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	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 paper solves the lack of understanding the adoption-implementation gaps concerning machine learning in e-commerce cybersecurity, an issue of increasing importance as cyber threats continue to grow. It combines theory of organizational adoption with careful performance assessment in three different datasets, providing both theoretical and practical contributions to use diffusion innovation properly. The multiobjective approach provides evidence to measure the real world trade off between capacity and accuracy, the role of governance, and the enabling factors that fundamentally govern ML use in sensitive contexts. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	As it currently stands, the title, Adoption Dynamics and Implementation Strategies of Machine Learning for Cyber Security Threat Detection in the E-Commerce Domain, captures the gist of the research, but it lacks precision and forcefulness. 
	

	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 packs too much information in one paragraph making it dense. This paragraph should be split into three smaller ones instead (background/objective, methods/findings, implications). Remove non essential information such as the "β≈+0.180" that will discourage non-field experts. Clarify the research gap, along with the theoretical contribution. The importance of trade-offs, (accuracy and throughput) should be given in more succinct detail as the rest of the information regarding the methods can be placed in the methods section. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Crafted with appropriate methodological approaches such as the binomial general linear models and ANCOVA, the manuscript, in general, is scientifically valid. There are, however, some concerns with the internal validity of the work. In objective 1, aggregate data sets are used, which poses a risk of the ecological fallacy. Moreover, asserting a claim of causation is far too strong because any cross-sectional analysis done does not confirm causation. The experimental design of Objective 2 is well-structured, with the only concern being the external validity of the design pertaining to actual e-commerce site traffic. The modest treatment effect of Objective 3 is however, too sensitive to a lack of confounding covariates, which, in turn, warrants a far more cautious approach to interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally recent and comprehensive, drawing from cybersecurity, information systems, and organizational research. However, several 2025 citations appear future-dated or unverifiable. Suggest adding empirical MLOps case studies, recent NIST AI Risk Management Framework guidance, EU AI Act compliance literature, and updated datasets beyond CSE-CIC-IDS2018. Include more foundational work on causal inference methods (Pearl, Imbens) to support methodology choices and address limitations in observational designs.
	

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


	Listening to and analyzing the objectives of the manuscript is important groundwork for scholarly narrative.

Also, it is important to note that the manuscript is written in very complex, convoluted and overly sophisticated sentences, which is a feature that is counterproductive to the objectives of the narrative.

I believe the author needs to put in to considerable efforts for the completion of the manuscript.

The author may want to consider shortening sentences, tightening and focusing on the language of the paragraph, as well as on the language used in the manuscript

This will certainly increase the agility of understanding of the manuscript in the international scholarly domain.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript thoroughly analyzes a subject and its practical implications, within its rigors, something extremely salient in the discourse. To increase its impact, the manuscript needs to substantiate the causal claims made, increase its focus of clarifying ex-post method and answer the ethical and external questions more fully. It would also be useful to both expert and non-expert readers to simplify the language and enhance the readability of the figures.
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