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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 (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 offers a critical and timely intervention into the symbolic politics of academic nomenclature in Indian higher education. By interrogating the widespread use of the term “PG and Research Department,” it exposes how institutional language perpetuates epistemic hierarchies and marginalizes undergraduate education. The study bridges postcolonial theory, sociology of education, and discourse analysis, contributing to a deeper understanding of how academic identity is constructed and performed. Its findings have implications for policy reform, institutional equity, and the democratization of academic culture—making it a valuable resource for educators, administrators, and scholars alike.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is engaging and thematically relevant. However, it leans toward a rhetorical style that may obscure the manuscript’s scholarly depth. A more precise and academically resonant alternative could be:

“Symbolic Hierarchies and Institutional Identity: A Critical Analysis of ‘PG and Research’ Nomenclature in Indian Higher Education”


	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the manuscript’s core argument, methodology, theoretical framework, and implications. It clearly identifies the ideological critique of the “PG and Research Department” nomenclature and situates the issue within postcolonial and sociological discourse. However, a few enhancements could improve clarity and accessibility:

1. Briefly mention the sample size or scope of institutional analysis to ground the reader in the study’s empirical base.

2. Include a phrase indicating the relevance of the findings for policy or institutional reform.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. It employs qualitative interpretive methods, including critical discourse analysis and institutional ethnography, which are appropriate for the research questions posed. The use of triangulation, member-checking, and thematic coding adds credibility. The theoretical grounding in Bourdieu, Foucault, and postcolonial scholars is well-integrated and supports the analysis effectively
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are both sufficient and recent, with a strong mix of foundational texts (e.g., Bourdieu, Freire, Nandy) and contemporary scholarship (e.g., Menon 2021, Subramaniam 2020). The inclusion of policy documents like NEP 2020 and NAAC guidelines adds practical relevance.

1. Consider including more recent empirical studies on Indian higher education reforms post-NEP 2020.

2. A citation from current debates on undergraduate education quality or institutional branding in Indian academia (e.g., works by Pushkar or Ayyar) could enrich the policy critique.


	

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


	The manuscript’s language is scholarly, articulate, and well-suited for academic publication. The tone is analytical and precise, with effective use of disciplinary vocabulary. Minor suggestions could be made 
1. .Occasionally, sentences are dense with theoretical jargon—consider simplifying or breaking them up for readability.

2. nsure consistency in tense and voice, especially when transitioning between theoretical exposition and empirical findings


	

	Optional/General comments


	Areas for Minor Revision:

· The abstract could benefit from slightly more clarity and specificity.

· A few sentences in the main text may be simplified for better readability.

· Additional references from recent empirical studies could further strengthen the policy critique.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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