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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 as it provides a comprehensive review of the role of vocational training in enhancing womens’s participation and success in the gig economy.
The study highlights the need for training programs that address both technical and no-technical skills, such as digital literacy, communication, and self management, to improve employability and income stability.
The findings of this study can inform policymakers, educators, and practitioners in developing effective vocational training programs that support women’s economic empowerment and promote gender equality in the gig economy.
Additionally, the study identifies areas for future research, such as exploring the impact of vocational training on women’s career advacement and well-being in the gig economy.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK12]4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK15][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK20]9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK24]11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK25][bookmark: OLE_LINK26]12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28]13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK29][bookmark: OLE_LINK30]14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	[bookmark: OLE_LINK31][bookmark: OLE_LINK32]Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The tittle of the article is suitable.
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK33][bookmark: OLE_LINK34]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract need some improvement, add specific findings or results, such as key outcomes of vocational training for women gig economy and implications for policy or practice
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK35][bookmark: OLE_LINK36]Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript scientifically is correct.
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK37][bookmark: OLE_LINK38]Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Suggestion adding studies form :
1. https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rjve20/current  
2. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/14682419 
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK39][bookmark: OLE_LINK40]Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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