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Response to reviewers: sample letter
Manuscript ID: [ ]   Title: Adoption of UPI payments among small retailers in Kanyakumari district: an extended UTAUT study
Dear Editor,
Thank you for the opportunity to revise our manuscript. We are grateful to both reviewers for their careful reading. We have addressed every comment below. Reviewer comments are in italics; our responses follow each one, with the location of each change in the revised manuscript. All changes are highlighted in the tracked version.
Reviewer 1, Comment 1
The sample size appears small for a structural model with this many constructs.
Response: We agree that this needed justification. We have added the power analysis used to set the sample size and report that the final sample of [n] exceeds it. We also report the ratio of cases to parameters. Changes: Section 3.2, page 7, lines 140–152.
Reviewer 1, Comment 2
Please explain why trust was treated as a moderator rather than a mediator.
Response: Thank you for raising this. Our reasoning follows the earlier studies cited in Section 2.3, which treat trust as a condition that changes the strength of the effort–intention link. We have made this argument explicit and added a note that a mediation model is a direction for future work. Changes: Section 2.3, page 5, lines 98–110; Section 5.3, page 16.
Reviewer 2, Comment 1
The discussion repeats the results instead of interpreting them.
Response: We have rewritten the discussion so that each paragraph compares one finding with earlier studies and states what it means for merchants and for UTAUT. Changes: Section 5, pages 14–16.
Reviewer 2, Comment 2
Consider adding a comparison with consumer studies.
Response: We have respectfully not added a full comparison, because the survey did not collect consumer data and the journal’s word limit would not allow it. We have instead added two sentences in the limitations explaining this and pointing to consumer studies for readers. Changes: Section 5.4, page 17, lines 360–366.
We hope the revised manuscript is now suitable for publication. We would be happy to make any further changes the reviewers or the editor suggest.
Yours sincerely,
[Corresponding author, on behalf of all authors]




