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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 addresses a timely and critical intersection between digital innovation and empirical social transformation within the context of an emerging Southeast Asian economy. By shifting the focus from purely macroeconomic growth indicators to the direct behavioral and social shifts within Indonesian society, the study fills a notable gap in contemporary empirical literature. The integration of recent, real-world technological benchmarks such as the widespread adoption of the QRIS digital payment infrastructure provides a concrete foundation for understanding micro-level socio-economic changes. Consequently, this work offers valuable reference points for both digital economy researchers and policymakers striving to balance rapid technological deployment with inclusive, sustainable social adaptation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	2
The abstract introduces the core topic, methodology, and numerical results clearly, but it requires critical additions to be truly comprehensive. First, it should briefly state the foundational problem or theoretical gap that motivated this research rather than just stating the aim. Second, while it mentions the sample size of 220 respondents, it needs to specify the exact sampling method used, which is purposive sampling, to ensure full transparency regarding generalizability. Finally, the concluding sentence touches upon the importance of the study, but it lacks a concrete recommendation or direct policy implication derived from the empirical findings. Please revise the abstract to encompass the research problem, precise sampling methodology, and explicit practical recommendations.
	

	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
	2
The background provides extensive statistical context regarding internet penetration and digital economy growth in Indonesia, which is well organized and helpful. However, it lacks a solid theoretical foundation to connect the two main variables. The introduction transitions too quickly from macroeconomic figures to the concept of social change without detailing the sociological or behavioral mechanisms through which digital innovations drive actual societal shifts. Furthermore, the explicit research gap or problem statement is weak, as the introduction merely states that studies on social change need to be strengthened without clearly explaining what prior literature missed. Please revise the introduction to explicitly articulate the theoretical links between technological adoption and behavioral change, and clearly define the specific empirical gap this study intends to bridge.
	

	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
	3
The main objective of the study is clearly stated in the abstract and at the end of the introduction section, which establishes the primary focus on analyzing the relationship between digital innovation and social change. However, the manuscript lacks a formal, explicit statement of the research hypothesis. In quantitative research using explanatory survey designs and linear regressions, formulating a clear null and alternative hypothesis is standard practice. The text implies a positive relationship but does not formally define it prior to the methodology section. The authors should add a distinct hypothesis statement at the end of the literature review section to guide the quantitative testing.
	

	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
	2
The literature review includes highly relevant and recently updated sources from 2024 and 2025, which provides a fresh contextual background. However, the section functions more like a structural list of definitions and conceptual indicators rather than a critical synthesis of the existing academic literature. It lacks an explicit discussion on the underlying theoretical frameworks, such as sociological theories of social change or technological adoption models, that could explain how digital innovation leads to behavioral transformation. Additionally, the sub-section addressing the relationship between the two variables relies on a very limited number of empirical studies, failing to contrast differing academic perspectives on the digital divide or negative societal shifts. Please revise the literature review to synthesize the literature more critically, integrate a robust theoretical framework, and expand the discussion on conflicting empirical findings in the digital transformation domain.
	

	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
	2
The explanatory survey design and quantitative approach are fundamentally appropriate for testing relationships between variables, but the execution of the methodology contains major gaps. First, using a purposive sampling method with a small sample of 220 respondents makes it inappropriate to generalize findings to a population as vast and diverse as Indonesia. Second, while the variables are broken down into indicators in Table 1, the manuscript does not explain the origin of the survey instrument scales or whether they were adapted from validated previous studies. Third, utilizing a simple linear regression model to examine a highly complex socio-economic phenomenon like social change is a severe oversimplification, especially since the model summary shows that more than half of the variance (53.2%) is left unexplained. Please justify the small sample size using statistical power analysis, clarify the source and validation process of your measurement scales, and replace or supplement the simple regression with a multi-variable model or Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to capture the distinct dimensions of digital innovation.
	

	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
	2
The manuscript mentions in the sampling criteria that participants were willing to complete the research questionnaire, which touches upon consent. However, since this study involves human participants providing self-reported data via an online platform, ethical considerations must be formally and explicitly addressed. The text does not state whether informed consent was obtained via an explicit screening page, how participant anonymity was preserved, or how data confidentiality and security were maintained. Furthermore, there is no mention of institutional review board approval or compliance with ethical declaration protocols. Please add a dedicated section or paragraph within the methodology detailing the exact measures taken to protect the privacy and rights of the respondents.
	

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

	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
	 2
The discussion section mentions that the findings align with the general concepts of digital innovation and transformation proposed by prior researchers such as Hund et al. (2021) and Kraus et al. (2021). However, this relationship is kept at a very superficial level, merely stating that the results support or align with previous frameworks without examining the deeper social context. The text does not critically engage with the literature regarding the complexities, contradictions, or challenges of digital inclusion highlighted by organizations like the World Bank (2021). Additionally, the lower empirical score for digital public services is noted but not adequately integrated with previous e-government studies or specific regional constraints in Indonesia. Please expand the discussion section to critically compare your empirical outcomes with past research, highlighting any surprising deviations, and explaining how your findings fit into the broader academic debate regarding the digital divide and uneven social development.
	

