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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 paper contributes meaningfully to the growing discourse on digital representation, indigeneity, and postcolonial media studies. It provides a rich theoretical framework linking digital humanities, representation theory, and indigenous epistemology. The paper also situates India’s indigenous experience within global debates on digital colonialism and data sovereignty, making it relevant for scholars in communication, cultural studies, and digital humanities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is precise and clearly reflects the thematic concerns of the paper. However, for better clarity and scholarly appeal, it could be slightly revised as: “Problematizing Representation in Digital Space: Misrepresentation and Under-representation of Indigenous Communities in India.”

This removes redundancy (“mapping through”) and improves academic succinctness.
	

	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 is comprehensive but verbose. It effectively summarizes the argument but could be made more reader-friendly by:

i. Breaking long sentences into clearer statements.

ii. Explicitly stating the study’s aim, method, findings, and implications in distinct segments.

iii. Avoiding overly general expressions like “abundance scope for democratization” and focusing on specific findings related to misrepresentation and digital colonialism.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually sound, well-structured, and demonstrates deep engagement with theory. However, it would benefit from:

i. Clearer methodology articulation: The “methodology” section is too brief and lacks details on data sources, sampling, or analytical methods used.

ii. More empirical support: Including a few case studies, digital content analyses, or data points would strengthen its analytical rigour.

iii. Explicit research questions or objectives in the introduction.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are current and relevant, with citations from 2021–2025, which is commendable. Still, the author may consider adding:

i. Works on digital ethnography (e.g., Pink et al., 2016).

ii. Literature on data colonialism (Couldry & Mejias, 2019).

iii. A few Indian case studies or governmental digital policy documents to balance the theoretical emphasis.
	

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


	The language is largely formal and scholarly but occasionally verbose and redundant. The manuscript would improve with:

i. Smoother transitions between sections.

ii. Grammar and punctuation checks (some sentences are overly long or missing articles).

iii. Minor copyediting for flow and conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper demonstrates strong critical insight and originality. The distinction between “representation by dominant culture” and “representation by the self” is a valuable conceptual contribution. Figures, visuals, or summary tables could further enhance readability. The conclusion is strong but could end with a clear call to action or future research direction.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	None detected. The study relies on secondary sources and does not involve human subjects. 
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