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

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_157224

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Navigating Complexity: A Phenomenological Study of Science Teachers’ TPACK Challenges and Instructional Strategies

	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.
	This manuscript fills a crucial gap by providing evidence-based insights into TPACK implementation in resource-constrained, developing-world contexts—underrepresented in Western-dominated technology integration literature. It demonstrates that effective technology integration relies on pedagogical intentionality and institutional support rather than high-tech sophistication, challenging prevalent techno-centric assumptions. The study offers policymakers actionable evidence that infrastructure and funding disparities fundamentally shape teachers' technological capacity, emphasizing the need for systemic interventions beyond individual teacher training. Finally, the sophisticated mapping of challenges and strategies across TPACK domains refines the theoretical framework itself, establishing technology integration as a collaborative, practice-based endeavor with significant implications for professional development and institutional support in under-resourced educational settings globally.
	



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
	4 ; Title accurately reflects the study’s phenomenological approach and TPACK focus.
	

	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
	2 ;  Covers all necessary parts but lacks quantitative findings (number of themes identified) ; HOWEVER, it should be a continous paragraph not a sectioned/with breaks.
	

	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; Keywords are relevant but generic.
	

	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
	5 ; Strong contect on PH education policy.
	

	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
	5 ; Objectives are properly outlined
	

	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
	3 ; References span 2006-2024, showing reasonable currency. However, limited engagement with recent TPACK scholarship (post 2020)
	

	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
	5 ; Sample size is adequate ; Triangulation via document analysis and observation strengthens credibility.
	

	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
	5 ; Ethics approval from Bicol University.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 ; Themes for challenges, strategies, and TPACK alignment are clearly presented in the research work.
	

	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
	5 ; Tables and diagram mapping are well-formatted, relevant, and necessary.
	

	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
	5 ; Strong engagement with existing literature ; Interpretations grounded in theory.
	

	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
	5 ; Conclusions logically derived from findings ; well-articulated
	

	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
	2 ; No explicit limitations section
Recommend addressing : 1. Single municipality context, 2. Cross sectional design, 3. Potential researcher bias, 4. Generalizability constraints.
	

	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
	4 ; Adequate relevant references.
	

	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
	[bookmark: _GoBack]3 ; Generally clear but uneven. Some sentences are dense ; minor grammatical inconsistencies.
	



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 ; Title is descriptive and captures the study’s essence.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES ; Covers essential elements ; but needs to transform into continuos paragraph.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES ; Methodologically sound ; however, terminology inconsistency (phenomenologically vs. Descriptive qualitative) requires clarification.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

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

	NO
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