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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 (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.

	This manuscript presents a well-researched and original case study that contributes to the historiography of education and censorship studies. By focusing on the under-examined site of the Lending Library of the Pedagogical Academy of Heraklion during the Greek April dictatorship (1967–1974), the author reveals the subtle and overt mechanisms of state censorship in educational institutions. The study exemplifies a "history from below" approach and offers a rich, archival-based contribution to our understanding of ideological influence on teacher training during authoritarian regimes. Drawing from Foucault, Bourdieu, and Butler, its methodological and theoretical depth makes it a valuable scholarly resource.
	

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

	
Yes, the title is clear, descriptive, and appropriate for the subject matter. It communicates the specific focus and the broader context of the study.
	

	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 successfully summarises the chapter's theoretical background, methodology, scope, and findings. However, the author may consider briefly clarifying the two types of censorship identified (overt and latent/productive) to strengthen the abstract’s framing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is rigorous in its historical methodology, clearly articulated, and underpinned by sound theoretical and archival analysis. Using primary documents and quantitative tables adds credibility and structure to the arguments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references include foundational and contemporary sources relevant to censorship, historiography, and education. The theoretical grounding is strong, and the Greek-specific citations are appropriate. A few more recent international references from the last five years might be included to expand the comparative lens (e.g., studies on educational censorship in authoritarian regimes globally), but this is not essential.
	

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

	The English used in writing is highly readable and appropriate for academic publishing. While minor stylistic edits may improve flow in some sections, the language is precise and scholarly overall.

	

	Optional/General comments

	1. The incorporation of archival sources is exemplary.
2. The data presentation (tables of banned books, donor breakdowns) is clear and helps substantiate the argument.
3. Consider adding a short concluding paragraph that ties the library findings to broader implications for teacher identity and educational autonomy under authoritarianism.

The manuscript is scientifically solid, historically valuable, and contributes meaningfully to multiple academic fields. The only suggested changes are stylistic or clarificatory (e.g., abstract enhancement, adding a more robust conclusion as presented in the comments above).
	










	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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