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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 addresses an important issue in language education by examining how English speaking skills are promoted in upper primary classrooms within a rural Ugandan context. The study provides valuable empirical insights into the gap between teachers’ awareness of communicative language teaching approaches and their actual classroom implementation. By using qualitative methods, including interviews, classroom observations, and document analysis, the manuscript contributes contextualized evidence regarding the challenges teachers face when implementing learner-centred speaking activities. The findings have potential implications for teacher professional development, classroom practice, and educational policy, particularly in multilingual and resource-constrained settings.
	



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
	4= Good
	

	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= Good
	

	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= Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

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

	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


	  N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4= Good
	

	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
	1= Poor
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	



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 title is suitable because it clearly identifies the main focus of the study (teachers’ pedagogical practices), the target skill (English speaking skills), the educational level (upper primary classes), and the research context (Paidha Town Council, Zombo District). 

However, the wording could be made more concise and academically natural. The phrase “the English Speaking Skill” is somewhat awkward and would be better expressed as “English speaking skills” or “oral English proficiency.” 

Additionally, the title could highlight the qualitative nature of the study or the implementation focus more explicitly.

Suggested improvement:
"Exploring Teachers’ Pedagogical Practices for Enhancing English Speaking Skills in Upper Primary Classrooms in Paidha Town Council, Zombo District"

	

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

	YES (with minor improvements recommended).

Comment:
The abstract is comprehensive as it includes the purpose of the study, theoretical framework, research design, participants, data collection methods, main findings, and implications. It provides a clear overview of the manuscript and reflects the main focus of the research. 
However, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly stating the research gap or the specific contribution of the study. The methodological description should also be made more precise by clarifying the relationship between the number of interviewed participants and observed teachers.

Suggestion for improvement:
Add one or two sentences highlighting the gap addressed by the study and its contribution to understanding the challenges of implementing communicative English teaching practices in upper primary classrooms. Clarify the sampling and observation details for greater methodological transparency.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO (requires revision).

Suggestion for improvement:
The authors should strengthen the methodological description, clarify the qualitative research procedures, explain how credibility and reliability of the findings were ensured, and develop a stronger connection between the theoretical framework, findings, and discussion. The conclusions should also be more cautiously aligned with the scope of the data.

	

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

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

	No
Suggestion for improvement:
The authors should expand the reference base by including more recent empirical studies (particularly from the last 5–10 years) and internationally recognized theoretical works related to communicative language teaching, speaking development, teacher beliefs/practices, and multilingual classrooms. The literature review should also synthesize these sources more critically to establish a clearer research gap and contribution.

	

	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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Deniz Yalçınkaya, Selçuk University, Türkiye
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