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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 significant for the scientific community as it explores the digital literacy skills of higher secondary students in relation to demographic variables, a topic highly relevant in the 21st century. It contributes to the growing discourse on digital equity and preparedness, offering empirical insights into how academic stream, gender, and locality influence digital competencies. Such findings are crucial for policymakers, educators, and curriculum developers seeking to design interventions that reduce digital divides and enhance student readiness for higher education and employability. By addressing these aspects, the paper provides both theoretical and practical value to the fields of education, technology, and social sciences.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and suitable. However, it may be slightly refined for better readability and flow:
“Digital Literacy Skills among Higher Secondary Students: Demographic Differences and Educational Implications.”
	

	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 and informative, covering objectives, methodology, findings, and implications. However, it contains some repetition (e.g., “help policymakers, help teachers, help educators”), which can be condensed into one cohesive sentence. The abstract may also highlight the statistical tools (t-test, ANOVA) briefly to reflect methodological rigor. Overall, minor revisions in conciseness and clarity will make it stronger.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The research design is appropriate, the sampling method is clearly explained, and the statistical analyses used (t-test, ANOVA, post-hoc test) are suitable for the study objectives. The interpretation of results is consistent with the data presented. However, some tables and figures could be formatted more consistently (APA style), and the discussion could link findings more explicitly with the theoretical frameworks reviewed earlier.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include both classical sources (e.g., Gilster, 1997; Ng, 2012) and recent literature (2022–2024). However, consistency in APA style should be ensured, as some entries (e.g., Hague & Payton) show year mismatches. To strengthen the global perspective, the authors may consider integrating recent reports from UNESCO (2022) and OECD (2022–24) on digital skills and equity.

	

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


	The language is understandable but requires improvement for scholarly standards. Some sentences are lengthy and awkwardly structured, and tense consistency should be maintained. A professional round of language editing is recommended to enhance clarity, flow, and conciseness.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  Abstract
· The abstract is overly descriptive and somewhat repetitive. Phrases such as “help policymakers, help teachers, help educators” reduce its sharpness.

· It does not sufficiently emphasize the study. 

  Introduction & Theoretical Framework
· The introduction provides useful background but lacks a strong problematization. The authors should frame why demographic differences in digital literacy remain underexplored or contested.

· The theoretical framework is broad but sometimes descriptive. The link between Glister’s early conceptualization and the present study’s operational definition could be made more critical. Currently, it reads more like a textbook overview than a justification of the study.

  Methodology
· While stratified purposive sampling is explained, the rationale for choosing this non-probability technique over random or stratified random sampling is unclear . This may limit generalizability and should be addressed as a limitation.

· The study relies solely on self-reported survey data. A critical discussion on potential biases (e.g., social desirability, overestimation of digital skills) is missing.

  Data Analysis
· The authors use descriptive statistics, t-tests, and ANOVA, but the analysis stops at reporting p-values. Effect sizes (e.g., Cohen’s d, η²) should be reported to better understand the magnitude of differences.

· Tables and figures are at times redundant. For instance, results reported in Table 2 are repeated in textual explanation and pie charts, leading to unnecessary duplication.

  Discussion
· The discussion section mainly confirms consistency with previous studies but does not critically interrogate why arts students performed better or why science students lagged behind. Curriculum orientation and pedagogy could be explored more thoroughly.

· The discussion does not sufficiently address contradictions with prior research — e.g., studies suggesting rural–urban gaps in digital literacy, which this study found insignificant. A deeper contextual explanation is needed.

  References
· While recent references are included, some key international studies on digital divide and digital literacy (e.g., UNESCO 2023, OECD 2022) are missing.

· APA formatting inconsistencies are present (year mismatch for Hague & Payton, capitalization errors).

  Language & Presentation
· The manuscript requires significant polishing. Many sentences are too long and lack precision, making the argument less persuasive. For example, “As our society has become more reliant…” could be split for clarity.

· Repetitive phrases reduce the quality of scholarly communication.

  Conclusion & Implications
· The conclusion summarizes findings but lacks depth in reflection. Limitations (restricted district sample, self-reported data, purposive sampling) should be clearly acknowledged.

· Policy implications are listed but remain generic (“integrate digital literacy in curricula”). More specific, actionable recommendations would strengthen the contribution.
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