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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 manuscript contributes to the scientific community by offering an integrated perspective on artificial intelligence, teachers’ digital competence, and leadership, framing educational transformation as a socio-technical process informed by Sociotechnical Systems Theory. It also extends established frameworks such as TPACK into AI-driven contexts, providing a foundation for more coherent research, policy, and practice in digital education.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
	5
	





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, but it could be further improved by making it more specific (e.g., indicating that the study is a systematic review or highlighting the integrative nature of the framework) to enhance precision and scholarly impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is well-structured and captures the key elements of the study, including the purpose, main themes, and overall findings. However, it could be strengthened by briefly specifying the methodology in more precise terms (e.g., number of studies reviewed, analytical approach) and by clearly stating the unique contribution of the paper to enhance its completeness and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is. With some slight improvements
1.  Include the number of articles reviewed to improve transparency and replicability.
2. The paper is too descriptive and not sufficiently analytical or critical. Improve the analytical engagement.
3. Improve on the theoretical framework 
4. Your methodology doesn’t show how articles were filtered, exact search strings, article counts at each stage etc. I suggest that you use a PRISMA flow diagram. 
5. Strengthen the critical analysis by discussing conflicting findings, methodological limitations of reviewed studies, and theoretical implications. 
6. Explicitly link research gaps to specific findings or themes to guide future studies more clearly. 
7. Consider incorporating more high-impact, globally recognized studies within the 2015–2025 timeframe to enhance authority and recency. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (with minor improvement possible). 

What’s so special with (Kalogeratos et al.) in your references? you referred to lots of their contribution even where not necessary. This might be mistaken for trying to increase an author’s citation index unofficially. 
I suggest that you incorporating citations from authoritative sources, including OECD and UNESCO reports on AI in education, and high-impact journals such as Computers & Education, Educational Technology Research & Development, and British Journal of Educational Technology. This will help to improve diversity, credibility, and global relevance of the review.
	

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

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

	None suspected
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