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	/
	I would like to thank the authors for their thorough revision of the manuscript and for their detailed response to the reviewers' comments. The paper now reads more fluently, consistently, and comprehensibly. The authors have addressed all the concerns raised with great effort. Thank you for the opportunity to review and read the paper, and good luck to the authors in their future research!
Particularly noteworthy in my opinion are the following aspects, which I would like to emphasize:
-  The transition from the fundamentals to the methodological chapter was strengthened at various sections with more specific arguments in order to demonstrate the relevance of the study for the ECR community and for answering the research question. Further examples of the relevance of "digital nudging" in the ECR context were included and substantiated with corresponding journal-specific sources.
- The methodological chapter now provides in-depth details on the methodological procedure of the analysis. I particularly appreciate the detailed description of the experimental process, the sampling procedure and the robustness tests carried out. Much of this information was previously missing and now makes it possible to better assess the analysis process from the authors' perspective.
- The organization and presentation of the results in the context of the hypotheses formulated and the discussion of these, including the expert evaluation, is also comprehensible and thoroughly revised. Previously, the implications constituted a shortcoming that both I and previous reviewers had raised, as the majority of these implications were only provided beforehand as future research recommendations. The new presentation in Table 10 together with the inclusion of the expert comments in the discussion provide a significantly more compelling overview of the results in the revised version, and the authors formulate concrete recommendations for action from their research findings.
	Thank you very much for your appreciative words. Your constructive feedback has been instrumental in making this paper a valuable contribution to the ECR community.

	1
	5
	Executive Summary
	- Personally, the executive summary at the beginning of the manuscript still seems too long and not compact enough to me. However, as this part of the document is only relevant for the review process and not for a possible publication version, this can be neglected.
	Many thanks for evaluating the length of the Executive Summary. We have shortened this part of the document in order to provide a more concise presentation of the key elements of our study.

	2
	5
	Inclusion of paragraph referring to human-computer interaction
	- The reference to human-computer interaction was removed with the elimination of the abbreviation mentioned previously. However, it is still referred to this topic in several other places (particularly in the keywords and in section 6.1.2). The authors also included experts from this research field in their study. The authors therefore seem to consider it important to emphasize this concrete topic in their work. In this case, I would recommend (instead of deleting the abbreviation) including a paragraph in the foundations of the manuscript stating why the HCI context is important for the present analysis.
	Thank you for your sensible feedback on the inclusion of a paragraph referring to the HCI context. You are correct that mentioning this specific domain is important for our study.
To account for this, we have reinserted the HCI reference under 1. Audience in the Executive Summary:

“1. Audience: The intended readership of this paper consists of ECR researchers interested in human-computer interaction, since meaningful theoretical implications for this domain are proposed (…)”

In addition, we have revised a paragraph in the Research model (Chapter 3) explaining why this context is focal to our study:

“Research on nudging within e-commerce settings has predominantly focused on intervention studies, often overlooking the importance of understanding users' perceptions of digital nudges. Our study seeks to enhance the existing literature on e-commerce DN by incorporating nudging interventions with the foundational constructs of the TAM — specifically, PU and PEOU — along with their adaptations that emphasize TRUST and PPR. These elements are critical in influencing e-commerce decision-making processes [69–71]. By doing so, our research not only contributes to e-commerce DN literature but also extends its implications to human-computer interaction (HCI) studies. It highlights the pivotal role of user perception in the development and execution of digital nudges, stressing the importance of integrating psychological and behavioral insights with technological advancements to develop more effective and user-centric e-commerce platforms.”





	3
	5
	Capitalization of the terminology
	- To ensure consistency, it would be advisable to check the capitalization of the terminology on page 3 and keep it consistent. While the written-out term for the TAM construct begins with a capital letter, this is not the case for the terms used for PU and PEOU.
	Thank you for your valuable suggestion regarding the consistent capitalization of terminology.

In order to ensure uniform spelling, we have introduced the important terms with small initial letters. The initial letter is only capitalized at the beginning of a sentence. As it is stylistically customary not to place abbreviations at the beginning of a sentence, we used the written-out term for these cases.
Please refer to the following excerpt from Section 2.2.1 (Technology-related perception factors: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use):

“The technology acceptance model (TAM), a cornerstone of technology acceptance theories, emphasizes the constructs of perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEOU) as key indicators of user behaviors towards IT adoption [41].
Perceived usefulness gauges an individual's belief in the utility of a technology for their needs [42].”

	/
	6
	/
	The paper has a mature status with a consistent approach and methodology. 
	Thank you so much for your appreciative professional review.
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	Executive Summary
	As a minor aspect, I would like you to narrow down your executive summary, i.e. have a stronger focus on the key elements and thus shorten it. Many thanks to the authors!
	Thank you for bringing this to our attention. We have shortened the Executive Summary to provide a more concrete presentation of the study’s key elements (please also refer to comment 1 of reviewer 5).
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