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

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_156230

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Reconceptualising Quality Education in the 21st Century: Emerging Global Trends, Challenges and Policy Implications

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW 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.

	· Reconceptualizes quality education as a multidimensional and evolving concept.
· Integrates global trends, theory, and policy insights.
· Highlights key challenges like inequality and the digital divide.
· Offers practical recommendations for future education reforms.
	





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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, comprehensive, and accurately reflects the scope, themes, and academic focus of the paper.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The abstract is comprehensive, well-structured, and effectively summarizes the key objectives, methodology, major themes, and conclusions of the study.
	

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

The keywords are relevant, well-chosen, and effectively capture the core themes and scope of the study, enhancing its discoverability.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The background information is thorough, logically structured, and provides a strong foundation for understanding the study’s context and significance.
	

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

The objectives are clearly stated, well-defined, and aligned with the overall scope and purpose of the study.
	

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

The literature review is highly relevant, drawing on credible and recent sources that effectively support the study’s objectives and context.
	

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

The literature review includes several recent sources, though incorporating a few more up-to-date studies could further strengthen its 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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The literature search methodology is clearly explained, outlining data sources, selection criteria, and the analytical approach in a systematic and transparent manner.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The literature is critically analyzed with depth, integrating multiple perspectives and identifying key gaps, challenges, and implications.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The study effectively identifies key research gaps and outlines meaningful future directions, contributing to the advancement of the field.
	

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

The conclusions are logically derived from the analysis and are well-aligned with the objectives and findings of the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The paper clearly acknowledges and discusses its limitations, demonstrating transparency and strengthening the overall credibility of the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The references are of high quality, drawn from peer-reviewed and authoritative sources, ensuring strong academic credibility and reliability.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The manuscript is written in clear, coherent, and well-structured language, making it easy to understand and academically sound.
	





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

The title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key aspects of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate theoretical grounding, methodology, and analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor scope for improvement)

The references are sufficient and generally recent. However, including a few more very recent studies (last 2–3 years) could further strengthen the manuscript’s timeliness and relevance.
	

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

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

	NO

There are no evident ethical issues in the manuscript. The study is based on secondary data and follows appropriate academic and citation practices.
	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Recommendation: Accept with Minor Revision
The manuscript is of high quality with strong theoretical grounding, clear structure, and relevant analysis. Minor improvements in incorporating more recent literature could further enhance its impact.
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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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