
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research and Review in Agriculture

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRRA_2818

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDE AND READINESS FOR ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE APPLICATION IN LIVESTOCK FARMING INSTRUCTION AMONG AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE TEACHERS IN DELTA STATE

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study




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 addresses a relevant and emerging issue in agricultural education: teachers' preparedness to use artificial intelligence in livestock-farming instruction. The subject is timely because AI is increasingly being discussed in precision livestock production, animal health monitoring, data interpretation, and agricultural education. The focus on Agricultural Science teachers in Delta State gives the study a useful geographical and educational context, and the attempt to examine knowledge, attitude and readiness together is potentially valuable for teacher professional development.
However, the contribution in its present form is weakened by several methodological and analytical shortcomings. Most importantly, the manuscript does not adequately distinguish knowledge, perceived knowledge, attitude, readiness, confidence and actual ability. In addition, a number of important statements in the Results and Discussion sections do not correspond to the numerical results in the tables. These are not merely editorial issues; they affect the credibility and interpretation of the study.
The manuscript therefore has potential, but it requires major revision, particularly in the areas of instrument development, construct validity, statistical interpretation, consistency of reporting, and the distinction between what the data actually establish and what the authors infer from them.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	



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, with revision recommended.

The title communicates the three principal constructs and the population, but the phrase “Knowledge, Attitude and Readiness for Artificial Intelligence Application” is grammatically awkward.

A more precise title could be:

“Knowledge, Attitudes and Readiness of Agricultural Science Teachers for AI Applications in Livestock Farming Instruction in Delta State, Nigeria”
	

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

	The abstract is structurally complete, but several statements require reconsideration.

The abstract states:

“The results revealed moderate levels of teachers' knowledge … positive attitudes … and low readiness…”

This broad summary is plausible from the reported findings, but the manuscript needs to establish exactly how the overall category “moderate knowledge” and “low readiness” was derived. The methods only state a 3.00 item-level cut-off; no explicit criterion for an overall composite classification is presented.

More importantly, the abstract states:

“The findings of this study showed that agricultural science teachers are ready and willing to embrace AI…”

This sits uneasily beside the earlier statement that readiness is low. Positive attitude is not equivalent to readiness. The paper should distinguish:

positive disposition toward AI ≠ practical readiness to implement AI.
That distinction is actually one of the more interesting findings of the paper and should be made explicit rather than using “ready and willing” together.

The abstract should also state that knowledge, attitude and readiness were measured through self-reported questionnaire responses, because a reader could otherwise interpret “knowledge” as objectively tested knowledge.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, a major revision required.

Study setting and population inconsistency
Sampling procedure and sample-size justification
Instrument validity and reliability
Operational definition of knowledge, attitude and readiness
Justification of the 3.00 cut-off
Serious inconsistency in Table 5 and its interpretation
Mismatch between item-wise and overall readiness conclusions
Incorrect interpretation of standard deviation as correlation
Statistical assumptions for the t-test not reported
Incorrect hypothesis numbering
Incomplete statistical reporting
Overinterpretation of non-significant findings
Discussion extending beyond variables actually measured
Need to distinguish perceived knowledge from actual knowledge
Limited justification that the instrument specifically measures AI in livestock instruction
Conclusion not fully aligned with the reported data
Limited generalizability of findings
	

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

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

	The bibliography contains a healthy number of recent references, including several from 2024–2026. However, relevance and source quality should be checked more carefully.

some references are used as generic support for claims that would ideally be supported by literature specifically dealing with:

AI literacy among teachers;
teacher AI readiness;
agricultural education;
precision livestock farming;
digital competence;
technology acceptance;
professional development.

The authors should also check bibliographic consistency. For example, “Rian Novita” is formatted differently from the other author entries, and some journal/reference details should be standardized
	

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

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

	Yes — reporting is incomplete, rather than a clear ethical violation.

No statement of ethical approval/clearance
No information on informed consent from participating teachers
No statement regarding voluntary participation and the right to withdraw
Confidentiality/anonymity of respondents is not addressed
Permission from schools/educational authorities for data collection is not reported
The authors should add an Ethics Statement explaining these procedures before publication.
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