Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Mathematics 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJOM_154225

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Professional Correlates of AI-TPACK Levels Among Secondary Mathematics Teachers in Northern Samar, Philippines

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 study addresses a significant gap in educational technology research by applying the AI-TPACK paradigm in a global south context. This paper provides empirical data from the Philippines, illustrating how constrained resources and diverse professional backgrounds influence the utilization of AI. The findings demonstrating a negative correlation between teaching experience and AI proficiency are particularly beneficial for designing professional development programs that address specific requirements.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, I support the relevance of the title “Professional Correlates of AI-TPACK Levels Among Secondary Mathematics Teachers in Northern Samar, Philippines”. In this case, the variables and theoretical framework are clearly described in the title, and to put it more simply, the title is relevant to the purpose of the research.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is well-structured and comprehensive. It effectively covers the background, objective, methodology, key findings (statistical), and the conclusion. It provides a clear summary of the paper without being overly verbose.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound.

The use of a cross-sectional descriptive-correlational design is appropriate for the research questions. The sampling method and the sample size (N=215) are sufficient for the statistical analysis performed.

The authors rigorously established the validity and reliability of the AI-TPACK scale, reporting excellent Cronbach’s alpha values (>0.90), which adds credibility to the data.

The statistical tools used were correctly selected based on the nature of the data. The interpretation of the results aligns with the statistical outputs presented.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are admirable. The authors have included a significant number of very recent citations (2024 and 2025), which is essential given the rapidly evolving nature of AI technology. There is also a good balance between international literature and local Philippine studies, contextualizing the research well.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The tone is objective and academic. However, there are minor grammatical phrasing issues that should be polished during a final proofread, for example
· In the abstract, "shifting the status of quo" should be corrected to "shifting the status quo."

· Section 2.3 mentions "While in Part II..." which is a sentence fragment; it should be connected to the previous thought or rephrased.

· Section 3.1.2 refers to "wisdom of veteran practice," which is slightly poetic for a results section but acceptable.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The finding that years of teaching experience negatively correlates with AI-TPACK is a strong point of the paper. I suggest the authors expand slightly in the discussion on why the Master Teachers  might be lagging. Is it purely a generational digital divide, or is it a lack of specific training targeted at senior faculty?

· The study operationalizes "Access to AI technology" as a count of tools used. While this is a functional proxy, the authors might acknowledge in the limitations that "usage count" does not necessarily equate to "quality of access" e.g., internet speed, device capability.

· The conclusion mentions a "proposed AI Bootcamp." If this was not part of an intervention explicitly connected to this study, it might be better phrased as a recommendation for a bootcamp, rather than implying one is already proposed/planned, unless the authors clarify this context.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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