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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	It tackles a highly relevant issue in today's educational technology landscape: the ethical and structural downsides of AI personalization in higher education. While much of the literature focuses on the affordances of AI, critically mapping out the drawbacks specifically regarding data privacy, algorithmic bias, and the digital divide is essential for policymakers and educators. The thematic synthesis provided here offers a valuable foundation for ongoing debates regarding equitable technology integration.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Acceptable, but it could be slightly more precise to reflect the paper's scope.

Suggested : "Ethical Challenges and Drawbacks of AI-Driven Personalization in Higher Education: A Review"
	

	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.


	Abstract covers the main themes well. The authors need to briefly state how the literature was selected directly in the abstract. Additionally, suggest rephrasing the sentence, "Findings reveal significant drawbacks like many studies report data privacy concerns..." as it currently reads with difficulty.   
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	theoretical arguments are sound, the manuscript currently lacks the technical robustness expected of a formal Review Article. There are two major issues that must be addressed to make it scientifically sound:

1. Methodology: The methodology section is far too unclear. Stating that articles were "carefully selected" is insufficient. The authors must specify the databases searched (e.g., ERIC, Scopus), the exact keyword strings utilized, and the specific inclusion/exclusion criteria applied to ensure the review is reproducible.

2. Data in Figures: Figures 1, 2, and 3 present specific quantitative trends across several years. However, the data sources for these specific graphs are entirely unclear. For instance, Figure 1 claims to show data up to 2024 , but the surrounding text cites papers from 2019 and 2020 to support the trend. The authors must explicitly clarify if they generated these figures from secondary datasets, and if so, those datasets must be precisely cited in the figure legends.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	references are reasonably recent, but the formatting is inconsistent and incorrect in several places. The authors must rigorously apply APA 7th edition formatting guidelines for both in-text citations and the final reference list. For example, the in-text citation "(René F. Kizilcec & Hansol Lee, 2022)" is incorrect. Please carefully check.
	

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


	The language is more of a suitable kind as needed so.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Categorization of the literature into four distinct themes (privacy, bias, human interaction, access) is the manuscript's strongest point. The integration of the summary tables is also highly effective. If the authors can solidify the methodology and clarify the origins of their figures, this will be a technically sound and valuable contribution to the journal.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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