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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 provides valuable insights into how pricing strategies and content preferences influence consumer behavior in OTT markets within the emerging economies sector, which is rapidly expanding and underexplored. Using a cross-country comparative design (India, Brazil, Indonesia) enhances its generalizability. By extending the literature on consumer behavior and technology adoption into emerging digital economies, the research provides policymakers and OTT managers with practical implications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title “OTT Market Dynamics: Understanding Consumer Behaviour and Pricing in Emerging Economies” is acceptable and accurately conveys the study's topic and breadth.
	

	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 comprehensive, structured, and informative, presenting clear objectives, methodology, results, and implications. It effectively summarises key statistical outcomes and managerial insights.

Too quantitative — heavy use of values can overwhelm readers; trim these and include 1–2 lines on theoretical implications.

Mention the research gap explicitly in one sentence to clarify the contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	A scientifically sound paper that includes logical hypotheses and statistical data to support them.  The reliability and validity metrics for the constructs are well described.  However, the paper does not clearly identify the theoretical foundations, nor does it link the framework to a model like UTAUT, TAM, or Expectancy-Value Theory.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are contemporary, topical, and comprehensive, with citations ranging from 2021 to 2025. Academic and industry sources are well-integrated.

Ensure all references follow a single citation style.

Some entries, such as No. 17,19, and 20 (duplicated ijprems links), are redundant—double-check.
	

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


	The language is understandable, professional, and appropriate for intellectual discussions.    The tone is strict and constant, with few linguistic and syntactic issues.
Splitting long and dense sentences could improve readability. Some sentences are verbose and academic-heavy; simplify to make them more concise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction

The introduction is very lengthy and reads like a short literature study.  Some sentences are extremely thick or repetitious.

The research gap appears late; shift it earlier to ensure clarity.

Streamline background (focus on 2–3 key driving factors).

Add one short paragraph on theoretical contribution (what specific gap in consumer behaviour or pricing literature it fills).

Literature Review

Several paragraphs are descriptive rather than critical; the review should compare and contrast findings, not just summarise.

The “Research Gaps” section is strong.

The transition to the framework could be smoother; currently abrupt.

Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

No theoretical underpinning (UTAUT, TAM, or Expectancy-Value theory) is explicitly tied to the model. Even a short mention would improve academic depth.

Methodology

Missing citation for sample size formula — include a standard reference.

The methodology mentions “secondary data insights” but never integrates or reports them — clarify or remove this phrase.

Data Analysis and Results

Interpretations sometimes repeat previous data — can be shortened.

Should include model fit indices or justification for why PLS-SEM was chosen over CB-SEM.

Lacks explanation of class selection criteria, add justification for choosing 3 classes.

Cross-country comparison is missing — since data came from India, Brazil, and Indonesia, results could highlight any major country-level differences.

Discussion

Include a clearer theoretical implication paragraph (link back to consumer behaviour and pricing theories).

Limitations and Future Research

Too long (spans over two pages). Many points are repeated or could be summarised.

Focus on the 4–5 most significant limitations only.

Conclusion

The conclusion repeats a point already made in the discussion.

Include a phrase that directly links back to the study aims or hypotheses.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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