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

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_157038

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Exploring Mathematical Epistemology of Grade 6 Students in Validating the Sum of Two Odd, Two Even, and Combination of Even and Odd Numbers

	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.
	This manuscript addresses an important and underexplored area in mathematics education, specifically students’ epistemological reasoning at the elementary level. By focusing on Grade 6 learners and their understanding of parity through exploratory tasks, the study contributes valuable insights into how mathematical reasoning develops from practical to formal epistemic stages. The research is significant because it highlights the capability of young learners to construct generalizations through pattern recognition and example-based reasoning. Additionally, the findings have strong pedagogical implications for designing inquiry-based mathematics instruction that promotes deeper conceptual understanding.

	



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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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



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 clear, specific and accurately reflects the scope and variables of the study.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO (Minor Revision Needed)
Suggestions:
· Reduce redundancy (e.g., repeated mention of “sum of two odd, two even…”). 
· Clearly state research gap. 
· Include explicit findings with quantitative indicators 
· Improve grammar and sentence flow. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (with minor concerns)
Suggestions:
· Strengthen theoretical alignment between epistemology and data interpretation. 
· Include explicit examples of students’ responses analysis (coding illustration). 
Clarify distinction between practical vs formal epistemic reasoning with sharper operational definitions
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (but needs improvement)
Suggestions:
· Include more recent (2022–2025) studies in Mathematics Education. 
· Add international comparative studies on epistemic reasoning. 

	

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

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

	No. Ethical standards are clearly addressed, including consent and confidentiality.

	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is suitable for publication with minor revisions. It makes a meaningful contribution to the field of mathematics education, particularly in understanding epistemic reasoning at the elementary level. The study offers valuable insights into how young learners engage with mathematical validation and pattern recognition.
However, further improvements are required in terms of language clarity, coherence, and conceptual precision. Strengthening these aspects will enhance the overall readability and scholarly rigor of the paper. Addressing these revisions will make the manuscript well-positioned for final acceptance.
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