	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
	3
The conclusions accurately reflect the statistical findings presented in the results section, confirming the positive relationship and the specific regression coefficients obtained from the 220 respondents. However, the scope of the conclusion is overly broad compared to what the data actually supports. Because the study relies on a relatively small sample collected via purposive sampling, the sweeping statements regarding Indonesian society as a whole are not fully justified. Additionally, since the research design is strictly cross-sectional, the conclusion should avoid using causal language and instead focus purely on the observed statistical associations. Please refine the conclusion section to match the actual limitations of your data and sampling scope
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
The reference list contains highly relevant and very recent sources up to the year 2025, which helps anchor the study within current trends. However, the total number of references (18 in total) is insufficient for an empirical paper aiming for publication in a reputable international journal. Several key arguments and conceptual definitions within the manuscript lack robust academic citations, relying too heavily on a limited set of repetitive references like Hund et al. (2021) and Kraus et al. (2021). Furthermore, there is a clear imbalance, as the reference list includes a disproportionate number of institutional web reports and working papers (e.g., APJII, BPS, Bank Indonesia, Komdigi, OECD, World Bank) compared to peer-reviewed theoretical and empirical journal articles. Please expand the bibliography to at least 30 to 35 references by integrating more peer-reviewed studies from established journals, specifically focusing on the sociology of social change, digital inclusion, and multi-indicator technological modeling.
	

	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 clear, well-structured, and directly reflects the core variables examined in the manuscript. It appropriately signals the geographic and contextual scope to the reader from the outset. While the title is entirely suitable for publication, the authors might consider a minor technical refinement during the final revision to reflect the specific empirical scope more precisely, such as adding a subtitle or phrasing it as an exploratory study of digital service users, given the non-probabilistic nature of the sample. However, in its current form, it remains acceptable and appropriate.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	
The abstract introduces the study's objective and results clearly, but lacks critical structural elements required for a comprehensive paper. It omits the fundamental research problem, fails to state the specific sampling method (purposive sampling), and does not offer explicit policy recommendations derived from the empirical findings.  Suggestions for improvement:
· Add one or two opening sentences defining the exact socio-economic problem or literature gap being addressed.
·   Explicitly state the sampling approach by rewriting the sample description to specify the use of a non-probability purposive sampling technique.  
· Replace the generic final sentence with a concrete recommendation for policy or future research based on the R-squared and descriptive findings. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
The manuscript is clear in its execution, but it contains several methodological and analytical flaws that undermine its full scientific correctness. Relying on a simple linear regression model to examine a highly complex, multi-dimensional phenomenon like social change is a severe oversimplification, especially since the model leaves 53.2% of the variance unexplained. Furthermore, claiming generalizable conclusions about "Indonesian society" using a small, non-probability purposive sample of 220 respondents introduces significant sampling bias and is scientifically restricted. Finally, the study uses a cross-sectional design, which means it can only identify statistical associations, yet the text occasionally uses causal language to describe the relationship.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The references include highly updated sources from 2024 and 2025, which helps anchor the study within recent technological trends. However, the bibliography is not sufficient for a peer-reviewed publication in a high-impact international journal. With only 18 total sources, the manuscript over-relies on a few repetitive citations for its core definitions. Furthermore, there is a clear structural imbalance: the list is heavily weighted toward institutional web reports, statistics bureaus, and working papers (e.g., APJII, BPS, Bank Indonesia, Komdigi, World Bank) rather than peer-reviewed theoretical and empirical journal articles.  Suggestions for improvement:
· Expand the reference list to at least 30 or 35 sources to ensure a more thorough academic grounding. 
·  Replace several general institutional web links with peer-reviewed journal articles focusing on the sociology of social change, the digital divide, and technology adoption models.
· Ensure that every major empirical claim and conceptual dimension introduced in the literature review is backed by established academic literature rather than broad organizational overviews.
	

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

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

	YES
The manuscript lacks formal ethical protocols, which is a major omission for research involving human participants. While the text notes that respondents were willing to participate, a dedicated ethical disclosure is completely missing. 
The specific ethical gaps are:
·  No confirmation that participants received a formal consent statement before taking the survey.
· No details on how participant identities and personal data were protected.
· No explanation of how the online survey data is securely stored or managed.
· No mention of ethical clearance or review board approval.
The authors must add a dedicated "Ethical Considerations" subsection within the methodology to explicitly clarify these protocols.
	


Reviewer details:
Moussa Hezla, Kasdi Merbah University Ouargla, Algeria
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