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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an increasingly important topic in contemporary labor economics and digital transformation. As work patterns shift globally, understanding how digital platforms influence employment structures is vital for both policymakers and businesses. The paper contributes to the scientific community by highlighting emerging trends that redefine traditional notions of work and productivity. This discussion adds value to ongoing debates on sustainable employment and the future of work in the digital era
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable as it clearly reflects the main focus of the paper — the connection between the gig economy, remote work, and e-commerce. It is concise, relevant, and gives readers a good understanding of the study’s scope. However, a slightly refined version could make it more specific and engaging. Suggested alternative: Redefining Work in the Digital Era: Exploring the Role of Gig Economy and Remote Employment in E-commerce.
	

	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 generally informative and provides a clear overview of the paper’s theoretical focus. Since the study is purely conceptual, the “Design” section could more explicitly state that it does not employ empirical methods but instead builds on a theoretical and conceptual framework. Briefly mentioning the key conceptual lenses or theories guiding the discussion would help readers understand the basis of the arguments presented. Additionally, minor language refinements, such as rephrasing “consists of a dialogue with aspects pros and cons of the gig economy” to “discuss the pros and cons of the gig economy,” would improve readability. Overall, the abstract is comprehensive but can be slightly adjusted to better reflect its conceptual nature and strengthen clarity for the scientific community.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the paper is scientifically appropriate, though clarity could be improved by briefly outlining the key theoretical framework.
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	Yes
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, though minor phrasing refinements.
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