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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 is significant for the scientific community as it provides a pioneering approach to decolonizing English language pedagogy by integrating traditional Indian art forms and digital platforms like Natyasutra. It highlights a transformative methodology that aligns language learning with indigenous cultural narratives, offering a contextually relevant and stress-free experience for learners. By addressing the limitations of Eurocentric pedagogical paradigms, this research contributes to the development of a post-method pedagogy that is adaptable to socio-cultural realities. Furthermore, it underscores the potential of technology as a tool for preserving and revitalizing traditional practices, bridging the gap between tradition and modern education.

	

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

	Yes, the title "Decolonizing English Language Pedagogy: Transformative Approaches through Digital Learning Platforms" aligns well with the theme of the book Digital Crossroads: Integrating Humanities, Science and Technology. The title captures the integration of humanities (language pedagogy, cultural preservation), science and technology (digital learning platforms), and their transformative impact. It reflects the book's interdisciplinary focus by emphasizing how digital tools can bridge traditional humanities content with modern technological methods, making it highly relevant and suitable.

	

	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 the article is comprehensive and effectively outlines the research focus, key concepts, and significance. However, a few adjustments could improve its clarity and emphasis:
Suggestions for Improvement:
1. Focus on the Larger Context: Add a brief introductory statement that situates the work in the broader context of integrating technology with humanities for educational purposes. This would align better with the book's theme.
2. Highlight the Theoretical Framework: Mention the specific pedagogical theories (e.g., post-method pedagogy, decolonization) used in the study to provide a clearer academic grounding.
3. Clarify Impact: Expand on the potential implications of this approach for both learners and educators, particularly how it bridges cultural and technological divides.
4. Avoid Redundancy: Phrases like "stress-free learning" and "visual and kinesthetic learning" are repeated. Streamlining these concepts will make room for other details.
5. Include Scope and Limitations: Briefly mention the study’s scope (Indian context) and its potential for broader applicability to other post-colonial settings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous based on the provided content. It presents a well-defined research objective, employs a qualitative methodology with critical interpretive analysis, and grounds its findings in established pedagogical theories such as post-method pedagogy and linguistic imperialism. Here are specific observations supporting its scientific correctness:
Strengths:
1. Theoretical Framework: The manuscript relies on established theories like B. Kumaravadivelu's post-method pedagogy and Canagarajah's works on decolonization, which lends credibility and depth to the research.
2. Contextual Relevance: It addresses the specific needs of Indian learners and highlights the failure of Eurocentric methods, making the study contextually and culturally relevant.
3. Innovative Integration: The use of digital platforms and Indian classical art forms as pedagogical tools is innovative and well-articulated, demonstrating a clear link between theory and application.
4. Limitations Acknowledged: The manuscript acknowledges its limitations, such as the focus on a single platform (Natyasutra) and the need for empirical validation, which strengthens its scientific rigor.
Suggestions for Validation:
1. Empirical Evidence: The manuscript relies heavily on theoretical and qualitative analysis. Including or referencing empirical data from classroom implementations would further substantiate its claims.
2. Comparative Analysis: A comparative evaluation of traditional versus digital methods in English language pedagogy could enhance the argument's robustness.
3. Broader Applicability: While the manuscript mentions its relevance to other post-colonial settings, providing examples or potential adaptations would make the findings more universally applicable.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript provides a solid foundation of references that include seminal works in pedagogy, such as those by Kumaravadivelu, Canagarajah, and Richards & Rodgers. However, the references could be updated and expanded to include more recent works on digital pedagogy, decolonization in education, and the integration of technology in language teaching. Here are some observations and suggestions:
Observations:
1. Sufficient Foundational References: The cited works provide a strong theoretical grounding, especially in post-method pedagogy and linguistic imperialism.
2. Lack of Recent References: Many of the cited works are from the 1990s and early 2000s. While these are seminal, they could be supplemented with more recent studies to reflect current trends and advancements in the field.
3. Limited Focus on Digital Pedagogy: The manuscript could benefit from additional references specifically addressing digital learning platforms and their impact on language learning.

Suggestions for Additional References:
1. Recent Studies on Digital Pedagogy:
· Selwyn, N. (2017). Education and Technology: Key Issues and Debates. Bloomsbury Academic.
· Bates, A. W. (2019). Teaching in a Digital Age: Guidelines for Designing Teaching and Learning. BCcampus.
2. Decolonization and Education:
· Andreotti, V. (2016). The Political Economy of Global Citizenship Education. Routledge.
· Stein, S., & Andreotti, V. (2017). "Higher education and the modern/colonial global imaginary." Cultural Studies, 31(3), 357-384.
3. Integration of Technology in ELT:
· Godwin-Jones, R. (2019). "Emerging Technologies: Digital Tools for Pronunciation and Accent Training." Language Learning & Technology, 23(3), 4–15.
· Hockly, N., & Dudeney, G. (2018). Digital Literacies in Language Education. Cambridge University Press.
4. Cultural and Multimodal Approaches:
· Jewitt, C. (2016). The Routledge Handbook of Multimodal Analysis. Routledge.
· Kalantzis, M., & Cope, B. (2015). Multiliteracies: Literacy Learning and the Design of Social Futures. Routledge.

	

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

	


The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication but but there are areas where the clarity, conciseness, and academic tone could be further refined. Below is an assessment and suggestions for improvement:

Strengths:
1. Formal Tone:
The manuscript employs a formal tone appropriate for academic writing.
2. Comprehensive Vocabulary:
It uses terminology relevant to the field, such as "post-method pedagogy," "decolonization," and "linguistic imperialism."
3. Structured Flow:
The abstract and main sections are logically structured, making it easy to follow the research narrative.

Areas for Improvement:
1. Wordiness:
Some sentences are overly long and complex, which can obscure meaning. For example:
· Original: "This digital learning experience re-establishes the tradition of orally transmitting stories through generations."
· Suggested Revision: "This learning experience revitalizes the oral tradition of storytelling."
2. Repetition:
Certain phrases (e.g., "stress-free learning") are repeated unnecessarily, which reduces readability. Use synonyms or restructure sentences to avoid redundancy.
3. Clarity:
Some phrases could be simplified to enhance comprehension.
· Example: "Technology was always viewed as an antithesis of tradition; however, a healthy blend is the need for the future."
· Suggested Revision: "Although technology is often seen as opposing tradition, a harmonious integration is essential."
4. Transitions:
Use more explicit transitions to link ideas and ensure smoother flow between sections.
5. Precision in Expression:
Certain phrases are vague and could benefit from specificity. For instance: "digital platforms like Natyasutra gain prominence" could specify why they are prominent (e.g., "due to their innovative use of Indian art in education").

Suggested Edits for Scholarly Tone:
· Replace colloquial expressions with precise academic terms.
· Original: "There is a need to make ESL classrooms realistic..."
· Revision: "ESL classrooms must align with the sociocultural realities of learners."
· Avoid subjective language that may reduce academic neutrality.
· Original: "Technological innovations have always been scorned for replacing culture and traditions..."
· Revision: "Technological innovations are often criticized for their perceived impact on cultural traditions..."


	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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