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	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.


	The manuscript is significant to the scientific community, especially in the sphere of teacher education. The inculcation of 21st century skills among prospective teachers could improve their competence which in turn leads to the realization of quality of education in India and globally. This makes an important contribution to the scientific society. The study contributes to understanding of how 21st century skills namely, learning skills, life skills, and literacy skills are critical for successful teacher education process.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the study in general is appropriate as it precisely reveals the main focus of the research. The title also discloses the main variables studied and also points toward the nature of the comparative relationships studied.
	

	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 generally provides a summary of the study regarding the aim of the study, sampling techniques, sample size, data analysis and the findings. However, to capture all the main parts of the abstract, am recommending that the introduction part of the abstract should include the aim of the study. This could be followed by the research design, instruments of data collection, study population and data analysis. In addition, the main results, conclusion and recommendation should also follow. Generally, the abstract is well structured, however, it could be enriched by incorporating some of the above-mentioned suggestions. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I am of the opinion that the manuscript is scientifically valid based on its content and approach: This is manifested in its methodology, data analysis and discussion of results and conclusion within the context of 21st century skills of prospective teachers in terms of gender in teacher education. Nonetheless, there is still need to address the gaps mentioned in the review of literature in addition to including the theoretical underpinning to improve the document’s scientific strength. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is generally noted that most of the in-text citations are not captured in the reference section. Further, to make the manuscript more relevant and up to date, incorporating more recent literature is suggested for citation and referencing in some sections. The referencing style should also follow the journal submission guidelines and be consistent throughout the document.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article is generally suitable and meets the standards of scholarly communication. It is however recommended that proofreading and editing of the document should be carried out to address the few grammatical mistakes. I am proposing the use of online grammar checker such as Quillbot and others to polish the work to the desired scholarly language. 
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	The other comments are captured in the document.
There is no competing interest.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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