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	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 a relevant and timely issue in teacher education, the perception of prospective secondary teachers toward MOOCs, particularly within the Indian context and the SWAYAM initiative. While MOOCs have been widely studied among undergraduates and faculty, research focusing specifically on B.Ed. trainees remains limited, making this study a valuable contribution. By examining gender and academic stream differences, the study provides nuanced insights that can inform curriculum design, digital literacy training, and policy-level integration of online platforms in pre-service teacher education. The findings are especially significant for countries promoting national MOOC platforms, as teacher readiness directly influences successful classroom integration of digital learning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and aligned with the study’s focus. However, it could be slightly refined for clarity and academic precision.

Suggested Alternative Title:

· Perceptions of Secondary-Level Prospective Teachers Toward MOOCs: A Comparative Study by Gender and Academic Stream
This revised title better reflects the comparative nature of the study and enhances scholarly specificity.


	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the purpose, methodology, key findings, and implications. It appropriately includes sample size, statistical tools, and major outcomes.

Suggestions for Improvement:

· Briefly mention the research design (cross-sectional survey) for methodological clarity.

· Include the reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.843) to strengthen methodological rigor.

· Consider adding one sentence highlighting the practical implication (e.g., policy or curriculum reform).

Overall, the abstract is well-structured but could be slightly more precise and data-driven.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall structure, including objectives, methodology, statistical analysis, and interpretation. The use of stratified random sampling, reliability testing (α = 0.843), and independent samples t-tests is appropriate for the research questions.

However, a few methodological clarifications would strengthen scientific rigor:

· The classification of perception levels using ±1 SD should be theoretically justified or referenced.

· Effect sizes are reported (Cohen’s d), which is commendable; however, interpretation of effect size magnitude should be elaborated.

· In Table 3, the domain labels mistakenly refer to “Male Mean” and “Female Mean” instead of “Science Mean” and “Humanities Mean.” This requires correction.

· Assumptions of the t-test (normality, homogeneity of variance) should be briefly mentioned.

· The discussion occasionally overgeneralizes cultural explanations (e.g., gender-based assumptions) without empirical backing; such interpretations should be cautiously framed.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct but would benefit from minor methodological clarifications and tighter interpretation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and cover foundational as well as recent literature (2013–2023). The inclusion of studies from different international contexts strengthens the literature review.

Suggestions:
· Include more India-specific empirical studies on SWAYAM or teacher education MOOCs.

· Add 1–2 recent (2022–2024) systematic reviews or meta-analyses on MOOCs and teacher digital readiness.

· Ensure consistent citation formatting (minor inconsistencies appear in initials and punctuation).
· The reference base is adequate but can be strengthened with more recent and localized scholarship.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Professional proofreading would significantly enhance readability and academic polish.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The study is timely and policy-relevant, particularly in the context of digital transformation in Indian education.

· Including a limitations section (e.g., geographical restriction to Mysore, reliance on self-reported perception data) would strengthen transparency.

· Adding a brief theoretical grounding (e.g., Technology Acceptance Model, Digital Readiness Framework) could provide stronger conceptual anchoring.

· Future research directions are appropriately identified but could be more sharply connected to findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified in the manuscript. 
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