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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 addresses a fundamental but less explored problem of Open and Distance Learning (ODL) in Sri Lankan higher education. It mainly focuses on the limitations that hinder students from participating in interactive learning activities. By making participation barriers the primary focus, it can serve as an essential instrument for improving program quality, learner engagement, and even progression or completion rates in similar ODL contexts in the Global South. The research offers highly local insights that can influence international discussions on the education of the few in the most deprived areas, effectiveness, and learner support in distance and online education. However, the absence of stronger theoretical foundations and methodological rigor in the paper makes it quite difficult for the study to be recognized as a significant contribution to that discourse.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of this paper is conceptually related to the research, but is overly lengthy and linguistically complex. Consequently, its communicative and discoverability aspects are weakened. A shorter version would make it easier to discern the work's main idea. It was the focus of the study on participation barriers and the empirical setting (ODL teacher education in Sri Lanka). We suggest the following alternative wording: "Barriers to Student Participation in Interactive Learning: A Study of an ODL Teacher Education Program in Sri Lanka." Although concise, it precisely conveys the phenomenon, the population, and the context.
	

	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 of this article conveys the study's purpose. It also conveys the orientation of its methodology, key findings, and general suggestions. Still, it is somewhat unclear and not quite transparent. It is advisable to explicitly state the research design (e.g., descriptive survey). To emphasize and identify the primary data collection instrument (an online questionnaire). To characterize the key demographic features of the 96 participants to situate the sample. The abstract should also mention the primary analytical methodologies employed in the research. It can clearly and simply classify data applications as quantitative (e.g., descriptive statistics) or qualitative (e.g., content or thematic analysis). At present, the reference to “content analysis” in a largely survey-based study is ambiguous and lacks clarity. The general sentence on the significance of ODL research is overly broad. It could be removed to maintain a more focused discussion of this study's specific contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a legitimate and practically significant problem, but several methodological weaknesses presently compromise its scientific robustness. First, there is an apparent contradiction in the description of the sampling strategy: the simultaneous invocation of "simple random sampling" and "convenience sampling" is conceptually inconsistent and must be resolved through a precise, justified account of how participants were actually selected. Secondly, designating "content analysis" as the primary analytical approach for primarily structured survey data is methodologically inconsistent. Indeed, the standard descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, and, where relevant, cross-tabulations) are more suitable for closed-ended items. In comparison, content or thematic analysis should be used only for open-ended responses. The mixing of these methods minimizes the transparency and credibility of the resulting findings. Third, the results section appears to include figures that are not present in the manuscript file. The discussion relies largely on descriptive percentages. They have used without employing inferential statistics to evaluate the significance or strength of the observed relationships. Thus, it limits the extent of the interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is a notable paucity of literature that explicitly addresses ODL and online or blended learning in Sri Lanka and the wider South Asian region. Despite the availability of studies on Sri Lankan distance and blended higher education, the work could be anchored more firmly in its local context. The manuscript's theoretical framing is also underdeveloped: while Moore's interaction theory is mentioned, other influential frameworks for student engagement in distance education, such as Anderson's Interaction Equivalency Theorem and the Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework. They are primarily absent and should be considered to strengthen the conceptual lens on interaction and participation. In addition, there are multiple citation reference mismatches, including in-text citations that lack corresponding reference-list entries. At least one reference has an implausible future publication year. These technical errors undermine the manuscript's scholarly reliability and thus require systematic correction.
	

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


	The overall language is intelligible. Despite the effort, the text has not met the expected academic article standards for style and grammar. It is replete with awkward phrases and grammatical errors, including subject-verb inconsistencies and non-idiomatic structures. This is obviously a huge negative factor for the text's clarity and academic tone. Tense usage is inconsistent, especially in the methodology section, where shifts between past and future tense confuse the temporal sequence of research activities. There is also frequent repetition of ideas across sections. It suggests a need for more concise expression and tighter rhetorical organisation; along with a comprehensive professional language edit, it is therefore strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript's central research problem is substantively critical, especially in highlighting how external constraints such as employment and family responsibilities intersect with students' preferences for flexible and interactive learning modalities in ODL settings. To elevate the work to a publishable standard, several major improvements are required: the research design, sampling technique, and methods of analysis must be made clear and logically justified, with any contradictions resolved. The survey data should be subjected to appropriate statistical analyses (at least robust descriptive statistics and, if possible, simple inferential tests), which will be reported thereafter. The discussion should more convincingly link the empirical findings to the existing ODL literature in developing countries and South Asia by relying less on global sources. All figures and charts referenced in the text must be supplied in a publishable format.​ The manuscript should undergo a language edit and meticulous correction of all in-text citations and reference list entries.​
The manuscript addresses a novel and contextually significant issue in ODL and is supported by data that appear relevant to its research aim. However, several methodological and presentational issues currently limit the study. Given the research's strong empirical basis. It indicates positively that the study has a promising empirical foundation. However, it requires major restructuring, more explicit methodological articulation, stronger analytical techniques, richer engagement with contextually relevant literature, comprehensive language, and referencing corrections before it can be considered for eventual publication.
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