Review Form (Research)

	Book Name:
	New Ideas Concerning Arts and Social Studies

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7708

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Influence of Instructional Strategies, Digital Competence, and Social Support on the Research Competence of Science Teachers

	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.
	The manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the scientific and educational research community by identifying key factors that influence the research competence of science teachers, namely instructional strategies, digital competence, and social support. Its findings provide empirical evidence supporting the significant role of these variables in enhancing teachers’ capacity to engage in research, thereby contributing to the advancement of evidence-based educational practices. Furthermore, the study extends the application of the Self-Determination Theory in the context of teacher research development and highlights social support as a critical predictor of research competence. The results offer practical insights for policymakers, educational leaders, and researchers seeking to strengthen research culture, professional development, and innovation within educational institutions.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
	

	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 research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	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
	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	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.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is generally adequate but not fully comprehensive by international journal standards. It contains the essential elements—background/problem, objective, methodology, major findings, and conclusion—but several areas could be strengthened to improve clarity, rigor, and publication quality.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Based on a review of the manuscript, the study appears to be scientifically sound in terms of its overall research framework, alignment of objectives, use of established theoretical foundations, and application of appropriate quantitative methods such as correlation and multiple regression analyses. The variables are clearly defined, the instruments were adapted from previously published studies, and the findings are generally consistent with existing literature on teacher development, digital competence, and social support. However, there are several areas that would benefit from further refinement, including improving the precision of some methodological descriptions, ensuring consistency in the reporting and interpretation of statistical results, and strengthening the discussion of limitations and potential sources of bias. While these issues do not invalidate the study's findings, addressing them would enhance the rigor, credibility, and overall scientific quality of the manuscript, making it more suitable for publication in a peer-reviewed academic journal.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Several references appear to be drawn predominantly from regional or education-focused journals, and the manuscript would benefit from incorporating more high-impact international sources, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses to strengthen its scholarly depth and global relevance. Additionally, some references require careful verification to ensure their accuracy, accessibility, and consistency with the claims they support.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	A few concerns deserve attention. First, the methodology is written largely in the future tense ("will obtain informed consent," "will be maintained"), even though the manuscript reports completed results. This creates uncertainty regarding whether the ethical procedures were actually implemented or merely planned.
There is no mention of approval from an Institutional Research Ethics Committee (REC), Institutional Review Board (IRB), or equivalent ethics review body.

Additionally, because the respondents were teachers within a specific school division, the authors should clarify how they ensured that participation was genuinely voluntary and free from perceived administrative pressure.
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