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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 addresses a timely and under-researched area in the intersection of philosophical orientations and pedagogical practice in multicultural education contexts. By focusing on the influence of postmodern teaching beliefs on culturally responsive pedagogy among public elementary teachers in a specific Philippine district, the study contributes local empirical evidence to a global discourse on educational inclusivity. The use of a descriptive-correlational design with clearly operationalized constructs allows for a nuanced analysis of how innovation, reflection, pluralism, and criticism correlate with pedagogical practices that accommodate cultural diversity. These insights are especially valuable for teacher education, curriculum design, and policy-making aimed at improving educational equity in ethnically diverse rural settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and appropriate, though it could be streamlined for precision. A suggested revision:

"Postmodern Teaching Beliefs and Culturally Responsive Pedagogy Among Public Elementary Teachers in the Philippines"
This revision maintains the core themes while improving conciseness and international readability.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is informative and structured but would benefit from improved clarity and tighter phrasing. Consider the following changes:

· Remove unclear phrases like “very extensive levels” and replace with clearer language such as “high levels of engagement.”

· Replace “etc.” with a specific reference to the statistical methods used.

· Avoid recommendations in the abstract unless they are data-driven and succinct.

· Add 1-2 sentences summarizing the core quantitative result, such as the correlation coefficient and variance explained.

Here’s a rewritten version:

“This study investigates the relationship between teaching beliefs rooted in postmodernism and the practice of culturally responsive pedagogy among 200 public elementary school teachers in Baganga District, Philippines. Using descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation, and multiple regression analyses, the study found that beliefs related to innovation, reflection, pluralism, and criticism were positively and significantly associated with culturally responsive teaching practices. These findings suggest that postmodern teaching orientations can inform and enhance inclusive educational practices. Implications for professional development and curriculum design are discussed.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research is methodologically sound, with appropriate statistical techniques used to address the research questions. The use of validated instruments with high reliability scores (Cronbach’s alpha >= 0.90) strengthens the study’s internal consistency. The regression analysis is correctly applied and well interpreted, including reporting of beta weights and effect sizes. However, the paper would benefit from clarifying how multicollinearity among predictors was addressed. Additionally, while the analysis establishes associations, the language occasionally drifts toward causal interpretation. These should be corrected or qualified accordingly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites a robust and recent body of literature, including relevant sources from 2020 to 2025. The integration of international and local references strengthens the contextualization. However, the theoretical foundation would benefit from a more direct engagement with foundational texts on postmodern education theory, such as:

· Giroux, H. A. (1991). Postmodernism, feminism, and cultural politics: Redrawing educational boundaries.
· Lyotard, J.-F. (1984) [English edition, original French edition published in 1979]. The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge.
Including such citations, while not recent, adds perspective and would better situate the discussion of postmodern beliefs in the broader discourse on education philosophy.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is generally clear and readable, but the manuscript would benefit from stylistic tightening. Repetitions (e.g., “Baganga District, Division of Davao Oriental” appears excessively) and overly long sentences hinder flow. Phrasing such as “very extensive” is used repeatedly and could be replaced with terms like “high” or “strong.” Some terms (e.g., “informative expedient practices”) are unclear or misused and should be revised for precision. A professional language edit is recommended to ensure scholarly tone and clarity throughout.
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