Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_150299

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Limited understanding of Intersen phase learners’ perceptions of critical thinking in primary schools in Makhutswe Circuit, Mopani West District, Limpopo, South Africa

	Type of the 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.


	This manuscript is quite good and addresses an important but under-studied topic in education: the perception and development of critical thinking skills among primary school students (grades 4-7) in South Africa, particularly in the Makhutswe school district in Limpopo province. This study provides insights into how learners and teachers understand and practice critical thinking in real classroom settings under resource-limited environments. Examining the integration of critical thinking into the curriculum and teaching methods yields valuable recommendations with significant implications for teacher training, curriculum design, and policy in similar contexts in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is problematic. Beginning with "limited understanding" creates ambiguity. It's unclear whether it refers to the learners' limited understanding of critical thinking or the researcher's limited understanding of the learners' perspectives. The wording sounds unnatural and may undermine the contribution of this research.
It might be below:

“Intersen Phase Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Thinking in Primary Schools in Limpopo, South Africa” or

“Intersen Phase Learners' Perceptions of Critical Thinking in Primary Schools: A Case Study from Makhutswe Circuit, Limpopo, South Africa” or

"Exploring Primary School Learners' Understanding of Critical Thinking: A Case Study from Makhutswe Circuit, South Africa."
	

	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 reasonably comprehensive but requires improvements. Specifically:

(a) The description of Critical Thinking Theory is confusing—the statement "content exists only in the mind, and the question driven thinking found in the textbook is a process that happens in the mind of the learners" is unclear and does not accurately represent established critical thinking theory. 

(b) Avoiding redundancy (e.g., "the research design of this study was a qualitative design" is repetitive).

(c) The abstract should include key findings and conclusions, which are currently missing.

(d) The abstract mentions 10 Intermediate Phase learners and 5 teachers but does not indicate the key results from these participants.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a scientific perspective, there are several important concerns in the original text:

(a) The Results and Discussion section is disproportionately brief compared to the extensive Literature Review—only five short subsections with limited direct quotes from participants.

(b) There is a section numbering error—two sections are labeled "5" (Results and Discussion, and Conclusion).

(c) The theoretical framework (Critical Thinking Theory) is not well integrated with the findings.

(d) The abstract mentions classroom observations as a data collection method, but the methodology section primarily discusses interviews—this inconsistency needs clarification.

(e) There is limited triangulation between learner and teacher responses in the analysis.

(f) No tables or figures are used to systematically present findings, which would strengthen the presentation of qualitative data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are inconsistencies that require attention: 

(a) "Benavides, Cleyssen & Ruíz, 2021" is cited in the text, but the reference list shows "Benavides & Ruíz, 2022"—this discrepancy must be resolved.

 (b) Some older foundational references (e.g., Gough, 1991; Kim, 2015) are not in the references list, their continued relevance should be verified.

 (c) The reference "Baehr (2015)" in the reference list appears to differ from "Baehr (2023)" cited in the text.
	

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


	The overall quality of the English is acceptable, but revisions are needed for greater clarity and conciseness. Specific problems include:

(a) Some sentences are overly long and complex, reducing readability (e.g., in the Introduction, ideas are repeated in slightly different forms).

(b) The Introduction contains repetitive content—critical thinking's importance is restated multiple times without adding new information.

(c) Some phrases are awkward, such as "Dysfunctional thinkers" in Section 3.1, which should likely be "Critical thinkers."

(d) Minor grammatical issues are present throughout (e.g., missing articles, subject-verb agreement). A thorough proofreading and editing pass is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The most significant concern is the imbalance between the extensive Literature Review and the thin Results section. The Literature Review spans multiple pages with comprehensive coverage, while the Results and Discussion present only five brief subsections with minimal participant quotes and limited analytical depth.

This imbalance diminishes the value of the study. Recommendations:

(a) Expand the Results section significantly with more participant quotes, thematic analysis, and interpretation.

(b) Include a table summarizing themes identified from learners and teachers.

(c) Better integrate the Critical Thinking Theory framework with the findings.

(d) Add a section comparing findings with existing literature.

(e) Correct the section numbering error.

(f) Clarify whether classroom observations were conducted and, if so, include those findings.
The major revisions are required before publication, primarily: (1) significantly expanding the Results and Discussion section with deeper analysis and more participant voices; (2) correcting the title to remove ambiguity; (3) resolving reference inconsistencies; (4) improving the abstract to include findings; (5) correcting section numbering; and (6) reducing repetition in the Introduction. The theoretical framework and literature review provide a solid foundation, but the empirical contribution needs strengthening.
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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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