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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 adds value to the growing body of literature on digital payment adoption by focusing specifically on partner merchants rather than consumers, which is an underexplored perspective. The study provides empirical evidence from a semi-urban municipality in the Philippines, a context that differs from the usual Metro Manila or Jakarta focused research. By applying the Diffusion of Innovations theory and Technology Acceptance Model to merchant adoption behavior, the paper offers a theoretical contribution that can be tested in other emerging market settings. The strong correlation found between adoption and perceived benefits (r=0.844) gives researchers a useful benchmark for comparing merchant behavior across different regions and digital payment platforms.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is suitable.
improvement (optional): If the journal prefers a more formal tone, consider "Digital Payment System Adoption and Perceived Benefits Among Partner Merchants in Santo Tomas, Davao del Norte" but the current title is fine.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is comprehensive enough.
Suggestion for improvement: Add the exact correlation value (r=0.844) and p value (<.001) in the abstract so readers see the strength of the relationship immediately.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, generally correct.
For improvement:
The conceptual framework figure (Figure 1) is described but missing from the document. Please add it.
Clarify whether Pearson r was appropriate given the Likert scale data (some journals expect Spearman for ordinal data). A brief justification would help.
The discussion section is labelled as "Discussions" but then has "Summary on the level..." subheadings. Consider renaming to "Discussion" and reorganizing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
Have  done a good job updating the references. There are around 40 citations, many from 2023 to 2025, including high quality journals. The foundational theories (Rogers, Davis, Ajzen) are properly cited alongside recent empirical studies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No.
The authors have addressed ethical issues well. They mention obtaining an Ethics Certificate, seeking permission from the Research and Development Director, securing consent from merchant owners, and including a competing interests disclaimer. This meets basic ethical standards for a survey based study.
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Have addressed many of the earlier concerns. The universal sampling of all 130 GCash partner merchants in Santo Tomas is a genuine strength because it avoids sampling bias. The theoretical framework combining DOI, TAM, and TPB is solid. The correlation finding (r=0.844, p<.001) is strong and meaningful.
However, three issues still need attention before publication:
1.Missing conceptual framework figure. Figure 1 is described in text but not included in the document. This needs to be added.
2.Limitations paragraph. The authors should add a short paragraph (3-5 sentences) acknowledging limitations such as: single municipality focus, cross sectional design (cannot prove causation), self-reported data, and possible social desirability bias from merchants.
3.Clarify Pearson r assumption. Likert scale data is ordinal, but Pearson r assumes interval level data. Many journals accept this, but the authors should briefly justify or consider using Spearman rho. This is a minor point but worth addressing.
Once these are fixed, the paper would be suitable for publication.
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