Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Mathematics and Computer Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JAMCS_146885

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	STABILITY OF GENERALIZED QUADRATIC FUNCTIONAL EQUATION IN 2-BANACH SPACES

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Addresses stability in the less-studied context of 2-Banach spaces, extending classical quadratic functional equation stability results.
This paper presents a technically sound investigation into the Hyers-Ulam stability of a generalized quadratic functional equation in 2-Banach spaces.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is acceptable.
	

	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.


	Briefly state the techniques used, Add a sentence about how this work generalizes previous results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically correct in its core ideas, framework, and overall approach. The main theorems are very likely true. The core mathematical ideas are valid, and the results are almost certainly true under the stated conditions. However, a scientific paper's validity rests on the rigor of its proofs. The uniqueness arguments in Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 are incomplete and represent a failure to provide a full justification for the claims. Correct the typo in Theorem 2.1.

Crucially, fix the gaps in the uniqueness proofs for Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 by providing a rigorous argument that the final limit is indeed zero under the given assumptions.

Rephrase Definition 1.1 for clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient to understand the historical and immediate context of the paper, but they are not comprehensive.
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The most serious scientific issues are in the uniqueness proofs for the stability theorems. The arguments are incomplete and make an unjustified leap. Theorem 3.1, The proof concludes with the inequality and then states this tends to 0 as n → ∞. This is not guaranteed. Theorem 3.3, This theorem has the exact same flaw in its uniqueness proof.
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