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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 is highly important for the scientific community as it shows the nexus between teachers resilience and authentic leadership and how both determines the professional development of teachers. The study will be more impactful if it explores how both variables will affect quality education which is SDGs 4.
	




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 is clear. 
Overall, the title is rated 3

However, I strongly recommends the title below as this will be more impactful.


Teachers’ Resilience and Authentic Leadership as Determinants of Quality Education in Public Elementary and
Secondary Schools in Glan 1 District, Philippine

	


	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 failed to contextualize the problem. The author should be able to situate how inadequate teachers development and authentic leadership constitutes an educational challenge?

The abstract is rated 2

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. The keywords are appropriate and useful. 
Nonetheless, the author can consider the one below which is still tentative should the authors decide to change topic. 

Current keywords is rated 3.

Suggested keywords: Teachers resilience, authentic leadership, professional development, public education, your country can be included. 

	

	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 background information of the paper is not sufficient and needs some reworking. 

The author(s) should rewrite the first paragraph of the background to the study as follows: 

 Globally, inadequate professional development of teachers has persisted and continues to constitute a major cog towards the realization of educational objectives. For example, countries like Indonesia, Spain and New Zealand have  experienced limited access to sustained and structured professional learning opportunities within the education system, uneven participation in continuous training and inconsistent access to professional learning across schools. Also,  teachers report limited engagement in effective and structured professional learning programs (Salmerón Aroca et al., 2023; Rani et al., 2023, Hernández-Ramos & Martínez-Abad, 2023).

	

	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
	Yes. They were clearly stated. 

Rated 4
	

	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 literature review section failed to capture the various dimensions of debates about the phenomenon scrutinized. Current literature from 2024, 2025, 2026 should be included. 

Authors should engage and critique the literature and not just accept or dump everything. 

This session is rated 2


	

	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 research methodology  is excellent.  

Rated 4

Except for the research design. 

The author is advised to kindly consider using evaluation research design or a case study approach.
	

	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
	Yes.

Rated 5
	

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

Rated 4
	

	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


	Yes. 

Rated 4
	

	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
	Yes. The discussion indeed related findings to existing literature.

Rated 4

	

	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 conclusions is supported by the data and is rated 3
	

	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
	The limitations of the study was not properly articulated before giving directions to future studies.

The author should provide this section. 

Rated 2
	

	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
	Yes, the references relevant and sufficient in number.

Rated 4
	

	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
	Yes. The manuscript is written in a clear English. 

Rated 3
	




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.

	No.

The author should consider the below topic:  

Teachers’ Resilience and Authentic Leadership as Determinants of Quality Education in Public Elementary and
Secondary Schools in Glan 1 District, Philippine

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract is not comprehensive. It failed to capture the problem and how that problem justifies the current study. Nor was it able to unravel the gap in literature. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. It is scientifically correct. 
	

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

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

	Yes. The references are sufficient and recent.
	

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

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

	There are none ethical issues with the work. 
	




Reviewer details:

Emordi, Promise Jude, Nigeria
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