

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Mathematics and Computer Science: Research Updates

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_6555

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Bridging Educational Inequity in Nepal through Explainable AI and Social Theory Integration

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter





Special note:

A research paper already published in a journal can be published as a Book Chapter in an expanded form with proper copyright approval. 
 (
Source Article: 
This chapter is an extended version of the article published by the same author(s) in the following journal. 
Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science
, 
18
(
10
): 
60-68
, 
2025
.
DOI: 10.9734/
ajrcos
/2025/v18i10764
 
)



	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.

	The selected text is a brilliant interdisciplinary model, encompassing Explainable Artificial Intelligence (XAI) with social theories, i.e., Sens Capability Approach and Bourdieus Cultural Capital Theory to address the problem of educational inequity in Nepal. It creates educational data science by means of machine learning intelligibility and surrounding social know-how. Developing countries find the policy-relevant findings and the practice decision-supporting tools which the study focuses on especially beneficial. It can potentially impact the policy makers, education data scientists and researchers in Sustainable Development Goal 4 (SDG 4).

	

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

	The title is thorough, pertinent and the key points of the manuscript-education, AI, and social theory integration are well represented.

	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is properly designed and gives a perfect understanding of the objectives, methods (mixed-methods design), and the expected results. Nevertheless, the author might want to add a bit of sample data (or future numerical data, should it be available) to the abstract to make it more data-oriented and restrict the conceptual and empirical aspects of the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes. The paper is conceptually sound and methodologically sound. Random Forest, XGBoost, and SHAP models are suitable to be integrated to achieve the set objectives. The connection with the theory of Sen and Bourdieu is logically elaborated and effectively suggested. The research, though still theoretical is based on valid scientific argument and practicality as the proposed framework shows.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the sources are sufficient, latest, and topical (2022-2025). The theory of integrating the literature on AI and sociological literature is a good idea.
Incidental recommendation: Incorporate one or two international comparative works on the topic of AI to include social inclusion in education to emphasize the environment worldwide.

	

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

	

Yes. The paper is well written, logical and stylistically acceptable. There are some small grammatical, stylistic corrections (using comma, division of the sections), which would allow to make it easier to read, yet the English is of good scholarly level, in general.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
· The conceptual framework (Fig. 1) is applicable but it could be enhanced with better labeling of the relationship between the "Capability Index" and SHAP outputs.
· The author might want to add limitations and scope paragraph to the conclusion to explain what the scope of current conceptual phase is.
· On the whole, it is a thought-provoking, highly-researched, and policy-relevant contribution that will be worth publication with a few changes.
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	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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