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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 presents a convincing introduction to microhistory as a methodological approach to studying the history of education "from below," linking social history, cultural history, and the historiography of education. It demonstrates the importance of studying marginalised voices and using unconventional sources of evidence, including personal correspondence, oral testimonies, and visual evidence, to examine educational practices and policies. The manuscript demonstrates how theoretical foundations converge with practical methodologies, giving scholars a solid foundation for studying neglected aspects of the history of education. Its interdisciplinary approach offers richness to the conversations by other disciplines, including anthropology, sociology, and cultural studies. This manuscript provides a prominent contribution to our academic community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
Yes, the title is suitable. It accurately reflects the content and focus of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	While the abstract is brief and concise, there are only a couple of minor tweaks that could better reflect the contributions of the manuscript and focus on the materials analysed. For example, it may state explicitly what kinds of documentary materials the authors discuss - autobiographies, visual evidence, oral histories, etc. Likewise, reporting one of two key findings or implications would make the abstract more enticing and informative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate. The author clearly understands the principles of microhistory, their origins, and their application to the history of education. The argument flows logically, uses appropriate references, and is consistent with accepted theories about historiography and other disciplines.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are thorough and include original works and recent scholarship. But the field of microhistory and digital humanities is constantly evolving, and could be improved by adding references that speak to what we know as "digital archives," "virtual ethnography," or using "computational methods" in historical research. For instance, David Armitage's The International Turn in Intellectual History and Franco Moretti's Distant Reading, could act as complementary works.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
Yes, the language and writing quality are suitable for scholarly communication. The text is clear, coherent, and grammatically correct. Some were rather long so they could be tweaked for readability, however, the manuscript is written to a high standard.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript meets its stated objectives with insights into microhistorical approaches to educational history. I do recommend including a brief case study/example early on in the introduction to draw readers in, to have them understand how the topic is relevant to them. I also commend the authors for constructing a conclusion that sums up the main points discussed; but again, I would suggest providing concrete examples of what future research directions can offer, to increase the conclusion's impact.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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