
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_156016

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	ATTITUDE TOWARDS TECHNOLOGY-ENABLED LEARNING AMONG THE ADULT STUDENTS OF NON-FORMAL EDUCATION

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic by examining adult learners’ attitudes toward technology-enabled learning within non-formal education settings. As digital transformation continues to reshape educational access and delivery, understanding how marginalized or non-traditional learners engage with technology is highly relevant to both researchers and policymakers. The study has the potential to contribute to the growing body of literature on digital inclusion, adult education, and technology adoption by highlighting the role of demographic factors such as age and mobile usage. However, to realize this potential, substantial improvements in methodological rigor, data consistency, and theoretical grounding are necessary.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	15. 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
	N/A
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract covers the basic elements of the study, but it is not fully comprehensive. It should present the research problem more clearly, report the major findings with greater precision, and briefly indicate the significance or contribution of the study. It would also benefit from clearer wording and a more concise academic structure.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript contains inconsistencies in data presentation, particularly between the tables and the corresponding textual descriptions, which raises concerns about the accuracy of the results. Additionally, the methodology lacks sufficient detail, especially regarding the development and validation of the measurement instrument. To improve scientific rigor, the authors should ensure data consistency, provide complete and transparent statistical reporting, and include evidence of the reliability and validity of the research instrument.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The references are not sufficient and lack consistency in quality and recency. Several sources are outdated, non-academic (e.g., websites, magazines), or incomplete in citation format, which weakens the scholarly foundation of the study. High-quality academic research requires references to demonstrate the depth, credibility, and context of the work .
Suggestion for improvement:
The authors should incorporate more recent (preferably within the last 5 years) peer-reviewed journal articles, especially from high-impact journals related to technology acceptance, adult education, and digital learning. Additionally, all references should follow a consistent citation style (e.g., APA) and include complete bibliographic information.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES
The manuscript does not provide any information regarding ethical considerations in the research process. Specifically, there is no mention of informed consent from participants, approval from an institutional ethics committee, or measures taken to ensure confidentiality and anonymity of respondents. Since the study involves human participants (adult learners), it is essential to explicitly state that ethical guidelines were followed.
Suggestion:
The authors should include a clear ethics statement indicating that participants gave informed consent, that their data were handled confidentially, and that the study was approved by a relevant institutional review board (IRB) or ethics committee.
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