
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Global Research in Education and Social Science

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOGRESS_15317

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Towards a Sustainable Art Ecosystem: How Immersion in XR Virtual Exhibitions Shapes Purchase Intentions

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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 addresses a timely topic by investigating the role of XR-based virtual exhibitions in shaping art purchase intentions through the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). The integration of immersive technologies with sustainable art commerce is relevant for researchers in digital marketing, information systems, and cultural industries. The study also contributes to the growing literature on XR adoption by extending TAM with immersion in an art-commerce context. Nevertheless, several methodological inconsistencies and reporting deficiencies currently limit the scientific contribution and should be addressed before publication.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	



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 accurately reflects the scope and major constructs investigated in the study.
	

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

	
YES, The abstract summarizes the objective, methodology, findings, implications, and originality. However, it should report the sample size consistently and briefly mention the mediation mechanism rather than only presenting direct findings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
NO, Several scientific issues require substantial revision:

1. The manuscript reports inconsistent sample sizes (300 valid respondents versus N = 320 in SEM analysis).
2. The hypotheses presented in the conceptual framework differ from those reported in the Results section.
3. The manuscript states CFA, reliability, AVE, CR, and Fornell-Larcker results without presenting the corresponding tables.
4. SEM results should include complete standardized coefficients, standard errors, confidence intervals, and significance levels.
5. Mediation analysis is claimed but no indirect effect analysis (Bootstrapping) is reported.
6. The experimental procedure should explain whether desktop users and VR users were analyzed separately because different immersion conditions may influence results.
7. Ethical approval and informed consent require clearer documentation.

	

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

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

	YES, Most references are current (2022–2025) and appropriate. However, several seminal TAM and XR studies should be incorporated to strengthen the theoretical foundation. The manuscript also relies heavily on a limited number of recent studies, reducing theoretical diversity.
	

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

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

	NO, No obvious ethical misconduct is detected. Nevertheless, the manuscript should explicitly report the institutional ethical approval number (if applicable), informed consent procedure, and participant confidentiality measures.
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