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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 offers a significant and timely contribution to the scientific community by providing a multi-method quantitative analysis of Machine Learning (ML) adoption and implementation in the critical e-commerce cybersecurity sector. Its importance lies in bridging the gap between theoretical models of technology acceptance and the practical, measurable challenges of deploying ML-based threat detection systems. Specifically, the paper uniquely combines firm-level adoption drivers (via GLM) with a rigorous, streaming evaluation of a threat detection model (via ANCOVA) and an assessment of deployment outcomes (via Propensity-Score Matching). These findings offer evidence-based policy recommendations for industry, focusing on concrete factors like cloud resources, label-noise management, and privacy-by-design, which moves the conversation beyond mere conceptual frameworks to operational security intelligence.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the manuscript's multi-faceted approach, as confirmed by the abstract which details the GLM analysis for adoption and the ANCOVA/Propensity-Score Matching for implementation and deployment outcomes.
	

	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 comprehensive and highly effective because it follows the rigorous scientific structure of outlining the problem, methods, key results, and recommendations, all within a tight word count.

Here are a few suggestions for enhancing the abstract:

· Clearer Link Between Method and Finding (Minor Rephrasing): The current abstract lists the three methods and then lists the findings, but it could slightly improve the link between the two.
· Emphasize the Trade-Off Nature of Implementation (Minor Addition): The ANCOVA finding is powerful ("every +1k records/s reduced F1 by ≈0.0063 and added ≈2.25 ms latency"). This is a clear trade-off between throughput/speed and accuracy. Emphasizing this concept in the results section makes the finding more resonant.

The only necessary addition is a concise statement of the research gap to strengthen the motivation of the entire study.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodological design is exemplary for addressing a complex, multi-stage technology adoption problem, making the manuscript appear scientifically correct and highly valuable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be highly sufficient and recent, demonstrating that the authors have incorporated cutting-edge literature.

The document's reference list includes several citations from 2024 and 2025 (e.g., Rincón-Carrión & García-Sánchez (2025), Udechukwu (2025a, 2025b), and Verizon (2024)), which confirms the recency of the material used. The inclusion of a foundational work like Venkatesh et al. (2003) is appropriate for grounding the adoption section in classic theory.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, concise, and uses appropriate academic terminology. The structure of the sentences and paragraphs is logical, enhancing readability and comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is an exceptionally strong piece of empirical research that tackles a critical, multi-faceted industry challenge with rigorous methodology. The paper's main strength lies in its triangulation of data and methods to provide a holistic view of the ML lifecycle, from high-level organizational decision-making (adoption) to low-level model performance (implementation) and, finally, business outcomes (deployment).
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Francisca Adekanye, Obafemi Awolowo University, Nigeria

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

