Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCOS_150184

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Machine learning for Hate Text Speech Detection: A comprehensive Review of Techniques, Dataset and Challenges

	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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it offers a comprehensive and up-to-date synthesis of machine learning approaches for hate text-speech detection, integrating insights on models, datasets, and persistent challenges within a single coherent framework. By systematically analyzing traditional, deep learning, and transformer-based techniques alongside dataset limitations such as bias, imbalance, and lack of multilingual coverage, the study clarifies why current systems still struggle with implicit and context-dependent hate speech. The review not only consolidates fragmented literature but also identifies critical research gaps and future directions, thereby serving as a valuable reference for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers. Overall, it contributes to advancing ethically grounded, robust, and socially responsible automated moderation systems for safer digital environments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Machine Learning for Hate Text Speech Detection: A Comprehensive Review of Techniques, Dataset and Challenges,” is largely suitable because it clearly reflects the scope, methodology, and review-based nature of the manuscript. However, it has minor grammatical and stylistic issues (e.g., “Text Speech” and the singular use of “Dataset”) that could be improved for clarity and academic precision.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive and well aligned with the scope of the manuscript. It clearly states the motivation, summarizes the evolution of machine learning techniques, identifies key dataset and modeling challenges, and points toward future research directions. Overall, it fulfills the core expectations of a review article abstract. However, a few targeted refinements would further strengthen its clarity, balance, and scholarly impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct in its treatment of machine learning–based hate speech detection. The concepts, terminology, and progression of methods—from traditional machine learning to deep learning and transformer-based architectures—are accurately described and consistent with the current state of research in NLP and content moderation. The discussion of datasets, annotation challenges, bias, class imbalance, and domain shift reflects well-established findings in the literature, and the conclusions drawn are supported by the reviewed studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are largely sufficient, relevant, and recent for a comprehensive review article. The bibliography demonstrates good coverage of foundational works as well as up-to-date studies (2022–2025), including surveys, benchmark datasets, transformer-based approaches, and ethical/fairness discussions. The inclusion of recent ACM, IEEE, Wiley, and arXiv survey papers indicates that the manuscript is well aligned with the current state of research.
	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the paper demonstrates a clear academic tone, appropriate terminology, and coherent structure expected of a review article. The arguments are understandable, logically sequenced, and supported by relevant citations, which makes the manuscript readable and credible for an academic audience.
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