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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.
	The manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to the algebraic study of non-classical structures by systematically developing the theory of q-generalized associative algebras and their connections with anti-associative and Mock-Lie frameworks. The introduction of double constructions of anti-Frobenius algebras provides a unifying perspective that extends existing algebraic theory in a technically rigorous manner. Furthermore, the establishment of equivalence between matched pairs, double constructions, and antisymmetric infinitesimal anti-bialgebras reflects a strong conceptual advancement. These results are expected to stimulate further research in algebraic structures, operad theory, and deformation theory, thereby holding notable relevance for the mathematical community.
	





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
	4 - The title accurately reflects the core content, though capitalization consistency (“anti-Bialgebras”) may be refined.
	

	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 - The abstract summarizes the scope effectively but could briefly highlight key results more explicitly.
	

	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 - Keywords are relevant but may benefit from inclusion of “q-generalized algebras” and “matched pairs.”
	

	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 - Well-structured introduction with appropriate historical context (Okubo, Markl, Bai, etc.).
	

	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 - Objectives are implicit; a concise statement of aims would improve clarity.
	

	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 - Relevant but somewhat limited; recent developments could be incorporated.
	

	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
	5 - Mathematically rigorous with logically structured definitions, lemmas, and proofs.
	

	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
	Not applicable for theoretical mathematics.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Results are clearly derived, though interpretative remarks could be expanded.
	

	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


	Not applicable; theoretical exposition does not require them.
	

	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
	3 - Comparative section exists but could engage more deeply with prior literature.
	

	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 - Conclusions are valid but could be more explicitly synthesized.
	

	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
	2 - No explicit discussion of limitations or scope constraints.
	

	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
	3 - Adequate but limited in breadth and recency.
	

	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
	4 - Generally clear, though minor grammatical and typographical improvements are needed.
	




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, though minor stylistic refinement is recommended:
Suggested: “Anti-Frobenius Algebras and Anti-Bialgebras”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but it would benefit from explicitly stating the main theorem or key equivalence result to enhance impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, the manuscript demonstrates strong mathematical rigor, particularly in the development of bimodule structures, matched pairs, and equivalence theorems linking algebraic constructions.
	

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

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

	NO
Suggestions:
Include more recent work (post-2020) on: 
· Non-associative algebra structures 
· Operad theory developments 
· Bialgebra generalizations 
· Expand references related to deformation theory and applications.

	 

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

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

	NO
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents mathematically sound and original contributions; however, it would benefit from moderate revision, particularly in strengthening the literature review, clarifying objectives, and improving exposition. The work is suitable for publication after revision.
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