[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]While English dominance in the field of scientific research could partially fcilitate the development of science as it unifies the language used by scientists from various background and thus increase their communication efficiency, this dominance turn out to be detrimental because it financially burdens EFL researchers, introduces bias into peer review, and discourages participation, which are problems instritutions must address through funded translation services and direct language support. 
English dominance in scientific field would become a prohibitive guard that constrains a considerable amount of academic findings to enter the public view. According to a academic research in UCB, almost half of the people who with EFL received rejection with their English publication due to grammar, one-third of them didn't attend a meting due to anxiety of English presentation, and on average, preparing a manuscript in English took about 12 more working days than writing in Spanish(Source C). This illustrates that English dominance doesn’t just slow down research but actively prevents valid scientific findings from reaching publication, since researchers are being filtered out by language ability rather than the quality of their ideas. In addition to that, English dominance in research field also make researchers less confident to publish their articles. An article pointed out that sometimes the language quality of EFL speakers' manuscripts, instead of scientific content, were often treated as primary criticism target (Source E). This would stop them from receiving judical publication chance.When revierwers focus on grammar instead of methodology, peer review stops functioning as a meritocratic process and instead becomes a language test. This systemic bias means that the current system rewards English fluency over scientific rigor, which is the opposite of what academic publishing should prioritize. 
Opponents might think English dominance could facilitate the development of scientific and academic field as it unified the language and increase the efficiency since a survey showed many people agreed that there should be an international language for academic information exchange. However, the same survey shows that over 62% of respondents felt personally more advantaged than disadvantaged by English dominance. (Source F). Because of the relative expensive cost to write in English, it would be prohibitive for many scholars to write in English. For example, the cost for standard translation would cost around 500 dollars, which is higher than premium editing (Source D).
The dominance of English in science may be unlikely to change, nor does it ever necessarily need to. Nevertheless, this continuation is only justifiable if institutions and publishers actively apply changes to make the process more accessbile. Ultimately, the solution is not to replace English as the language of science but to ensure that institutions and publishers fund the translation, editing, and mentorship needed so that language proficiency never determines whose research gets heard.
