
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Arts & Social Sciences

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJASS_157239

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Aesthetic Characteristics and Cultural Expression of Ceramic Calligraphy

	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.

	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific and artistic community by providing a systematic and integrative review of ceramic calligraphy, a field that has remained fragmented in prior research. By developing a coherent analytical framework linking aesthetic characteristics, cultural expression, and contemporary applications, the study advances theoretical understanding of ceramic calligraphy as a cross-media art form shaped by the interaction of material, technique, and cultural context.

Furthermore, the paper highlights the evolving role of ceramic calligraphy in cultural transmission, identity construction, and modern creative industries, thereby bridging traditional art studies with contemporary interdisciplinary perspectives. Its synthesis of historical development and current applications offers valuable insights for future empirical research, comparative cultural studies, and practical innovation in art, design, and cultural heritage preservation.
	





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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives 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?
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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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)


	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.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Consider to add these references in your paper to robust litterature review:
Sustainable development in Southeast Asia: The nexus of tourism, finance, and environment. Heliyon, 10(24). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e40829
Tourism, FDI, Renewable Energy, And Growth. Revista Turismo & Desenvolvimento, 48, 599–623. https://doi.org/10.34624/RTD.V48I0.34822
Activities of agricultural way of life – a key to attract tourist in agritourism, a study from Tra Que traditional village (Hoi An, Quang Nam, Viet Nam). Journal of Tourism History, 15(1), 65–83. https://doi.org/10.1080/1755182X.2023.2165727
Exploring the Level of Tourist Satisfaction in Agritourism: A Reflection of Tra Que Village, Vietnam. Journal of Gastronomy and Tourism, 5(2), 107–116. https://doi.org/10.3727/216929721X16105303036481

	

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

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

	YES
	



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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript provides a valuable and well-structured review of ceramic calligraphy; however, the language requires further polishing to improve grammatical accuracy, clarity, and academic tone.
While the paper successfully proposes a three-dimensional analytical framework, the theoretical contribution could be strengthened by more explicitly positioning the study within broader interdisciplinary literature (e.g., art theory, material culture, or visual studies).
The methodology section relies primarily on qualitative literature review; greater transparency regarding inclusion/exclusion criteria and database selection would enhance the rigor and reproducibility of the study.
The discussion would benefit from deeper critical analysis rather than descriptive synthesis, particularly in comparing different schools, regions, or historical periods of ceramic calligraphy.
Although the manuscript acknowledges research gaps, it could further develop concrete future research directions, especially in terms of quantitative methods or cross-cultural comparative studies.
Figures and tables are helpful, but some lack detailed captions, sources, or analytical integration into the main text.
Minor inconsistencies and typographical errors (e.g., spelling of “ceramic calligraphy”) should be carefully checked throughout the manuscript.
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