Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_151079

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Learning Against the Odds: Reading and Writing Challenges of Adult Learners in Levels One to Three in the Manyeleti Circuit, Mpumalanga Province, South Africa

	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.


	Thank you for the invitation to review this valuable study. The research on interconnected literacy challenges in the Manyeleti Circuit addresses a significant gap with clear practical implications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and descriptive. No changes needed.
	

	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 states "analysed documents such as lesson plans, assessment records, and policies," but the Findings section mentions reviewing "individual timetables" and "curriculum." Consider making the list of documents in the Abstract more comprehensive or generic.  
The abstract's findings are well-summarized but could briefly mention one of the key psychological factors (e.g., stigma/shame) identified, given its prominence in the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 There are some problems but after revision it maybe published if authors incorporate all suggestions 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	Language needs editing 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The numbering sequence is incorrect. I don’t know which  pattern authors have followed. Authors are requested to follow the pattern given below

1. Introduction 

2. Literature Review 

If there are sub section then given 2.1 ….. 2.2 

3. Methodology 

Sub section of methodology should be given like below 

3.1 

3.2 

4. Findings 

Sub sections should be 

4.1 

4.2 

5. Discussion 

5.1 Policy Implications 

6. Conclusion 

6.1 Limitations and Future Research 

This is basic and common pattern of research article but current papers is something which I have never seen before therefore authors are requested to avoid such experiments in scientific research and follow standard pattern. 

Introduction

1. in introduction section Several citations (e.g., Smith-Spark & Gordon, 2026; Malabar et al., 2025) are from future years, which is impossible. These must be corrected to the actual publication years.

 2. The introduction heavily emphasizes global and neurocognitive (e.g., dyslexia) challenges. While relevant, a quicker pivot to the specific rural South African context of the study would sharpen the focus.

Literature Review 

1. The Literature Review is well-structured by theme but reads as a series of separate summaries. Strengthen it by adding critical synthesis—how do these themes (socio-cultural, technological, etc.) potentially interact in a setting like Manyeleti?

2. The review cites general challenges in South Africa but lacks specific references to studies conducted in rural Mpumalanga or similar agrarian, low-resource circuits. Incorporating such literature would ground the study more firmly.

3. The Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) is introduced later. The Literature Review could foreshadow this by discussing concepts like self-efficacy and observational learning in the context of adult literacy

4. The Theoretical Framework (Section 5) is traditionally part of the Literature Review or positioned just before the Methodology. Placing it as a standalone section after the Literature Review and before Methodology is acceptable but less common. Consider integrating it into the Literature Review. Technically theoretical section should be sub section of literature review. 

5. Literature review section is Unclear, authors are suggested to please read some papers and see how literature review is written. Literature review sections should not be written in few lines or in brief paragraph. Rewrite this this section peroperly and professionally and also cite all claims and statements in this section. Furthermore 

Authors are suggested to cite these latest papers in Literature Review 

Study1:. Trust and attitude towards AI as pathways to creativity: a TAM Model study of EFL students’ digital literacy and AI acceptance. Humanit Soc Sci Commun (2025). https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-025-06362-x    

Study2: The Dual Forces of AI: How Generative AI and Perceived AI Dependency Influence Fear of Missing Out (FoMO) and EFL Students' Vocabulary.

Study3: Empowering creativity and engagement: The impact of generative artificial intelligence usage on Chines EFL students' language learning experience.

Study4: The impact of ESL teachers' emotional intelligence on ESL Students academic engagement, reading and writing proficiency: mediating role of ESL student’s motivation.

Methodology 

1. Sample Size Justification: The rationale for selecting exactly three educators and three learners needs strengthening. Discuss why this number was deemed sufficient for data saturation or in-depth case study analysis.

2. The criteria for purposively selecting the one centre out of six should be explicitly stated (e.g., typicality, accessibility, specific challenges).

3. The description of the semi-structured interviews is minimal. Include the duration, key question areas, and how the interview guides differed for learners vs. educators.

4. Document Analysis Process: The methodology states documents were "reviewed to give the background." Please detail the analytic process used for documents (e.g., content analysis) alongside the thematic analysis for interviews.

5. Ethical Considerations - Support: The provision for psychological support is commendable. Briefly note if this support was actually required and utilized during the study.

Findings 

1. Theme Naming Consistency: Some theme names in the Findings (e.g., "Educational Background," "Teachers' Training and Fear of Technology") do not directly match the broader themes used in the Discussion (e.g., "Socio-Cultural Factors," "Technological Barriers"). Align the naming for clarity.

2. Theme Overlap: There is apparent overlap between themes (e.g., "Financial Constraints" and "Lack of Teaching and Learning Materials"; "Weak Support Networks" and "Lack of Supportive Learning Environment"). Consider merging or more clearly differentiating these.

3. Data Presentation: The findings are presented clearly with good participant quotes. However, the "Document review showed..." statements are sometimes Unclear. Specify which documents provided that evidence.

4. Teacher as "Educator": The manuscript uses "adult educators" in the abstract and "teachers" interchangeably in the findings. Use one term consistently throughout.

Discussion

1. The Discussion does not explicitly link the findings back to the stated Theoretical Framework (Social Cognitive Theory). Use SCT to interpret the findings  how do the identified barriers impact self-efficacy, and how do poor mastery experiences and negative social persuasions (stigma) create a cycle?

2. The Discussion confirms existing literature but does not highlight if any finding was unexpected or contradictory to prior studies. Engaging with such points strengthens the analysis.
3. The Discussion treats the six themes as separate points. Emphasize their interconnectedness more robustly here, as mentioned in the Conclusion (e.g., how poverty → infrastructure → materials → anxiety → performance).
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