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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 paper addresses the relevant and timely issue of the role of digital infrastructure and digital business practices in supporting the development of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in rural areas. This research is significant for the scientific community because it provides empirical evidence on factors related to online business adoption and MSME growth in the context of public Wi-Fi facilities. This research also contributes to the rural digitalization literature by demonstrating that internet connectivity alone is not sufficient without the support of e-commerce, innovation, and adequate digital business capabilities. Furthermore, the research findings can provide useful insights for researchers and policymakers in designing more inclusive and productive rural digital development programs.
	



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
The title is generally clear and relevant to the topic. However, the term “technological challenges” does not fully reflect the main analysis, which focuses more on digital infrastructure, online business adoption, e-commerce, and SME growth. The authors may consider revising the title to better represent the study’s actual focus.
	

	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
The abstract presents the study objective, research design, sample size, analytical methods, main findings, and conclusion. However, it is too dense and includes excessive statistical details, making it less concise and difficult to read. The sampling method and measurement of business growth also need clearer explanation. The authors should simplify the abstract and emphasize the research gap, main contribution, and practical implications.
	

	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 : 5
The keywords are generally appropriate and relevant to the study. They represent the main topics, including SMEs, the digital economy, rural development, Wi-Fi access, e-commerce, and the analytical method. However, “binary logit” is more methodological than thematic. The authors may consider replacing it with a more searchable term such as “digital adoption” or “online business adoption.”
	

	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
The background provides relevant information about rural digitalization, SME development, digital infrastructure, and e-commerce. The discussion is generally organized from broader issues to the local context of Sleman Regency. However, the research gap, theoretical basis, and novelty of the study are not stated clearly enough. The authors should strengthen the connection between previous studies, the local problem, and the specific contribution of this research.
	

	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
The research objectives are stated in the introduction and are generally consistent with the analysis. However, the objectives are presented descriptively and are not formulated as clear research questions or hypotheses. The authors should state the objectives more explicitly and, if hypotheses are intended, develop them based on the relevant theoretical and empirical literature.
	

	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
The main revisions are needed in the Introduction, particularly in the paragraphs discussing previous studies on rural digitalization, digital infrastructure, e-commerce, and SME performance. These paragraphs currently summarize earlier research but do not sufficiently compare differences in methods, research contexts, variables, or findings. The authors should revise this section by clearly identifying the empirical and theoretical gap, explaining how the present study differs from previous research, and providing a stronger justification for the variables included in the binary and ordered logit models. In addition, some references that are only indirectly related to rural SME digitalization should be replaced with more specific and recent studies.
	

	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
The use of binary logit and ordered logit models is generally suitable for the stated dependent variables. However, the methodology requires substantial clarification. The sampling procedure described as “purposive random sampling” is unclear, the inclusion and exclusion criteria are not reported, and the basis for selecting 200 respondents is not explained. The operational definitions, coding, and measurement scales of several variables—especially ONLINE, GROWTH, EBIS, SALE, INOV, INTERNET, and PROFIT—must be specified. The manuscript should also report questionnaire validity and reliability, multicollinearity checks, model diagnostics, odds ratios or marginal effects, and the proportional odds test for the ordered logit model. In addition, the identical estimates reported for INTERNET and PROFIT should be verified because they may indicate a reporting or model-specification error.

	

	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
Ethical aspects are not sufficiently reported. Since the study involved human respondents, the manuscript should clearly explain ethical approval, informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, and data protection procedures. The authors should add an ethics statement in the methodology section and provide the name of the approving institution and approval number, if available.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating : 3
The results are generally presented in a clear sequence and supported by statistical tables. The significant variables are identified and briefly interpreted. However, the presentation should be improved by reporting odds ratios or marginal effects to make the findings easier to understand. The authors should also verify the identical estimates for INTERNET and PROFIT, explain the poor goodness-of-fit results in Model 2, and avoid interpreting cross-sectional associations as causal effects.
	

	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: 3
The tables are relevant and generally support the presentation of the statistical results. However, several tables require clearer variable labels, measurement units, and more complete notes. The authors should also verify the duplicated values reported for INTERNET and PROFIT in Table 6 and improve the formatting of the ordered logit thresholds. No figures are included, and a conceptual framework or research model could help readers understand the relationships among the variables.
	

	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: 4
The discussion relates several findings to previous studies on digitalization, innovation, and SME performance. However, the comparison with existing literature is still limited and mostly general. The authors should discuss each major finding more critically, explain possible reasons for significant and non-significant results, and compare them with studies conducted in rural and developing-country contexts. The theoretical contribution of the findings should also be stated more clearly.
	

	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: 4
The conclusions are generally consistent with the reported statistical results, particularly regarding the importance of education, turnover, Wi-Fi use, e-commerce, innovation, and online sales. However, some statements are too strong for a cross-sectional study and should be presented as associations rather than causal effects. The authors should also ensure that the conclusion reflects the model-fit limitations and avoids generalizing the findings beyond the sampled SMEs in Sleman Regency.
	
	

	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
The manuscript includes a specific limitations section and acknowledges several important weaknesses, including the cross-sectional design, limited sample size, unclear variable measurement, and restricted generalizability. It also notes the absence of marginal effects, proportional odds testing, longitudinal data, sectoral analysis, and direct measurement of digital literacy. However, the authors should explain more clearly how these limitations may influence the interpretation of the findings.
	

	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
The references are generally relevant and sufficient in number, especially for topics related to rural digitalization, e-commerce, SME performance, and innovation. However, several references are not directly aligned with the study context, and some bibliographic details should be checked for accuracy and consistency. The authors should add more recent studies on rural SME digital adoption, public Wi-Fi use, and e-commerce in developing countries, while replacing less relevant sources.
	

	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
The manuscript is generally understandable and uses appropriate academic language. However, several sentences are too long, dense, or repetitive, especially in the methodology and discussion sections. Some technical explanations, including the ordered logit model, are also unclear and incomplete. The authors should improve sentence structure, correct grammatical and formatting inconsistencies, and revise the manuscript for clarity, conciseness, and consistency of terminology.
	







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
The title is understandable, but it does not fully reflect the actual focus of the study. The manuscript mainly examines digital infrastructure, online business adoption, e-commerce, and SME growth rather than technological challenges in a broad sense. A more suitable title would be:
Digital Infrastructure, Online Business Adoption, and SME Growth in the Rural Economy

	

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

	YES
The abstract is sufficiently comprehensive because it includes the research objective, study design, sample, analytical methods, key findings, and conclusion. However, minor editing is still recommended to improve conciseness and readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, and the selected statistical methods are appropriate for the research objectives and types of dependent variables. However, several methodological and reporting aspects still require clarification, particularly the sampling procedure, variable measurement, model assumptions, and interpretation of the results.


	

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

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

	YES
The references are generally sufficient in number and include several recent studies relevant to rural digitalization, e-commerce, SME performance, and innovation. However, some less relevant sources should be replaced with more specific and recent studies on rural SME digital adoption and public Wi-Fi use in developing-country contexts.

	

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

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

	NO
No clear ethical misconduct is identified in the manuscript. However, the authors should still add a brief ethics statement confirming informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, and protection of respondents’ data.
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 Putri Meliza Sari, Universitas PGRI Sumatera Barat, Indonesia
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