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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 paper assumes relevance in the academic calendar as it gives an overall synthesis of India’s National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 and challenges its national and global dimensions. Through combining empirical findings, policy analyses and international perspectives, it provides useful knowledge on how large-scale education reforms can achieve modernization without sacrificing equity and inclusivity. 

The work speaks to both opportunities and dangers, with evidence-based recommendations that can be useful to policy makers, researchers, and practitioners outside of India. The comparative focus as well as international relevance of the findings that it contributes, feeding to broader discussion on education policy, governance and transnationalisation make it a valuable addition to the growing body of global knowledge base.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Modernization of India’s Education Policy and Its Global Impact”, is clear and descriptive.
	

	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.


	Areas for improvement:

· Clarity of aim/purpose- Abstract currently mixes between background and aim. And single clear sentence, This paper intends to evaluate the economic agenda of NEP 2020 and its internal and external consequences.”

· Methods description: At the moment this is “thematic synthesis approach” which will require a bit more as to how did look through the articles in order to find statements for a successful analysis of permitting/prescribing/initiating.

· Key findings: There are "findings" but can be more sharp. Instead of mid-length phrasing, such as “advances important global-convergent trends,” feature “The policy advances global trends in digitalization and internationalization but risks exacerbating inequity, uneven readiness and fiscal strain.’”

· Conclusion: the abstract to end with what is important for the field. mention somewhere very clearly in the paper that it provides “comparative lessons on behalf of other developing countries going through large-scale education reform.”

Length


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The review is a scientifically-informed one as it articulates unambiguously the objectives; uses thematic synthesis of recent literature and presents NEP-2020s key reforms and implications on teacher education, higher education governance, curriculum/assessment, digitalization, inclusion and internationalization accurately. The discourse is balanced (opportunities versus risks) and finishes with practical, evidence-based proposals.

That said, here are a couple of things that could improve scientific rigor:

· Methods transparency: briefly include search sources, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and how studies were evaluated/synthesized (if only narratively) to enhance reproducibility.

· Clarity around claims: in identifying effects you’re considering (e.g., risks of equity, shifts in mobility), ground with one or two specific data points or direction types for these types of effects; avoid generic phrasing a la “might reshape” without pointing to specifics within findings already mentioned in the text.

· Source calibration: separate sharply peer-reviewed evidence versus official policy documents/commentaries; media/govt commentary should be presented similarly and not weighed as empirically grounded research.

· Scope boundaries & limitations: one-tight paragraph on the limits of our work (English-language bias, India-specific generalizability, uneven evidence in some areas like automated assessment) and possible publication-year gaps.

· Consistency of terms: homogenize recurring specific terminology (e.g., “internationalization,” “ABC” or “equity by design”) and introduce the acronyms only once throughout the document.

Make those changes (mostly editorial/methodological clarifications), then that will leave the paper's scientific accuracy and credibility solid for peer review.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in your paper are OK and mostly updated. A number of them are centered around 2020–2025, this means perfect match with the release of NEP 2020 and its following analysis. They also straddle different points of view: government documents to World Bank reports, empirical studies to peer-reviewed articles. This range is suitable for a review article.


	

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


	Yes, the English quality of manuscript is suitable for publication for scientific communication. The writing is clear, formal and follows academic conventions. Sentences are generally well formed, language is pertinent and the tone objective. It sounds as if the authors wrote it for an international academic audience, drawing on research to temper its claims.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is a well timed and detailed critique of India’s NEP 2020, focusing on its modernization agenda, equity challenges, and global dimensions. It is well written, makes use of the most recent literature and offers sound analysis with sensible suggestions. Slight improvements for the sake of brevity, methodological transparency, and comparative points of reference would enhance its contribution to scholarship. It is the latter which is such an important and timely contribution to the study of education policy." --Anne West, LSE Review of Books Overall, a useful text in this current climate.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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