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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 offers important empirical insights into how the quality of digital banking services impacts customer satisfaction among rural users—a group that hasn't received much attention in the digital finance research. By examining both public and private sector banks, the study reveals the unique strengths and weaknesses of each sector, providing valuable guidance for policymakers and practitioners aiming to enhance digital financial inclusion. Additionally, it makes a methodological contribution by using detailed dimensions of service quality and satisfaction metrics, creating a framework that future rural banking studies can replicate. In summary, this manuscript addresses a crucial gap in our understanding of digital banking adoption in rural areas and delivers insights that are beneficial for researchers, regulators, and financial institutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title does a good job of being clear and informative, capturing the essence of the study's comparative approach. It highlights the target group (rural users) and the main factors being examined (service quality and satisfaction). However, it feels a bit lengthy and misses out on specifying the geographical context (India, Hisar district), which could be crucial for proper indexing and scientific understanding.

A lternative title
Comparing Digital Banking Service Quality and Customer Satisfaction Among Rural Users of Public and Private Banks in India

	

	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 does a solid job of covering the study’s goals, methods, key findings, and overall conclusions. It clearly points out the differences between public and private sector banks and sums up the main statistical results. However, it tends to be a bit too detailed, crammed with numerical values like WMS, AWMS, and mean scores, which might overwhelm readers. A more streamlined approach that focuses on the most crucial statistics would really help.
 
Additionally, it would be great to see a brief mention of how this study contributes to the fields of digital banking or rural financial inclusion. Lastly, simplifying the descriptions of service-quality dimensions and cutting out any repetitive explanations would enhance clarity and make it easier to read. Overall, while the abstract is informative, it could use a bit more conciseness, fewer numbers, and a clearer explanation of the study’s contributions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript seems to be solid from a scientific standpoint and aligns well with existing research on digital banking and customer satisfaction. The research design, which includes a structured questionnaire featuring Likert-scale items, weighted mean analysis, AWMS, and a t-test comparison between public and private banks, fits the study’s goals nicely. With a sample size of 120 respondents, it’s a reasonable choice for exploratory comparative analysis in a rural setting, and the statistical methods are applied correctly and presented clearly.
 
That said, there are a few areas that could use some enhancement to boost scientific rigor. It would be helpful to provide a clearer explanation of the sampling method, justify the sample size, and include a brief note on the validity and reliability of the questionnaire. Furthermore, the discussion section could do a better job of connecting the findings to existing literature to strengthen the theoretical contribution. Despite these minor shortcomings, the scientific approach is coherent, the results are interpreted logically, and the conclusions are well-supported by the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are not only relevant but also mostly up-to-date, featuring several from 2020 to 2023, which is just right for a study focused on digital banking. They effectively address key areas like digital service quality, customer satisfaction, perceived security, and the adoption of digital services in rural areas. That said, the reference list could be even stronger by adding more international and high-impact journal articles, particularly those that delve into digital banking quality frameworks (like SERVQUAL and e-SQ), rural digital inclusion, and comparative analyses between public and private banks.
 
Specifically, incorporating a few highly cited and recent studies (from 2020 onward) would really bolster the academic strength of the literature review. Here are some suggested additional references that could be beneficial:
 
Suggested Additional References (Recent & Relevant)
 
Madaan, J., & Shrivastava, S. (2021). Digital banking adoption: A systematic literature review. Journal of Financial Services Marketing, 26(4), 143–156.
 
Ayo, C. K., Oni, A. A., Adewoye, J. O., & Eweoya, I. O. (2020). E-banking service quality and customer satisfaction: A cross-country comparison. Electronic Commerce Research, 20(4), 833–857.
 
Singh, S., & Srivastava, R. (2022). Factors affecting digital banking adoption in emerging economies. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 40(3), 498–522.
 
Shankar, A. (2021). A framework for digital banking service quality and customer satisfaction. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 61, 102514.
 
Yaseen, S. G., & El Qirem, I. A. (2021). Digital service quality in banking: Empirical testing of an extended model. Service Industries Journal, 41(9–10), 620–641.
 
These references would help to better position the study within the global literature and strengthen its theoretical foundations.
	

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

	The overall quality of the manuscript in English is quite understandable and generally fits the needs of scholarly communication. The main ideas come across clearly, and the structure holds together well. That said, there are a few grammatical mistakes, some repetitive phrases, and lengthy sentences that can make it harder to read. Certain sections—especially the Results and Discussion—are a bit too detailed and could really benefit from being more concise and adopting a clearer academic tone.
 
To enhance the manuscript’s language quality, I suggest seeking out professional language editing or doing a thorough revision that focuses on grammar, sentence structure, and academic style. With these adjustments, the manuscript would be well on its way to meeting the standards required for publication in a scholarly journal.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript tackles a crucial and timely issue, particularly in light of the swift growth of digital banking in rural areas and the necessity to grasp the differences in service quality across sectors. It offers valuable empirical insights and has the potential to significantly enrich the conversation around digital financial inclusion. That said, there are areas where the manuscript could improve, particularly in terms of its structure, clarity, and academic tone. For instance, refining the abstract, bolstering the methodological explanations, and streamlining the Results and Discussion sections would greatly enhance its overall quality. Moreover, incorporating more recent and impactful references would add depth to the literature review. With these adjustments, the paper could truly make a meaningful contribution to the field of rural digital banking and customer satisfaction.


Comments on the Article

· The abstract does a solid job of summarizing the study, but it could be tightened up by cutting down on repetitive numerical details and honing in on the main findings. 

· The introduction offers a good background, but it could use a clearer statement about the research gap and objectives. 

·  Some of the paragraphs in the Methodology section are a bit lengthy; breaking them into smaller chunks could really help with clarity.

· The Results and Discussion section is packed with data, but weaving in more interpretation and connecting the results to existing literature would really enhance the narrative. 

·  The tables are informative, but tweaking the formatting and alignment could make them easier to read.

· It would be great to see figures and tables referenced more consistently throughout the text.

· Overall, the language is clear, but a few sentences could use some grammatical polishing and a smoother flow. 

·  The conclusion is strong, but adding specific recommendations for practitioners and policymakers could really boost its practical value. 

· Think about cutting down on repetition between the Results and Discussion and Summary sections by merging overlapping points.

· Lastly, make sure all references stick to a consistent citation style and double-check the accuracy of DOIs or links.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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