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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 addresses crucial factors driving e-commerce growth in Southeast Asian countries. By applying a quantitative panel data approach, the study provides empirical evidence on the specific roles of income levels and various digital infrastructure components. These findings could contribute to the scientific community by offering insights beneficial for academic researchers studying the digital economy. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is suitable. 

	

	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 is reasonably comprehensive in that it covers the essential elements of the study; however, to enhance its comprehensiveness, particularly for readers evaluating the methodological approach, I suggest the addition of details regarding the methodological part. For example, mentioning the use of the Log-Lin transformation applied to the dependent variable would be beneficial.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study employs an appropriate general quantitative approach (panel data regression) for its research question, but several significant issues undermine its scientific correctness and the rigor of its reporting:

· Model selection diagnostics are not reported. The author omits the results of standard panel model selection tests (Chow, Hausman, and Lagrange Multiplier). Without these, the justification for choosing the estimation strategy (specifically the Fixed Effects Model) cannot be scientifically validated by the reader.

· The reason for variable selection and transformation is unclear. The methodology section does not explain why the selected independent variables were chosen to explain the dependent variable (EC). Moreover, there is no justification for why only the dependent variable was log-transformed. Each methodological choice should be clearly explained and grounded in either theory or prior empirical evidence. Questions such as “Why was this specific method used?” and “Why were these metrics selected?” should be addressed to improve the transparency and replicability of the analysis.

· The manuscript lacks a dedicated literature review section. This makes it difficult to evaluate how the chosen methodology and hypotheses are anchored in, or contribute to, existing empirical research.

· There is no discussion of limitations. The conclusion omits any reference to the study’s limitations, such as the small sample size (42 observations), potential biases from data availability, or the assumptions inherent in the econometric model. Acknowledging limitations is essential for appropriately framing the results and assessing their generalizability.

· Incomplete reporting of statistical significance. Although a t-statistic threshold (1.688298) is mentioned, the manuscript does not report corresponding p-values or confidence intervals, which are standard for interpreting the reliability of estimated coefficients.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on the provided reference list, the references appear reasonably sufficient and include a good mix of recent academic articles. Regarding the structure and presentation of the “References” section itself, it could be organized for better clarity when reading and verifying. The current format appears to lack clear spacing between individual references, which could make it difficult for readers and reviewers to distinguish and check each entry easily. Organizing the list with clearer separation or perhaps using a bullet point style for each reference could significantly improve readability and navigability.

	

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

	The language and English quality of the manuscript are understandable and convey the study's information, but they are not fully suitable for scholarly communication in their current state. The writing is often stiff and lacks the smooth flow typically expected in academic papers. There are instances of awkward phrasing, and some terms, like acronyms (for example: ASEAN, ICT), are used without initial explanation, which can hinder clarity for readers unfamiliar with them. Additionally, minor inconsistencies (like "Singapura" in figure 2 versus "Singapore" line 68) and the presentation issues with figures and tables (missing captions, disjointed interpretation) suggest a need for thorough proofreading and editing. 

	

	Optional/General comments


	For both Figure 1 and Figure 2, there is a lack of introductory text preparing the reader for the visual information they are about to see, and both figures lack proper captions positioned above them. Specifically for Figure 2, while the figure itself displays two different metrics (Internet % and Fixed Broadband per 100 people), the text does not adequately explain what these two parts mean together, and the interpretation is fragmented across different paragraphs (starting at line 66, then resuming at line 79), breaking the narrative flow and making it difficult for the reader to connect the dots behind the presented logic and decisions.

Table 1 (Operational Definition of Variables) lacks a source indicated below it (even if created by the authors, stating "Source: Authors" or similar is good practice), and it also lacks proper captions both above and below the table to clearly describe its content and purpose. The table has a section dedicated to show from where the data was taken (“Data Source”), but for better clarity, the author could include, after the references, at the end of the article, a section dedicated to show the sources and a link for each that shows from where the data was taken, in order to be checked.

Table 2 (T-statistic Test Results) lacks the source below the table and a proper caption above (a proper introduction of the table). As a recommendation for Table 2, the author could also change the columns: “t-table” into “Critical value” and add a column that shows the specific p-value for each variable. As it is, Table 2 isn’t clear. The names of the variables in the table should match the name in the interpretation below. For example: in the table, the fixed broadband (FB) is presented as 'LN_FB', while when the author speaks about it below the table it is referred as 'fixed broadband (FB)'. A consistent use of the same terms is recommendable for clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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