
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_157039

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	INFLUENCE OF PRINCIPAL NEGLECT AND TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON THE CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT OF TEACHERS IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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.
	Classroom management in early childhood education is a well-documented area of concern, yet most existing studies rely on qualitative approaches from Western contexts. This study contributes by providing quantitative evidence from a Philippine setting, specifically examining how principal support and teacher professional development relate to classroom management among kindergarten to Grade 3 teachers.
The use of multiple linear regression with three validated instruments allows for a comparison of the relative contributions of the two predictor variables, which adds methodological value to the body of literature on teacher effectiveness in early childhood settings.
The finding that teacher professional development, rather than principal support level, is the stronger predictor of classroom management has direct policy implications for DepEd divisions in the Philippines and similar education systems, particularly in directing resources toward targeted teacher training programs.
The application of Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory to the educational management context, specifically linking hygiene factors (principal support) and motivators (professional development) to classroom management as job performance, is a meaningful theoretical contribution that may encourage further theory-driven research in this field.
	



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
	The title accurately reflects the two predictors and the outcome variable and specifies the study population. A minor point: the phrase 'Principal Neglect' may carry a stronger negative connotation than the study's actual findings suggest, given that neglect was found to be very low among respondents. The authors may consider whether an alternative framing more closely matches the results.
	

	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
	The abstract conveys the design, sample, main findings, and one recommendation. However, it does not state the study locale, the specific period of the study, or the exact correlation values. The mention of '44% of the criterion's variance' in the abstract requires context, readers unfamiliar with the study will not know what criterion is being referenced without the R-squared value being explained. A brief revision to make the abstract self-contained would strengthen it.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords reflect the key concepts. However, 'Influence of principal neglect' is a phrase, not a keyword, and repeats the title structure. Standalone terms would index better. Suggested alternatives: 'principal neglect,' 'early childhood education teachers,' 'Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory.'
	

	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
	The introduction is logically organized from the global context down to the Philippine and local setting. The rationale for a quantitative study is clearly stated. The Significance of the Study section could be more specific, the reference to the institution's 'vision and mission' is institutional rather than scientific and may be removed or replaced with a broader policy-level significance statement.
	

	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
	The three objectives and five null hypotheses are clearly worded and logically structured. The hypotheses align directly with the objectives and with the statistical tests employed. One minor concern: Objective 1 describes the variables in detail but does not specify what 'describe' means statistically, mean and standard deviation are implied but not stated here.
	

	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
	The cited references are mostly from 2022 to 2025, which is recent. However, the literature review is not presented as a standalone section, references are woven into the introduction and discussion. There is no dedicated review of empirical studies on principal neglect specifically, or a clear synthesis of what previous studies found. The theoretical framework section is brief and would benefit from a more developed explanation of how Herzberg's two factors map onto the study's variables. Note: one reference, Montefrio-Farrol and Martir (2026), is dated 2026, this appears to be a forthcoming publication and should be verified or removed.
	

	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
	The diagnostic research design, total enumeration sampling, and use of multiple linear regression are appropriate given the research questions. Three validated instruments are used. However, several methodological details need attention. First, the abstract states 198 total enumerated samples with a 91% response rate, but the methodology section and all tables use N = 180, 91% of 198 is approximately 180, which is consistent, but this arithmetic should be stated explicitly in the paper rather than left to the reader. Second, the original sample figure of 198 is mentioned only in the abstract; the methods section should clarify this. Third, the conceptual framework figure is referenced (Figure 1) but the figure itself is missing from the extracted text,  it should be present and clearly legible.
	

	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
	Ethical clearance from the SMILE Ethics Board is noted, informed consent was obtained, and anonymity was maintained. This is adequately reported. The authors may consider adding the ethics reference number for traceability.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The descriptive and correlation results are clearly presented in Tables 1 and 2. Table 3, however, is impropely formatted, the regression table renders as single characters across multiple rows due to a formatting error in the manuscript. The actual values are readable in the prose (Beta = -0.016 for principal neglect, Beta = 0.740 for professional development, R² = 0.56), but the table itself needs to be corrected so the data are properly displayed. The summary of findings is helpful, though it restates the null hypotheses in their concluded form rather than summarizing findings in plain language.
	

