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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 addresses digital pedagogy-based competencies among pre-service teachers, a topic of increasing relevance in teacher education globally. As educational systems continue integrating ICT and blended learning models, understanding how students and teachers operationalise digital competencies in real classroom contexts is valuable. The study contributes practical insights into how digital tools are implemented during internship experiences, including challenges and coping strategies. The empirical focus on classroom performance offers context-specific evidence that may inform teacher preparation programs, particularly in institutions transitioning toward technology-enhanced instruction.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is good but it can be refined as “Digital Pedagogical Competence in Teacher Education: Insights from Student-Teachers’ Classroom Performance”
	

	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 provides a general overview but has several weaknesses:

It states that a qualitative method was used but describes a “closed-ended questionnaire,", which contradicts qualitative methodology. The research problem and gap are not clearly articulated. Key findings are descriptive rather than analytical. The methodology description lacks clarity (sampling strategy, data analysis procedure). There are grammatical inconsistencies.

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript raises important issues but demonstrates methodological and conceptual weaknesses:

There is an inconsistency between claiming a qualitative method and using a closed-ended questionnaire. The analysis is largely descriptive and lacks interpretive depth. Percentages are reported, yet no statistical procedure is described. Theoretical frameworks such as TPACK are mentioned but not systematically applied in the analysis. The discussion section primarily summarises findings rather than critically engages with the literature. Therefore, please clarify the research design (qualitative vs. quantitative). You need to describe the sampling technique, data collection and data analysis procedures in detail in the research methodology section. Also, need to align findings with a clear theoretical framework. Deepen analytical discussion rather than repeating literature summaries.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I think you need to increase the number of recent (last 5 years) peer-reviewed sources from high-quality journals (e.g., Computers & Education, Teaching and Teacher Education, Education and Information Technologies, and the British Journal of Educational Technology). Remove duplicates and ensure APA 7 consistency.
	

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


	Professional language editing is strongly recommended before consideration for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic but requires significant revision in methodology, analytical depth, and language clarity. The findings are primarily descriptive; stronger theoretical integration is necessary. The discussion should move beyond restating the literature and demonstrating critical comparison. The reference section must be carefully cleaned and reformatted. A clearer research design (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-method) is essential for scientific credibility.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The manuscript does not explicitly report any ethical clearance, which is a serious concern. Therefore, ethical reporting is incomplete and must be addressed before publication.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There is no evident conflict, but a formal declaration is missing.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no concrete evidence of plagiarism, but the writing style and repeated definitional passages indicate a moderate similarity risk. A similarity check report is required before acceptance.


	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	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 

(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

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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