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	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 makes a significant contribution to the intersection of educational technology, linguistic justice, and English language learning, particularly in under-researched Global South contexts. It critically interrogates the assumptions of EdTech as a democratizing force, bringing attention to structural inequalities exacerbated by socio-economic, linguistic, and technological divides. By incorporating perspectives from Freire, Dewey, Delpit, and others, and grounding the analysis in diverse case studies, it provides a nuanced, interdisciplinary framework for evaluating equity in digital English education. The paper will be valuable to scholars, policymakers, and practitioners seeking socially just and context-sensitive applications of technology in education.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is clear, thought-provoking, and well-aligned with the manuscript's critical stance on educational technology in English language learning.

Alternative suggestion (optional):

    “Between Access and Exclusion: Rethinking Educational Technology in Global English Language Learning”
	

	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 effectively outlines the article’s purpose, theoretical framework, methodology (case studies), and key findings.

Suggestions for improvement:

    Include a specific mention of geographic focus (India, Africa, Southeast Asia) earlier in the abstract.

    Consider shortening or simplifying some language for broader accessibility.

    Highlight 1–2 key outcomes or recommendations from the policy section to give the abstract more impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically and conceptually rigorous:

· It integrates critical educational theory with current EdTech discourse.

· It uses relevant data, case studies, and comparative analysis.

· The barriers to equity are logically structured and supported by well-cited literature.

· It maintains academic neutrality while advocating for justice-oriented solutions.
Minor suggestion:
· The manuscript could benefit from a small methods section (even for qualitative mapping), to clarify how case studies or sources were selected.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are both extensive and up-to-date (many from 2020–2024), including authoritative sources from UNESCO, UNICEF, World Bank, and key academic scholars.
Optional suggestions:
· Consider citing additional empirical studies from localized contexts (e.g., Nigeria, Bangladesh, Nepal) if available, to expand geographic diversity further.

	

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

	Yes, the manuscript is well-written, with a high standard of academic English. It demonstrates clarity, critical reflection, and precise terminology.
Minor areas for improvement:
· Some paragraphs are long and could benefit from strategic subheading breaks or internal summarization.

· A professional proofread could slightly enhance flow and ensure stylistic consistency (e.g., consistent use of terms like “EdTech” or “educational technology”).

	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is timely and addresses an important research-practice-policy gap.

· Its call for equity audits, localized content, and participatory design adds practical value to theoretical discourse.

· The comparative analysis of rural vs. urban, public vs. private, and low- vs. high-tech solutions is particularly insightful.

· Inclusion of policy recommendations elevates the manuscript’s relevance for practitioners and decision-makers.
• Originality and Relevance: The manuscript addresses a critically important and timely issue—the role of educational technology in equity-focused English language education, particularly in the Global South. It bridges theoretical insight with policy relevance and field-level examples.

• Scientific Rigor: The paper is well-researched, conceptually grounded, and supported by recent, diverse, and relevant references. It offers a balanced critique of digital inclusion and exclusion in educational contexts.

• Structure and Clarity: The writing is clear and articulate. The structure is logically organized, with rich content across all sections. However, a few paragraphs could benefit from more concise expression and clearer sub-sectioning to improve reader navigation.

• Recommendations and Impact: The paper offers strong, actionable policy recommendations and proposes innovative ideas like equity audits, which are a major strength.

•
Minor Revision Areas:

•
Slight trimming of overly long sections.

•
Minor proofreading for style and consistency.

•
Consider adding a short methodological note on how case studies were selected.
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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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