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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is an important topic, but the author should have clarified whether they are filling a gap in existing research in this field or simply replicating existing studies. I believe it would be helpful if the gap filled by the author were described using keywords from the literature review, the research examined, and aspects not found in those studies. Furthermore, the document does not show where and how the seven sources used were cited.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      2 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Are they B.Ed student and at the same time teachers or B.Ed. students and teachers, writer must make this issue clear.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Writer should add which method he/she used (qualitative or quantitative), the reliability score of the scale used, and clarify that how they developed the scale. In addition to this he/she need to explain how many students and how many teachers have attended the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Introduction and Significance of the Study: The introduction requires further development to clearly establish the rationale and the need for this research. Specifically, the geographical context (the country where the study was conducted) should be explicitly stated, supported by contemporary literature to emphasize the importance of the topic.
Problem Statement and Objectives: It is recommended to provide a comprehensive narrative for the statement of the problem before listing the research objectives. This will help the reader understand the underlying gap the study aims to bridge.
Hypotheses and Methodology: If the study exclusively utilizes null hypotheses, the justification for testing these specific differences should be clarified. Furthermore, considering the nature of the research, incorporating qualitative data could provide deeper insights that quantitative scales might overlook.
Methodological Details: Since the measurement instrument is researcher-developed, it is essential to provide comprehensive information regarding the scale's construction, item generation, and expert validation process to strengthen the methodological rigor. Moreover, the methodology section would benefit from more detail regarding the target population. There appears to be a contradiction between ensuring gender equality and the claim of random sampling that needs clarification. Please also include a demographic table, the software used for analysis, and the specific timeframe/setting of data collection.
Data Presentation: All sections and tables should be introduced with a brief transitional sentence rather than starting directly with the heading or the table. It is essential to report exact p-values for statistical significance. Additionally, the analysis in section 7.5 should explicitly state whether the data pertains to students or teachers to avoid ambiguity.
Reliability and Descriptive Statistics: Please provide a summary table of overall scores, including Cronbach’s Alpha for reliability, mean scores, and standard deviations.
Structural Organization: The numbering and flow of the results and discussion sections require revision. Section 7 could be reformatted as "7.1. Results" with subsequent sub-sections, followed by "7.2. Discussion." The discussion itself should be strengthened with more extensive references to existing literature.
Writing Style: For better readability and academic depth, I suggest expanding short paragraphs and ensuring a more cohesive flow throughout the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, I explained before but researcher only used 7 research and this is very low, with just one click and one keywords researcher could reach massive literature and use some of them in this research.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The researcher should concretize each stage of this research and make more use of the literature in each section of the research. 


	



Reviewer details:

Cengiz AGLAR, Sivas Cumhuriyet University, Turkiye
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