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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.


	This research, therefore, is an important contribution to the theoretical study of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) because private higher education institutions serve as a major new context with little to no exploration in the scientific literature, thus contributing to a wider understanding for the scientific community. The study also offers empirical insights from a developing country on the human and organizational facets of accounting information systems use, thus addressing an apparent knowledge gap in such studies in the accounting information systems literature. In addition, the findings allow researchers to revisit some of the conventional notions of TAM, especially with respect to the role of ease of use in perceived utility. In addition, th…
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article suitable.

	

	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 introduction does not clearly define the research gap and contains significant repetition, particularly between the introduction and the methodology section (population and sample). Furthermore, the manuscript does not explicitly state the following:

• Research questions,

• Research objectives,

• Theoretical and practical contributions.

Recommendation:

• Revise the introduction to clearly define the research problem and the research gap.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is primarily good in terms of its scientific nature as it is grounded in well-established theory and it uses suitable quantitative procedures. The research design and statistical methods applied meet the study objectives. Yet conceptual consistency and reporting of methodological details are weak points. So while sound in theory, still far from being suitable to fulfill strict scientific standards, the study leaves a lot of room for revision in the following respects.
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	After reviewing the bibliography, a clear duplicate source was found:

1. Al-Okaily, A., Al-Okaily, M., Shiyyab, F., & Masadah, W. (2020). Accounting information system effectiveness from an organizational perspective. Management Science Letters, 10(16), 3991–4000. https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.7.010

This source is cited twice with the exact same wording in the bibliography. Only one copy should be retained.

I suggest reviewing and verifying all sources.
	

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


	The manuscript addresses language, grammatical, and consistency problems that can negatively impact the academic clarity and scientific rigor of the manuscript. Such as grammatical errors in measurement items like, “My university don’t think AIS is too complicated to use”, in which subject–verb agreement is wrong. Furthermore, there is inconsistency in the unit of analysis, some of the items are written from an organizational perspective (e.g., “My university believes that interacting with AIS…”), but others are from an individual perspective (e.g., “I have full understanding of the accounting principles…”), without any methodological justification for its statement of perspective. Moreover, key constructs are identified using distinct terms (such as perceived ease of use, ease of use, and usability) that leave conceptual ambiguity. A full language revision and standardization of terminology and perspective are strongly recommended prior to publication.
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