	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
	Tables 1 and 2 are well-constructed and directly relevant. Table 3 is broken in the submitted file (see Item 9 comment). The conceptual framework figure (Figure 1) is referenced but not visible in the submitted document, this must be corrected. If the figure cannot be embedded properly, it should at least be described in words within the text.
	

	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
	The discussion is organized by finding and engages both supporting and contrasting literature for each result. The inclusion of a study that contradicts each main finding (e.g., Zhang et al., 2025 for the correlation, McChesney and Cross, 2023 for professional development, Markowitz and Seyarto, 2023 for the regression) demonstrates critical engagement. This is a strength of the manuscript.
	

	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
	The main conclusion, that teacher professional development is the significant individual predictor while principal neglect is not, is directly supported by the regression results. However, the conclusion section is very brief (two sentences) and does not elaborate on the practical meaning of the 56% explained variance, the implication of the negative correlation between principal neglect and classroom management, or the theoretical significance for Herzberg's model. These deserve more discussion.
	

	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
	Limitations are implied, the abstract mentions the remaining 44% unexplained variance and suggests qualitative designs for future research, and the recommendations section echoes this. However, there is no explicit 'Limitations' section or paragraph. Standard journal expectations require that limitations be stated directly: single district/locale, cross-sectional design, self-reported data, and the restricted range of principal neglect scores (all very low, which may have attenuated the regression coefficient) should all be acknowledged.
	

	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
	The reference list contains approximately 25 citations, which is minimal but not unreasonable for a focused quantitative study. Most references are from 2022–2025. Two concerns: (1) Montefrio-Farrol and Martir (2026) is dated in the future, it is either in press or the year is a typographical error; the authors must clarify. (2) The reference for Hair et al. is cited as (2019) in the methodology section but listed as Hair et al. (2022) in the references. This inconsistency must be corrected.
	

	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
	The language is generally clear and readable. A few phrases require attention: (a) 'the 0.000 contribution of teacher professional development' in the regression discussion appears to be a typographical error,  '0.000' should not modify 'contribution'; (b) the note under the correlation table says 'significant at the 0.05 level' but p-values are .000, which suggests significance at a much stricter level,  this language should be precise; (c) the introductory sentence of the Results section ('Included in this discussion are...') uses a passive construction that is slightly awkward. Overall, the writing is competent but would benefit from one round of careful proofreading.
	



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.
	YES, with a minor note. The title is informative and appropriately specific. However, 'Principal Neglect' as a standalone concept in the title may mislead readers into expecting high neglect levels, whereas the study's own data show very low principal neglect. The authors may consider: 'Influence of Principal Support and Teacher Professional Development on Classroom Management in Early Childhood Education' which reflects the operationalization more accurately, though the current title remains acceptable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The abstract is concise and covers the main points. Three additions would make it more complete: (1) state the study locale (Tagum City, Philippines); (2) include the R² value (0.56) rather than only referring to the remaining 44%; and (3) replace the unclear phrase 'partially supporting Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory' with a brief statement of what was and was not supported.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly yes. The statistical procedures are appropriate and correctly interpreted. However, two scientific concerns need attention:
1. The regression result for principal neglect shows Beta = -0.016 with p = 0.779, meaning it is not a significant predictor when both variables are in the model. However, the correlation analysis showed r = -0.381 (significant). This apparent suppressor effect is not discussed. The authors should briefly explain why principal neglect is significant in bivariate correlation but loses significance in the regression model when professional development is controlled.
2. The interpretation of Pearson r is based on Guilford (1956), which is outdated. Cohen (1988) is also cited but only for Beta coefficients. It would be more defensible to use a consistent and current standard for interpreting both r and Beta values.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly YES. References are current (2022–2025) and relevant. Two issues must be addressed: (1) Hair et al. is cited as (2019) in the text but listed as (2022) in the reference list, correct to one year throughout; (2) Montefrio-Farrol and Martir (2026) is a future-dated citation, the authors must confirm this is in press and note it as such, or correct the year.
	

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

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

	NO. The study obtained ethics board approval (SMILE Ethics Board), informed consent was secured from all participants, and anonymity was maintained. No ethical concerns are identified.
	



Reviewer details:

. Dwiniasih, Universitas Swadaya Gunung Jati, Indonesia
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