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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.


	This manuscript is highly relevant to the scientific community as it discusses a developing issue, namely the use of AI in agricultural education. The researchers successfully demonstrated how students respond to the use of AI-based tools, particularly in terms of direct academic benefits such as ease of access to knowledge and learning efficiency. However, from an academic perspective, this research could be strengthened with a more in-depth analysis of the practical implications in the field and the relationship between students' digital readiness and actual learning outcomes. Overall, this study makes an important contribution to enriching the discussion on the digital transformation of education, although a more applied approach is needed so that the findings of this research can be widely implemented in agricultural education settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In general, the title “Exploring the Drivers of AI Tool Usage in Agricultural Education in Andhra Pradesh” is clear and informative because it directly describes the topic, geographical context, and focus of the research.


	

	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 this article is quite comprehensive as it covers the research objectives, methods, population and sample, main findings, and practical implications. The structure and line of reasoning are also logical, starting from the context of the Fourth Industrial Revolution to recommendations for education policy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, this manuscript is scientifically sound and well structured, both in terms of research structure and theoretical framework. The researcher used a descriptive approach with a survey method, proportionate stratified random sampling technique, and simple analysis based on mean and ranking, which is in line with the research objective of exploring student perceptions. The theoretical basis also refers to strong models, such as the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) by Davis (1989) and further research by Venkatesh & Bala (2008), thus supporting the conceptual validity of this study.

However, from a critical academic perspective, there are a few minor notes:

1) The depth of statistical analysis is still limited. Using only mean scores and rankings without inferential tests (e.g., ANOVA or correlation) makes the conclusions descriptive rather than analytical.

2) The relationship between variables is not tested empirically. This study could be stronger if it explored the relationship between factors such as “digital trust” and “level of AI adoption.”

3) The interpretation of the results should be more closely linked to the theory used, so that the discussion is not only narrative but also contributes to the development of technology adoption theory.

In conclusion, this manuscript is scientific and methodologically valid, but it could be improved in terms of analysis and depth of theoretical interpretation so that the results are more meaningful for the development of education and technology science.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography in this manuscript is adequate and relatively up-to-date, including references from credible sources such as UNESCO (2022), the World Economic Forum (2023), and several reputable scientific journals such as Computers & Education and the International Journal of Information Management. The author also cites relevant classical theories, such as the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) and its development by Venkatesh & Bala (2008), which strengthen the conceptual foundation of the research.

However, from a critical academic perspective, there are several opportunities for improvement to make the references stronger and more contextual, such as adding more recent references (2023–2025) on the integration of AI in agricultural education or higher education in developing countries. This is important to demonstrate the continuity of research and updates on the issue.


	

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


	In general, the English language quality in this manuscript is good and acceptable for scientific communication, with formal sentence structure, appropriate academic vocabulary, and coherent writing flow. The author is able to convey complex ideas quite clearly and consistently using a scientific writing style that is suitable for publication in reputable journals.

1) However, from a critical and meticulous academic perspective, there are several aspects that could be improved to better meet international academic language standards:

2) Sentence density and clarity. Some sentences, especially in the Abstract and Introduction sections, are too long and could be condensed to be more focused and easier for non-native readers to understand.

3) Consistency of terminology. Terms such as AI-driven tools, AI-based learning, and AI applications are used interchangeably—they should be standardized to maintain terminological coherence.

4) A more refined academic style. Transitions between paragraphs can be made smoother with the use of linking phrases such as moreover, in contrast, notably, or in this regard.

5) Minor grammatical corrections. There are several sections that could be grammatically improved to sound more natural, for example by avoiding subject repetition or inconsistent use of articles (the, a, an).

Overall, the language of this manuscript is suitable for academic publication, but it would be much stronger if it underwent light language editing by a native proofreader to ensure scientific style and global readability.
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