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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The paper is interesting as it presents the state of ecommerce in Philippines, that 
is completely different from developed countries. However, it needs serious 
improvements. 

1. In the literature review the authors have to add a section that reviews 
relative studies in developing countries (like paper 14), discuss critically 
their findings, identify the existing gap and debate the contribution of the 
paper. 

2. In addition to this, the literature review is not up today. The state of e-
commerce changes rapidly so you have to use papers recently published.  

3. Statistical analysis is limited to Frequencies and percentages. The authors 
have to go further and use some statistical tests. At least t-tests to 
investigate defend attitudes between men and women *as the argue about 
this section 4.1)  

4. In table 6 please explain the qualitative rating. For what stands “Very 
often”, or “sometimes”? 

5. References are not written consistently.   
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

1. Above table 2 the authors mention “are either too old,” too old for what? I 
am not a native speaker, but please check the use of English  
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PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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