments are "self-developed" (17 items each). However, author(s) should::
-Provide in the appendix the full item list for both scales and description of scoring instructions.

-State Items generated, number of experts, and results of content validity (e.g., CVI).

-Conduct and report EFA or CFA to show dimensionality (especially soft skills, with six dimensions!). Cronbach's alpha is necessary, but is neither necessary nor sufficient.
The statement of the 10-point rating scale preference and determination of cut off for classification of low/average/highability requires justification (it was not evident from tables juxtaposing the sample means/standard deviations/)%).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references were vast however, they need to be beefed up with the introduction of more recent, peer-reviewed articles on teacher adaptability, soft skills in teacher education (last 5 years).
	

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


	Overall English is comprehensible but needs careful copy editing. There are numerous grammar slips, punctuation, awkward phrasing, and some redundancy (e.g., repeated description of soft skills). I recommend professional English editing or careful proofreading to fix grammatical errors and improve flow. Specific issues: inconsistent tense, run-on sentences in Introduction and Conclusion, and some unclear statements in Results
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Absence of an explicit statement regarding formal institutional ethics/IRB review and approval with an approval number. The authors indicate they have obtained permission from department heads and that participation was voluntary. Please provide formal approval from the institutional ethics committee as a part of the submission for publication.
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