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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript addresses a highly relevant and emerging issue in the field of digital security and societal ethics: the rise of deepfake crimes in India. By combining technological, legal, and sociological perspectives, it offers a comprehensive view of how synthetic media is perceived, experienced, and responded to by the Indian public. Given the global discourse on misinformation and AI ethics, this study fills a notable gap by contextualizing the phenomenon within a large, diverse democracy like India. The empirical data collected through public surveys enhances its practical value for policymakers, educators, and cybersecurity experts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, engaging, and accurately reflects the core content of the paper.
	

	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 largely comprehensive, clearly presenting the background, scope, methodology, and main findings. However, a couple of refinements can improve clarity:

· Suggestion for Improvement:

· Explicitly mention that the study is survey-based.

· Add a sentence noting the significance of the findings for policy or societal responses.

· Possibly include the sample size earlier for immediate context.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and well-structured. The background, literature review, methodology, and discussion are appropriately framed and justified. The statistical analysis, while descriptive, is appropriate for the study’s objectives. Ethical concerns related to misinformation and digital manipulation are also well-addressed. Minor refinements in consistency and data representation could enhance the clarity of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are relevant, recent, and balanced, with a strong mix of academic sources and technical literature. Many key works from 2018–2023 are cited, covering GANs, detection mechanisms, and policy studies.

Optional Suggestions for Additional References:

· A recent 2023 study on India's IT Act amendments in response to deepfake proliferation.

· Add sources discussing media literacy programs or national cyber education strategies in India.


	

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


	Yes, the language is generally clear and scholarly. The tone is appropriate for an academic audience, and terminology is used correctly. However, the introduction is quite rhetorical and literary, which may need slight toning down for publication in a scientific journal. Consider simplifying overly poetic expressions for a more formal tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 The paper could benefit from a visual summary (infographic or chart) showing the relationships between awareness, perception, legal knowledge, and demographic variables.

 Chi-square results mentioned in the methodology are not fully detailed in the results; consider including or removing if not significant.

 A short “Limitations” subsection would enhance transparency and academic rigor.

 Add recommendations for future research, especially comparative studies across regions or longitudinal analysis.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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)
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