Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Economics, Management and Trade 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEMT_140706

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	CONTINGENCY FACTORS IN MANAGEMENT CONTROL AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE OF CAMEROONIAN SMES

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This paper responds to a highly relevant management control question, namely how organizational and behavioural contingency variables influence SME performance, particularly in the understudied context of Cameroon. As more focus has been put on development of SMEs across emerging economies worldwide, this study provides seminal empirical insights regarding the dynamic between internal and external factors and management practice and performance. It is a significant contribution to contingency theory and gives practical guidance to SME managers and policymakers across Sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the study's content and scope.
	

	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.


	Partially. The abstract effectively summarizes the research aim, methodology, and main findings. However, it lacks specific details on the main statistical results, and sample characteristics such as industry and regions.

Suggestion: Add brief numeric results or statistical values (e.g., significant influence of organizational contingency factors, N=50 SMEs, use of ordinal logistic regression). What is the contribution of the paper to the academic discourse
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, with minor revisions.

The study design is methodologically sound. The use of principal component analysis (PCA), Cronbach’s alpha, and ordinal logistic regression is appropriate. The conceptual framework is well grounded in contingency theory, agency theory, and transaction cost theory.

However, the methodology did not clearly explain how did the author reached to the used sample and how the questionnaire was distributed, the discussion section would also benefit from deeper integration with recent empirical studies from Sub-Saharan Africa (post-2020). Additionally, the limitation section could be improved by proposing concrete future research directions (e.g., using SEM-PLS or mixed methods).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Mostly sufficient.

The manuscript includes an extensive list of references and shows a good historical and theoretical base. Yet, many references are older than 10 years. For a more current contribution, the author should integrate more recent studies (from 2020 to 2024) particularly in the empirical section.

Suggested additions:

Turyakira, P. (2022). SMEs and performance in African contexts. Journal of African Business.

Nkengafac, N., & Bih, S. (2023). SME resilience and digitalization in Cameroon. African Journal of Economic and Management Studies.
	

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


	Adequate, but requires minor editing.

The manuscript is mostly clear, but it contains redundant phrasing, long sentences, and inconsistent use of technical terms. A language editing pass by a native English editor is recommended to enhance readability
	

	Optional/General comments


	•The tables are well structured but would benefit from clearer titles and captions (especially Table 10).

•The conceptual model figure is useful but could be visually improved.

•The hypothesis testing results should include more interpretative commentary to aid practitioner understanding.
Your conceptual model in Figure 2 appears to deviate from the conventional format where all hypotheses are usually illustrated with straightforward lines directed towards the dependent variable. In your conceptual model, this linear default assumption is not portrayed, perhaps leaving readers bewildered. In order to explain and make your theoretical rigor even better, please provide a brief rationale for your conceptual model design. Specifically, indicate for each hypothesis how it relates to the dependent variable and explain why the presentation mode chosen was used. This will help readers better understand the underlying logic and mode of analysis of your conceptual framework.

Please revise the abstract, methodology, add recent references, and consider professional language editing. Once these are addressed, the manuscript is suitable for publication.
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