Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Archives of Current Research International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ACRI_142585

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Women Economic Empowerment: The Impact of Village Banking on Women’s Welfare in Kaunda Square Stage One, Lusaka

	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 article focuses on such a significant research gap in uncovering how village banking can be used to improve the financial well-being of women in an urban setting in Zambia, a topic that is little known in existing literature. Through mixed-methods approach, it not only measures the quantified socio-economic benefits, but also describes in detail, through qualified, qualitative observations of the lived experiences of women participants. The results offer useful findings on how microfinance processes would enhance healthcare, food security, education and entrepreneurship enhanced to the marginalized women in addressing gender equality and sustainable development goals. The research is relevant to policy makers, development practitioners and scholars who want to initiate and adopt more inclusive, gendered responsive financial policies in such socio-economic contexts
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Women Economic Empowerment: The Impact of Village Banking on Women’s Welfare in Kaunda Square Stage One, Lusaka", is clear but could be slightly refined for grammatical accuracy and broader academic appeal.

A more polished and precise version could be:

Suggested Alternative Title:

"Women’s Economic Empowerment through Village Banking: Evidence from Kaunda Square Stage One, Lusaka"
	

	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.


	As it is, there are very few people who would be ignorant of any of the following existing components of the abstract background, methods and results (although see Raymond and Shaw (2003) of finding words to express recommendations given). Yet, the abstract can be fixed so as not to feel long, unclear and dominated with results without substantiating background and methods.

Recommendation on improvement:

Length & Focus: The abstract could be a bit shorter and include not so many details (e.g., certain difficulties such as those like a short repayment time and poor record management could be mentioned briefly without a full set of description). It should be more impressionable due to its concise structure of 200 -250 words.

Research Gap: Although it mentions the object, this does not point out clearly the gap that exists in the literature which is satisfied by the research. Relevance could be reinforced by saying in one sentence that there had been no previous empirical study of such like settings (urban Zambia).

The methodology: is also unclear, as it would be useful to provide an overview of the fact that it was a mixed-methods design (with the help of surveys and interviews of 90 respondents as the back-story).

Key Findings: The results should be thoroughly described but it is possible to compress it to a small number of sentences outlining the most significant impacts (e.g., income, healthcare, food security, education). Do not go into too much narrative detail in the abstract.

Recommendations: They ought to be articulated in a lean forward manner, e.g., “Recommendation will be in the form of improving financial literacy, offering longer repayment periods and an effective governing program in the village banking programs.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically speaking, the manuscript is sound in terms of its research sample, data-gathering, and in the match between research findings and research design. The mixed-methods approach that utilizes both the statistical trend (in terms of surveys), and the lived experience (in terms of qualitative interviews), is appropriately balanced, and increases validity. Clear presentation of data together with relevant literature is used to support the results. Nevertheless, there are certain areas that can be improved; this can be done through adding more information on how the random sampling was done, mentioning a statement of ethical clearance and a mention of limiting the study. Further scientific rigor would be attained by slight refinements to the way statistics were interpreted, the relation between findings and cited literature being made clearer, and a consistent use of terms.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is a large number of references, both classic and modern, and most of them in 2022 2024, which allows them to keep in touch. They comprise international and African researches on microfinance, village banking, female empowerment and they also offer good theoretical and empirical foundation. There is however some room in which it can be improved:

· The latest debates in sustainability and gender empowerment in micro-finance may be added to some older (pre-2010) sources using more recent empirical research.

· It would be worth considering including newer policy reports by institutions like the World Bank, UN Women, or African Development Bank on what financial inclusion looks like after COVID-19.

· To support the discussion of generalizability, adding comparative studies in urban Kenya, Tanzania, and Malawi and others would be beneficial.
	

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


	The write up is legible and comprehensible but needs a tinkering on language to be able to communicate at scholarly levels. There is a problem with some grammatical mistakes, insufficient use of punctuation marks, and there are too many conversational phrases. It is advisable to have professional proofreading to help achieve formal tone, cogent style and academic accuracy, especially in the results section, in a bid to achieve clarity as well as to be in a position to publish the results.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research article tackles a significant topic but one that has not been greatly explored and has policy implications. The use of mixed-methods and the support of the findings by both data and literature can be regarded as one of the strong points. Nevertheless, the abstract can be tightened, methodology can be more detailed, language can be sharpened and formatting can be made consistent, which will increase clarity, scholarly depth and publication readiness.
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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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