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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 significantly contributes to the scientific community by empirically decoupling mere digital infrastructure provision from productive adoption, proving that specialized e-commerce and innovation—rather than basic connectivity—are the actual drivers of rural SME growth. Methodologically, it advances the rural development literature by utilizing a robust dual econometric framework (binary and ordered logit) to capture the nuanced interplay between human capability, connection quality, and localized economic transformation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The title is clear and concise, but it would be more precise if it explicitly reflected "online business adoption" and the Indonesian context rather than just broad "SME performance."
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The abstract is comprehensive as it clearly covers the objective, sample size ($n=200$), methodology, and key statistical results, but it lacks explicit mention of the study's geographic location (Sleman, Indonesia) and the specific limitations of the models used.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The keywords are appropriate and highly searchable, though replacing the redundant term "digital economy" with "Indonesia" or "Sleman Regency" would better capture the study's specific geographic context.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The background is well-organized, logically moving from the broad digital economy to rural SME barriers and the Sleman context, but it needs stronger justification for choosing the logit models over other econometric approaches.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) — The research objectives are clearly summarized at the end of the introduction, but the manuscript fails to formally state explicit hypotheses, leaving the expected directional relationships between the econometric variables untested.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The literature review is highly relevant, conceptually grounding the digital divide and SME adoption well, but it requires updating since most citations are from 2022 or earlier, omitting recent advancements in post-pandemic rural digitalization.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — While the dual-logit framework is conceptually appropriate for binary and ordinal data, the methodology is severely undermined by critical reporting omissions, including a total lack of marginal effects, no parallel lines test for the ordered logit model, and no validation metrics for the purposive survey instrument.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Although the study involves human participants (200 SME respondents via surveys), the manuscript completely omits any mention of institutional ethical clearance, informed consent, data confidentiality, or respondent anonymity protocols.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 (Poor) — The results contain a fatal copy-paste error in Table 6 where the coefficients, standard errors, and z-statistics for INTERNET and PROFIT are identical to the last decimal, rendering the empirical reporting highly unreliable.
	

	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


	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — The tables are relevant and structurally necessary, but Table 6 contains a fatal reporting error where INTERNET and PROFIT share identical statistical values, severely compromising data accuracy.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) — The discussion successfully contextualizes findings within broader digital adoption theories, but it remains superficial because it fails to interpret the econometric coefficients or contrast its problematic model fit statistics with established literature.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — While the broad policy insights match the narrative, the core conclusions are not fully supported due to the compromised data integrity in the ordered logit model (identical values for INTERNET and PROFIT) and the lack of reported marginal effects.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The manuscript has a dedicated "Limitations" section that transparently highlights sample size, missing marginal effects, and poor model-fit results, though it fails to explain why these critical statistical assumptions were violated or left unresolved.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) — The 25 references are highly relevant and well-targeted to the digital divide and SME adoption, but the number is slightly low for an original research article and heavily relies on pre-2023 literature, omitting recent post-pandemic digital developments.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) — The text is grammatically correct and the narrative flows well, but clarity is somewhat hindered by overly verbose academic phrasing and a lack of rigorous, precise explanations in the methodology and results sections.
	



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.

	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) or NO (if strictly binary)
Critique: While the title likely captures the core themes of the digital economy and SME adoption, it is too broad because it omits the specific geographic context and target demographic.
Suggestion for Improvement: Revise the title to explicitly include the geographic location and specific focus of the study.
· Example: "Determinants of Digital Technology Adoption Among Rural SMEs: A Logit Analysis in Sleman, Indonesia"

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No—it lacks the specific dual-logit methodology, sample size ($N=200$), and location, and should be revised to include these precise empirical details and quantitative findings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No—it contains a fatal copy-paste error in Table 6 (identical values for INTERNET and PROFIT), lacks marginal effects, and violates ordered logit model assumptions; the authors must recalculate the econometrics and verify data integrity.
	

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

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

	No—the 25 references are slightly insufficient for a research article and heavily rely on pre-2023 literature, so the authors should add 10–15 recent sources (2024–2026) covering post-pandemic digital developments.
	

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

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

	Yes—the study involves 200 human participants (SME respondents) via surveys, but the manuscript completely omits any mention of institutional ethical clearance, informed consent, data confidentiality protocols, or respondent anonymity protection.
	



Reviewer details:
Baqer Khudair Al-Hadrawi, Al-Furat Al-Awsat Technical University, Iraq
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