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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.


	· The study contributes to early childhood and gender education research by comparing Assamese- and English-medium preschool teachers’ knowledge. It aligns with NEP 2020 and SDG goals on gender equality. However, its contribution is primarily descriptive, with limited theoretical or empirical innovation. The lack of inferential analysis restricts its ability to advance theory or policy beyond contextual understanding.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The title is relevant but vague; “Medium-Based Approach” is unclear.
· Suggestion: “A Comparative Study of Assamese and English Medium Preschool Teachers’ Knowledge on Gender Education in Assam.”
	

	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 clearly presents aim, design, and results but lacks quantitative precision and specific findings.
· No mean, SD, or comparative results are reported, and the conclusion repeats general statements about inclusivity.
· Suggestion: Add data (e.g., “Assamese medium mean = 64.32; English medium = 63.7”) and concise implications.
	

	· Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The methodology (exploratory design, N=100, Cronbach’s α=0.701) is acceptable but limited.
· No inferential tests (t-test, ANOVA) to validate differences between groups. The sampling method (“multi-stage and complete enumeration”) is inconsistent.
· Suggestion: Conduct comparative statistical tests and discuss instrument validity beyond reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· References are current (many from 2022–2024) and relevant, but globally biased.
· Most citations (e.g., Benham, 2024; Machynska, 2024; Qiu & Yoke, 2024) are international, with few Indian empirical studies post-NEP 2020.
· Suggestion: Add Indian studies on gender sensitivity in teacher education.
	

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


	· Language is academically sound but verbose and repetitive.
· Suggestion: Edit for brevity and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Overall Strengths
· Focus on an under-researched region (Assam).

· Strong linkage to NEP 2020 and SDGs.

· Reliable instrument and ethical clarity.

· Key Weaknesses
· Purely descriptive analysis.

· Limited theoretical engagement.

· Redundant and lengthy writing.

· Lack of gender diversity among participants.
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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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