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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	In my opinion

1. Abstract must to be IMRAD (introduction/aims, method, results, and discussion). And please add implication in research. Please re-sharpen GAP analysis, and research purposes.

2. Based on Research Instruments, on page 2, points 1-4 are not discussed in the Results and Discussion and Conclusion

3. To what extent is the form of digital literacy discussed in the research? Is it a moderator variable, an independent variable, or a dependent variable?

4. Make sure all references from journals (80%) in 10 years are equipped with urls and doi and make sure they can be accessed, use APA7th, use the Mendeley application And min. references is 60.

5. Please sharpen the meaning or interpretation of data results, compare with the findings of previous studies and then make generalizations, implications of research results, research limitations and recommendations

6. Why doesn't the conclusion answer the problem or objective? Or can it generate a new theory/concept based on existing facts/analysis and add your implications?


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In my opinion, based on the article review, the research tends to be geared towards the title: "Academic Achievement and Digital Literacy: A Correlational Study of Prospective Chemistry Teachers" 

However, it places more emphasis on expanding the recommendations for educators.
	

	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.


	In my opinion: 

1. Abstract must to be IMRAD (introduction/aims, method, results, and discussion). And please add implication in research. Please re-sharpen GAP analysis, and research purposes.

2. Please provide a detailed population count to ensure the sample size exceeds 20 students. This adjustment will improve the study's representativeness of the population. Additionally, the methodology should employ multiple linear regression rather than simple linear regression to better account for multivariate relationships.

3. I found no significant findings in this study to support the researchers’ claim that "digital literacy does not influence academic performance" This statement should be briefly contextualized for instance, by noting that it "contradicts prior literature" to acknowledge existing theoretical or empirical evidence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In my assessment, the manuscript lacks several critical limitations:

1. Inadequate Sample Size: The small sample size (*n* = 20) results in low statistical power, undermining the reliability of the findings.

2. Unclear Population Representation: The total population size is not specified, raising concerns about whether the sample truly reflects the target population.

3. Unmeasured Confounding Variables: While factors like "study discipline" are mentioned, the methodology (e.g., measurement via structured interviews) lacks sufficient detail to assess rigor or potential bias.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript exhibits inconsistencies in citation formatting and reference list presentation, which must be addressed to meet academic standards:

1. Inconsistent Citation Style: Current format: "Challenges such as limited technological infrastructure... (Wulandari, Khusaini, and Syamiyati, 2022)" (three authors listed in full). Later abbreviated inconsistently: "(Saputra et al., 2024)" (et al. used for multiple authors). Recommendation: Adopt a uniform citation style (e.g., APA 7th) where "et al." is applied consistently for sources with three or more authors after the first citation.

2. Reference List Errors: (a) Incomplete Author Names: Example: "Jeslin, Sarinah, A. I. D. Putra (2019)" omits the first author’s surname (only "Jeslin" is provided). Full names should be included for all authors; (b) Missing DOIs: None of the references include Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs) or stable URLs, which are essential for accessibility and verification. 

3. Recommendation: (a) Ensure all author names are complete (e.g., "Jeslin, M., Sarinah, S., & Putra, A. I. D."); (b) Add DOIs or permanent links (e.g., https://doi.org/xxxxx) for all referenced works. Example of Corrected Reference: Jeslin, M., Sarinah, S., & Putra, A. I. D. (2019). Learning achievement as reviewed from discipline of students at Setia Budi Abadi College, Perbaungan. Journal of Education, Humanities, and Social Science, 2(1), 24–35. https://doi.org/xxxxx

	

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


	The manuscript’s language is generally sound but requires refinement to meet rigorous academic standards:

1. Redundancy: Avoid repetitive phrasing (e.g., "good digital literacy skills" appears multiple times). Strive for lexical variety to improve readability.

2. Technical Terms: Define niche terms (e.g., "Gen Z", "LMS") upon first use to ensure accessibility for an international audience.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides a nuanced discussion of null findings and thoughtfully emphasizes content quality (e.g., distinguishing device usage for education versus entertainment). Areas for Improvement:

1. Tables & Figures: Ensure Figure 2 and Table 1 are explicitly referenced and contextualized in the main text.

2. Practical Implications: Expand recommendations for educators, such as proposing "training programs to enhance critical evaluation of digital content" to bridge gaps identified in the study.

3. Study Limitations: (a) Address potential self-reporting bias in digital literacy surveys (e.g., social desirability or recall bias); (b) Propose longitudinal designs in future research to strengthen causal inferences.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Ani Sutiani, State University of Medan, Indonesia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

