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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	As mentioned in the title the study applied in Rural banks which indicates that the study applied in more than one bank, but when we read the paper, we will find that, the study applied in one bank which is the Riau Islands Province People's Credit Bank, and the authors mentioned that the article applied in MFI) Microfinance Institutions) and they are different. So, the study population is not clear in the title specially with people who lives outside Riau Islands Province. 
Suggested title: Market and Entrepreneurial Orientation and their Impacts on the MFI performance: The Mediating Role of Learning Orientation. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	1. The authors mentioned that, the type of this research is Causality research, but in the methodology part they mentioned that the study type was correlation research and they are not the same. As the causality investigative the cause- and- effect. And correlation investigating if the relationship among variables positive and negative and how strong is the relationship. 
2. The study population is not clear as discussed in the above section. 

3. The authors used not only SEM-PLS. they also used some descriptive statistics (like Average, Standard deviation) using SPSS. So, it should be added in the abstract section. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The literature review, in Financial Institution Performance section, I see the dependent variable is financial performance, but in the questionnaire the authors have taken several dimensions for the organization performance. (employee satisfaction, Quality, Customer satisfaction). What is authors intention to measure? financial performance or organizational performance as mentioned in the model? if organizational performance should cover all dimensions with references that studied (ES, Quality, CS) as dimensions for organizational performance in the literature review section. 
2. The authors should justify why they adopted these dimensions in (EO), why they didn’t choose (Swadi & al-Hayy Al-dalaien) point of view.  

3. The direct effect of the market and entrepreneurial orientation on the learning orientation is not investigated in the study neither in the literature review nor tested in smart pls, and even there are no hypothesis for them. It is a red flag for me because LO is a mediator so the direct impact between MO and EO on LO should be stated. Otherwise it become moderator not mediator. 

4. Composite reliability are measured by AVE as per Hire. The values stated in the table #1 and #3 for the same factor are different. Which indicates that the result are not accurate. 

5. The questionnaire didn’t passed any face validity, and the author didn’t mentioned if they developed it from scratch or adopted from another references. 

6. Cronbach alpha for some constructs in too high exceeded 0.95, which is not preferred and indicated that the items the same concepts there Is no variety that cover the construct from several dimensions. For example in (Our company was able to achieve the targeted market share Gross profit margin the same Our company was able to achieve its targeted market share). 

7. limited section should be added that discuss the author’s challenges while preparing the research such as their challenges in collecting the data. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References provided in updated and sufficient but the way the authors displayed them is not good.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Article need proof reading. And the linking among paragraphs is required to secure interesting reading.  
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Review the in-text citations carefully, especially the use of the ampersand (&) at the end of a sentence and 'and' at the beginning. There are instances where '&' was used even though the citation appears at the beginning of the sentence such as Uddin & Mohiuddin, (2020) in the introduction. This should be applied for all research. 
2. in the introduction, the second paragraph, the authors stated some problems in implementing the right development strategy in MFIs. Are there any references has reached such problems? Or it stated based on the authors’ review? 

3. in the introduction, the final lines of the third paragraph, please review the references (oleh Allammari et al., (2024) there is no oleh in the author’s name. 
And before Guerra there is a typo (“) make sure to review all typos. 
4. The literature review, in the EO variable the authores claimed that This study uses entrepreneurial orientation as the dependent variable but actually it is independent variable. Additionally, the authors didn’t justify why the adopted these dimensions. 
5. The hypothesis development and the linking between the study’s variables, should be listed in discussion-based method, not sufficing to only mention the result of the previous studies. 
6. In the Instrument Testing (Outer Model) section, be accurate regarding the outerloading, it should be greater that (0.708) not (0.70). 

7. add HTMT in testing the discriminant validity. 

8. Usually in statistics we use (Mean) not Average, I suggest to change it. 

9. in the structural model figure that extracted form smart pls, the dependent variable label name is not true.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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