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Dear authors,

First and foremost, I want to thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. I found it to be very interesting and

well written. There are two observations I would like to make. I will offer literature suggestions for my comments. Before

proceeding, I have to say that in this feedback I will use the term “digital abilities” to refer to those abilities that are argued

to be needed when interacting with and through digital technologies. I understand that digital abilities are not the same as

ICT competencies, digital competencies, digital literacy, and so on; and I use it here only as a placeholder term. 

Observation 1

I would urge you to engaged with debates surrounding the fact that discourses surrounding digital information technology

integration and digital ability development can be oversimplified. For example, within the discursive web that is

concomitant to digital information technology integration and digital ability development, both of these (i.e., digital

technologies and digital abilities) have been presented as a fix for multifaceted social problems that far surpass the scope

of what they can feasibly address (cf., Bolaños & Pilerot, 2021, 2023; Cuban, 2001; Elstad, 2016; Selwyn et al., 2001).

Additionally, there is often an economic reduction of what information society, and the role of digital technologies and

digital ability, could signify (cf., Carlsson, 2022; Nivala, 2009). Accordingly, many argue that discourses surrounding the

push for digital ability development and digital information technology inclusion have been backed by corporations who

seek to create and participate in a multibillion-dollar market (cf., Hanell, 2018; Lindh & Nolin, 2016; Pilerot & Lindberg,

2011; Player-Koro et al., 2018, 2022; Williamson et al., 2019). In addition, digital information technology inclusion and

digital ability development are often presented in a linear and deterministic manner, one underpinned by marketisation

logics (cf., Avis, 2018; Bolaños & Pilerot, 2023). This has made some question if digital ability and digital information

technology policies intend to solve economic, labor or educational problems (e.g. Hanell 2018). Discourses pervading

digital abilities, therefore, can be instrumental (cf., Bolaños & Pilerot, 2021, 2023; Roberts-Mahoney et al., 2016).

Accordingly, digital ability development and digital information technology inclusion are understood as instruments that

can, irrespectively of empirical data that might suggest the opposite, by themselves lead to better educational attainment,

economic development and an overall improvement within society (Cuban 2001; Hanell 2018; Nivala 2009). Finally, there
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are also important consequences of taking digital information technology and digital ability development polices at face

value. For example, the paradox of responsibility: succinctly, while it is important to develop practices to interact with

information to address personal (but context-dependent) needs, it is also important to remember that responsibility for the

quality of information is also a responsibility of those that develop algorithms and platforms (cf., Haider & Sundin, 2022).

Observation 2

I find your methodology wanting. First, you use self-reported instruments without addressing some key issues behind the

use of such instruments. One can argue that the use of self-reports for evaluating competencies is questionable. For

example, van Laar et al, (2017, p. 584) argues that “such indirect measures have been recognized as challenging as they

only provide rough proxies for actual competences”. Additionally, you state that you will explore experiences, but I

perceive that you have under explored such a complex construct. One can explore experiences form a variety of

viewpoints, including phenomenology (e.g., Husserl, 1962; Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 2004), phenomenography (e.g., Bowden

& Green, 2005; Marton & Pong, 2005) or Foucault (e.g., Foucault, 2003, 2008, 2015). All of the provided examples are

vastly different, but much richer (to my taste) than what you have provided. Again, you lean against self-reported

instruments which are limited. Finally, your results are descriptive statistics; while they might be of interest to your

community (or any community), they do not lend themselves for a wider and deeper discussion within the overarching field

of study. 
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