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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 advances AI education research by documenting uniformly positive postgraduate attitudes across India's diverse demographics, challenging digital divide assumptions. Its cognitive-affective-behavioral framework integrates TPB/TAM effectively, offering a replicable model for cross-cultural technology acceptance studies. These timely findings guide equitable AI curriculum design in emerging economies amid global generative AI adoption.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
The introduction provides relevant context but fails to pinpoint the precise research gap in Indian AI-education literature. Please add a focused paragraph contrasting existing perception studies with your integrated tripartite analysis.
AI evolution narrative is overly broad and repetitive (ICT→AI transition mentioned multiple times). Please condense background to 400 words and sharpen focus on postgraduate attitudes specifically.
Citation density overwhelms flow ("Sultana et al., 2025" cited 4+ times); select 2-3 strongest references per claim and cite more diversely.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Research Objectives
Six objectives overlap significantly (attitudes, relationships, prediction all covered in 1-2 aims). Please consolidate to 3-4 precise, measurable objectives directly mapping to analyses performed.
Objectives lack alignment with theoretical framework; explicitly connect each to cognitive/affective/behavioral components or TPB/TAM constructs.
Objective 6 ("readiness for AI-integrated education") exceeds empirical scope; rephrase as measurable attitude component.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Methods and Methodology
Sampling limited to one university (Kuvempu) without justification; please discuss representativeness for Indian postgraduate population and generalizability limits.
ATAI scale reliability reported (α=0.92) but adaptation/validation process unclear. Please document translation (if any), pilot testing, and confirmatory factor analysis results.
No ethics statement, response rate, or power analysis provided. Please include IRB approval, final response rate, and statistical power for detecting meaningful differences.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Results - Socio-demographics
Table 1 formatting inconsistent (dashes vs spaces, missing % totals); standardize presentation and verify cumulative percentages (family income appears incorrect).
Narrative overinterprets demographics without analytical connection to AI attitudes. Please add brief analysis of how income/rural background might influence technology access/exposure.

Results - Descriptive Statistics
Tables 2-4 show consistent formatting issues (decimal places vary, SD columns misaligned). Please standardize to 2 decimals throughout and verify all calculations.
Discussion of each component repeats "moderately positive" phrasing; differentiate cognitive (highest means) vs behavioral (career commitment lower) patterns more sharply.

Results - AI Tool Awareness
Table 5 reveals critical finding (ChatGPT dominance 63.8%) but analysis superficial. Please cross-tabulate awareness by demographics and discuss implications for tool-specific training needs.
"Goole board," "chat gpt" vs "chatgpt" inconsistencies; correct spelling and standardize tool names throughout.

Results - Group Comparisons
Gender analysis claims "no meaningful difference" but cognitive means identical (3.95); report exact p-values, effect sizes (Cohen's d), and practical significance explicitly.
Rural-urban cognitive difference (p=.058) dismissed too quickly; acknowledge borderline significance and explore in limitations.

Results - ANOVA Analyses
Tukey post-hoc tables redundant when ANOVA non-significant (p>.20); omit or justify inclusion. "List 1-Tukey" labeling inconsistent across tables.
Levenes test columns duplicated ("Levenes F p Levenes"); correct table structure and verify all F-statistics.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Correlation and Regression
Correlation figure truncated/missing; provide complete matrix table with significance levels and sample correlations between components.
Regression results absent from provided text; if included later, report R², F-statistic, VIF values, and model diagnostics (normality, heteroscedasticity).

Discussion
Excessive repetition across component discussions ("transitional stage," "gap between awareness and usage"). Please create unified narrative synthesizing all findings rather than table-by-table commentary.
Overinterpretation of non-significant results as "uniformity/reduced digital divide"; acknowledge alternative explanations (common curriculum exposure, similar smartphone access).


	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract summarizes findings well but lacks methodological precision (N=303, methods listed) and specific contributions beyond general implications. Please state sample size, key statistics (means ~3.6-3.9), and one novel insight (uniform attitudes across demographics).
The cognitive-affective-behavioral framing is mentioned but not clearly differentiated from standard TPB/TAM applications. Please briefly explain how the tripartite approach adds value over single-construct studies.
Claims of "growing uniformity" need statistical backing in abstract; rephrase as empirical finding with effect size context rather than interpretive conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes
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