Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_127408

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Paragraphing Strategies In Academic Writing: A Systematic Review Of Structured Approaches

	Type of the Article
	Review


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The area of the study captures the interests of many researchers as it deals with the basic ideas and insights of starting the arguments in research. This is very interesting and provides guidelines for the potential reviewers to review the publications. I like the way the article has been developed and the arguments have been provided although some of the claims require further evidence, with evidence of the earlier studies and the theoretical instances, especially in the earlier sections of the article.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is meaningful and convincing. It is suitable to be published in the journal.
	

	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 comprehensive though it is much longer. Here are a few suggestions and hints regarding its improvement:
Please mention how the 35 studies were selected too.

The sentence, It also paid particular... has not been made justifiably meaningful.

It would be clearer if the aims, study design, review process, methodology, results, and conclusions were stated more cohesively in the order suggested in the journal's template. 

Please condense the abstract to 300-350 words to follow the journal format.

In addition, is the student-level keyword of the paper?
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Yes, they are appropriate. However, the introduction section can be made a little longer and much more comprehensive as it incorporates the literature review of the article as per the article that has been developed.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The article is scientifically robust and well-developed. It is well-written and detailed. It could further be improved if the researchers address the concerns of the reviewers.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references cited are sufficient in the discussion section. However, some references can be added (cited) to the introduction and the methodology sections to justify the authenticity of the arguments.
Also, mention the DOI of the research of the articles in the references section.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language of the article is suitable and fits for the scholarly communications.

	

	Optional/General comments


	In addition to the above-mentioned comments; the authors can address the following concerns:
Introduction

Could you please set the territory of the study by citing a little bit of literature so that it would better establish the gap in the study and justify the rationale of the study?

Methodology

It is better if we mention what has been done in the study rather than the generic mention of what methodology is and what is described in the methodology

Could you please improve the second sentence of 2.3 the exclusion criteria?

Are you sure that the research questions are mentioned at the end of the methodology section? Mention if there is any reason for including them here.

In the discussion section make a clear distinction between students and researchers and maintain uniformity in writing (make it clear and straightforward).

In the conclusion section, mention the limitations ad implications of the study and recommendations the further studies.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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