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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 provides a timely and comprehensive synthesis of the evolving paradigm of "quality education" within the framework of Sustainable Development Goal 4 (SDG 4). It effectively moves beyond traditional quantitative metrics like enrollment rates to explore holistic dimensions including digital transformation, social-emotional learning, and sustainability. The integration of four distinct theoretical frameworks; Human Capital Theory, the Capability Approach, Constructivism, and Transformative Learning offer a robust analytical lens that bridges economic, humanistic, and pedagogical perspectives. This work is highly relevant to the scientific and policy-making communities as it problematizes the gap between global policy formulation and localized implementation, particularly in the face of the digital divide.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	5 (Clearly defines the scope: reconceptualization, trends, challenges, and policy ).

	

	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
	5 (Covers methodology, key trends, structural challenges, and recommendations ).

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5 (Includes critical terms like SDG 4, Digital Learning, and Reconceptualization ).

	

	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 (Strong conceptual foundation, though could further detail specific regional examples ).
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5 (Aims to identify trends and analyze them against theoretical and policy contexts ).

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5 (Deeply engaged with UNESCO, World Bank, and OECD reports as well as foundational scholars like Sen and Mezirow ).

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5 (Priority given to post-2015 publications to ensure contemporary relevance ).

	

	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 (Thematic analysis and secondary source selection are well-documented ).

	

	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
	5 (Critically evaluates the limitations of Human Capital Theory and the challenges of implementing Transformative Learning ).

	

	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 (Points to the policy-practice gap and the need for resilient systems ).

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5 (Directly stem from the analysis of trends and structural barriers ).

	

	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
	4 (Acknowledges reliance on secondary data and potential selection bias ).

	

	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
	5 (Uses authentic peer-reviewed journals and international organizational reports ).

	

	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
	5 (Professional, academic, and well-structured).

	





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. It accurately reflects the multidimensional nature of the study.



	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 YES. It provides a clear roadmap of the paper's arguments and findings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The qualitative, descriptive-analytical methodology is appropriate for a review article of this nature.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The inclusion of post-2015 sources and major global reports ensure the discussion is current.

	

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

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

	NO. The study uses secondary data and declares no human participation was involved.



	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The paper is of high quality and offers a sophisticated synthesis of educational trends. It is particularly strong in its theoretical triangulation. While it relies on secondary data, its analytical depth justifies its publication as a Review Article.


Recommendation: Minor Revision.
The paper is excellent. The "Minor Revision" recommendation is suggested only to encourage the author to perhaps include a brief table or infographic summarizing the "Policy-Practice Gap" in specific regions to further strengthen the "Contextual and Relational Dimensions" section.
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PART  3: 


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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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