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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 contributes to the growing body of knowledge on digital financial technologies by providing empirical evidence on the adoption of digital payment systems in a semi-urban, developing economy context. It extends existing literature by examining not only adoption behavior but also the perceived benefits experienced by merchants, offering a practical perspective on fintech utilization in everyday business operations. The findings are particularly valuable for researchers and policymakers interested in financial inclusion, MSME digital transformation, and the socioeconomic impact of mobile payment systems such as GCash. Additionally, the study helps bridge the research gap between urban-centric fintech studies and underexplored provincial settings, thereby enriching the generalizability of digital payment adoption theories.

	





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
	5
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	





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, the title is suitable for the article. It clearly reflects the key elements of the study, including the focus on digital payment system adoption (GCash), the dependent variable (perceived benefits), and the study setting (Santo Tomas, Davao del Norte). It is also specific and informative, making it appropriate for an academic research paper.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It adequately summarizes the study background, research design, sample size, data collection method, statistical tools used, key findings, and the main conclusion. It also clearly reports the relationship between digital payment system adoption and perceived benefits, making it informative and aligned with the overall study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in general. The study follows an appropriate quantitative, descriptive-correlational design, uses established theoretical frameworks, applies suitable statistical tools (mean and Pearson correlation), and presents results that are consistent with the stated methodology. The variables are operationally defined, and the findings are logically derived from the data presented. However, minor improvements in methodological rigor (such as assumption testing and deeper statistical analysis) could further strengthen its scientific robustness.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and include a mix of foundational and recent studies.
	

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

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

	No, there are no major ethical issues identified in this manuscript based on the information provided. The study reports that ethical approval was obtained prior to data collection and that permissions were secured from relevant authorities. The use of a survey-based, non-invasive methodology with merchant respondents does not present any evident risks to participants. However, the manuscript would be strengthened by providing clearer documentation of informed consent procedures and data privacy safeguards for respondents.

	





PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a relevant and timely investigation into the adoption of digital payment systems and perceived benefits among partner merchants in a developing economy context. The study is well-structured, methodologically appropriate, and supported by established theoretical frameworks such as DOI, TAM, and TPB. The findings are clearly presented and demonstrate a strong and statistically significant relationship between digital payment adoption and perceived benefits, contributing meaningfully to the field of financial technology adoption and MSME digital transformation.
However, several areas require improvement to strengthen the overall quality of the manuscript. The theoretical frameworks should be more tightly integrated into a unified conceptual model rather than presented separately. Methodological rigor could be enhanced by including assumption testing for Pearson correlation and providing greater justification for measurement validity beyond reliability coefficients. The discussion section would benefit from deeper critical analysis and stronger engagement with contrasting literature, rather than primarily reiterating findings. Additionally, minor language refinement and reduction of repetitive statements would improve readability and academic tone.
Overall, the manuscript has strong publication potential after addressing these concerns, particularly in theoretical integration, analytical depth, and methodological transparency.
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