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	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 a highly relevant and policy-significant issue: inequitable teacher allocation in remote sub-districts in Indonesia. The topic aligns well with education policy, public administration, spatial justice, and decentralization debates, and the use of a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) is appropriate for synthesizing fragmented evidence across disciplines and governance levels.

Strengths

· Clear policy relevance and strong contextual grounding in Indonesia

· Extensive literature coverage (national + international)

· Appropriate conceptual framing using Top-Down vs Bottom-Up implementation theory and spatial justice

· Rich discussion that goes beyond descriptive synthesis to policy implications

Key Areas for Improvement

· Methodological rigor of the SLR needs strengthening (PRISMA transparency, quality appraisal)

· Conceptual framework should be made more explicit and integrated

· Results and discussion occasionally blur together

· Academic English needs refinement for clarity, conciseness, and coherence

· Some redundancy and citation overload dilute analytical sharpness


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title clearly signals a focus on teacher allocation policy and appropriately situates the study within a specific geographic and administrative context, making it relevant for education policy and public administration audiences. It is suitable for a review article and reflects the manuscript’s emphasis on governance and equity concerns.
	

	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 well structured, following a logical flow from introduction and objectives to methods, results, and impact. It clearly establishes the policy context and analytical focus, while also identifying key findings and the manuscript’s intended contribution to policy development. Nevertheless, the methods section lacks sufficient detail regarding the search strategy, including databases used, PRISMA procedures, and inclusion logic, which are essential for transparency in a systematic review. The results are largely descriptive and could be strengthened by more analytical phrasing that highlights dominant patterns across studies. Furthermore, the “Impact” component reads more like a concluding statement rather than a concise summary of implications. To improve clarity and rigor, the abstract should explicitly mention the use of PRISMA, the publication timeframe, and the total number of included studies, and quantify findings where possible (e.g., “most studies report persistent inequality in teacher distribution”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The choice of a Systematic Literature Review is appropriate given the study’s objective to synthesize policy-related evidence across diverse contexts. The manuscript clearly explains the databases, keywords, and timeframe used, and the inclusion of both academic literature and policy documents is a notable strength that enhances policy relevance. However, there are important methodological concerns. Although PRISMA is mentioned, no flow diagram is provided, and the manuscript does not report the number of records identified, duplicates removed, or full-text exclusions with reasons. This omission represents a critical weakness for SLR credibility. It is strongly recommended that a PRISMA flowchart be added and that exact numbers be reported at each stage of the selection process. In addition, the review does not include any quality appraisal of the included studies, treating all sources as equally valid. Incorporating even a basic assessment of study relevance or methodological rigor would strengthen the analytical robustness. While thematic analysis is an appropriate synthesis technique, the manuscript does not explain how themes were derived or whether coding was iterative or theory-driven. A brief clarification of the coding process would improve methodological transparency. The discussion is the strongest section of the manuscript. It demonstrates a clear thematic structure, strong policy analysis, and effective integration of theoretical perspectives with empirical findings. The use of spatial justice and governance lenses is particularly well executed. Nevertheless, some content in this section reiterates factual findings that would be more appropriately located in the results section. The discussion should place greater emphasis on interpretation rather than repetition. The analysis of Top-Down versus Bottom-Up approaches remains largely descriptive and could be deepened through more explicit comparison, particularly by identifying the conditions under which each approach succeeds or fails. Framing the discussion in terms such as “under centralized conditions X, top-down approaches lead to…, whereas under decentralized constraints Y, bottom-up mechanisms fail because…” would enhance theoretical contribution. Furthermore, the manuscript could more explicitly position Indonesia within global debates on rural and remote teacher allocation, as comparative insights from contexts such as rural China or Sub-Saharan Africa are present but underutilized.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  Section numbering is inconsistent (e.g., missing Section 5)

  Some references contain DOI or URL formatting errors

  Minor typographical issues (capitalization, spacing)


	

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


	Overall, the language is understandable, but the manuscript would benefit from professional academic language editing. Sentences are often overly long, terminology is inconsistent (e.g., Civil Servant versus not Civil Servant), and some awkward phrasing reflects translation issues. Standardizing key terms throughout the manuscript would improve clarity and coherence. There are also technical issues related to formatting and consistency, including inconsistent section numbering, DOI and URL formatting errors in references, and minor typographical issues related to capitalization and spacing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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