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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic on the impact of Digital Accounting Systems (DAS) on SME performance and sustainability in Nigeria. The proposed model has practical potential, especially for research on SME digital transformation. 

However, the paper requires major improvements in theoretical coherence, sampling clarity, and the transparency and accuracy of the PLS-SEM results to make a solid scientific contribution.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Overall, the topic is appropriate. 
For greater clarity and focus, you might consider rephrasing the title along these lines:

"Digital Accounting Systems Adoption and Barriers: Impacts on SME Performance and Sustainability in Nigeria"

Or

"Awareness, Benefits, and Challenges of Digital Accounting Systems: Implications for the Performance and Sustainability of Nigerian SMEs."

	

	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 lacks clarity and completeness; it leans too heavily on statistical details, while the population and sampling approach are not clearly explained.

To improve, please add a clear research gap and objective, explicitly state the population and sampling method, and include 1–2 sentences on the practical or theoretical implications.

Meanwhile, reduce the technical details, such as CR, AVE, and multiple significance levels and focus on highlighting only the key findings, along with their direction and meaning.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	A major revision is warranted due to several fundamental concerns. 
1. The theoretical framing lacks coherence, with inconsistent application of frameworks (TOE, TAM, DOI, and RBV) that are not clearly integrated or justified. 
2. Several hypotheses are ambiguously or inaccurately worded, with unclear directional logic (e.g., suggesting “challenges” lead to improvement). 
3. There appear to be inconsistencies in the PLS-SEM results, particularly where reported t-values do not align with corresponding coefficients and standard errors. 
4. The population, sampling frame, and respondent selection criteria are not adequately defined. 
5. The discussion section should be substantially expanded and clearly structured around each hypothesis, providing interpretation of the findings in relation to the theoretical model and prior literature.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the manuscript includes a number of references, the reference list requires better alignment with the finalized theoretical framework and should prioritize high-quality, peer-reviewed journal articles. 
Consistency and adherence to the journal’s formatting guidelines  are essential. 
Please ensure: (i) all in-text citations have a matching entry in the reference list and vice versa; (ii) uniform formatting for author names, publication years, title capitalization, journal/book names, volume(issue), page numbers, and DOI/URL; and (iii) removal of incomplete or unverifiable sources.
Additionally, consider incorporating key foundational works such as DeLone & McLean (2003) to strengthen the theoretical underpinnings, depending on the final framework adopted.

	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial English language editing to improve grammar, clarity, and consistency of terminology. This is particularly important in the abstract, formulation of hypotheses, and discussion section, where phrasing is often unclear or imprecise.

	

	Optional/General comments


	Please clearly define and operationalize the concept of “sustainability,” and clarify whether it is treated as distinct from or combined with performance. 
Remove redundant structural model figures one clear, consolidated figure along with a well-structured results table (reporting β, t, p, CI, R², f², Q²) is sufficient. 
Additionally, ensure transparent reporting of all measurement items, their sources, and any items removed during analysis. Lastly, include a brief ethics statement covering informed consent, participant anonymity, and data handling procedures.
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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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