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	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 manuscript examines the effect of resource dedication on SACCO performance in Garissa County, Kenya - an understudied context that contributes to the literature on financial inclusion and organizational change in cooperative financial institutions. Thus, focusing on resource dimensions (financial, human, technological) alongside leadership, communication, and employee engagement provides actionable insights for SACCO managers and regulators in frontier or fragile regions. The findings are policy-relevant because they point to concrete areas where resource allocation and oversight can improve SACCO resilience and member outcomes. The study therefore adds empirical evidence from East Africa to the RBV and change-management literatures.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is appropriate and descriptive. However, this is an optional alternative: "Resource Dedication and SACCO Performance: Evidence from Garissa County, Kenya".
	

	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.


	The abstract provides a general summary but needs some modifications. Please note: 

(i) State the sample size and response rate explicitly (e.g., 104/121, response rate 85.9%); 
(ii) Identify the main method (cross-sectional survey; regression analysis, PCA for construct validation); 
(iii) Report the main effect sizes (e.g., β = 0.257, p = 0.002; R² = 0.657 if appropriate); and 
(iv) Include one sentence on practical implications and limitations (cross-sectional design; single-county sample).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study uses appropriate quantitative methods (PCA, reliability analysis, correlation, and regression). However, there are several reporting, methodological, and analytical inconsistencies and omissions that must be corrected before the manuscript is suitable for publication.

Major methodological and reporting issues (please correct):
· Sample and sampling: The paper states that a census of 121 employees was used, and later reports that 104 questionnaires were returned. However, one sentence reads: 'A total of 121 questionnaires were administered where 104 respondents filled out and returned all 121 of the questionnaires.' This sentence is self-contradictory - please correct and consistently report: number delivered, number returned, and final sample used for analysis. Discuss potential non-response bias (17/121 non-respondents).

· Construct validation (PCA & KMO): The manuscript uses KMO cut-off 0.4 which is unusually low. The standard recommendation is KMO ≥ 0.6 (Kaiser) with values ≥ 0.5 being barely acceptable. Some reported KMO values (e.g., Resource dedication = 0.598) are borderline. Please: (a) report communalities and factor loadings for each item, (b) report explained variance (%) per retained factor and the extraction method/rotation used, and (c) justify retaining items with low loadings or consider item removal to improve KMO/variance explained.

· Reliability: Cronbach's α values are acceptable (overall α = 0.821). Please also report item - total correlations and the 'α if item deleted' column for each scale so readers can assess internal consistency further.

· Regression model reporting: There is an internal inconsistency across tables. ANOVA (Table 6) shows df regression = 4 (suggesting 4 predictors: organizational leadership, resource dedication, organizational communication, employee engagement), yet Table 7 reports coefficients for only 'resource dedication'. Additionally, Table 8 model summary lists multiple predictors. Please provide a complete coefficients table with: unstandardized B, Std. Error, standardized β, t, p, 95% confidence intervals for every predictor included in the final model. If you ran separate models (e.g., simple vs multiple regression), state this explicitly and label tables accordingly.
· Diagnostics and assumptions: The manuscript does not report diagnostic tests for regression assumptions. Please include: multicollinearity (VIF, tolerance), residual normality (e.g., histogram/Q-Q plot or Shapiro–Wilk), heteroscedasticity (Breusch–Pagan / White), linearity checks, and independence (Durbin–Watson). If assumptions are violated, report corrective measures (e.g., transformations, robust SEs).
· Common method bias: All data derive from a single survey instrument (same respondents). Please assess common method variance (e.g., Harman's single-factor test, marker-variable approach) and report results, or discuss procedural/ statistical controls used.
· Measurement of dependent variable: Performance is measured using perceptual items (shareholders, ROI, members). Clarify whether objective financial data were considered. Justify the use of perceptual measures and discuss possible biases. If objective metrics are available, consider triangulating or discussing why they were not used.
· Interpretation of R²: The text claims that resource dedication explains 65.7% of variance. However, if the model includes several predictors, R² is the combined explanatory power of all predictors, not of a single predictor. Rephrase carefully and, if reporting semi-partial (part) correlations or ΔR², present those correctly and provide corresponding tests of significance.
· Tables and figures: Ensure every table has a clear title, footnotes explaining abbreviations and significance levels, consistent decimal places, and source. Double-check table numbering and in-text references (e.g., 'Table 2' in methods vs 'Table 1' earlier).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally recent and relevant. However, there are a few concerns: 

(a) Some claims in the introduction e.g., 'SACCOs contribute over 45% of the country’s GDP' appear implausible and require authoritative citation (national statistics or SASRA); 

(b) Check and standardize reference formatting (journal titles, DOI links, capitalization); 

(c) Include a few high-quality international sources on SACCO performance, common-method bias, and questionnaire-based organizational research for balance (e.g., Podsakoff et al. on common method bias; Hair et al. on PCA/scale validation; Henseler et al. on structural equation modeling).
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but requires editorial polishing. Recurrent issues include: awkward sentence construction, grammatical errors, redundant sentences, and typographical errors (extra punctuation, repeated words). I recommend professional copy-editing prior to publication. Specific examples: the contradictory sentence on sample size noted above; several long paragraphs in the introduction that should be tightened into clearer, referenced arguments.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Strengthen the literature review by linking RBV more tightly to the specific constructs (resource dedication sub-dimensions) and by discussing competing explanations (institutional context, regulatory environment).
· Provide the questionnaire as an appendix and include exact item wordings and response anchors.
· Report descriptive statistics (mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis) for each item and composite scale, and show inter-scale correlations (full correlation matrix).
· Clarify whether the four predictors were entered simultaneously or hierarchically in the regression. If hierarchical, present ΔR² and discuss incremental validity.
· Add a short policy section: specific, actionable recommendations for SACCO managers and SASRA in Garissa County based on findings (e.g., targeted training, budget frameworks, technology investments).
· Expand limitations: single-county study, cross-sectional design, perceptual measures, and potential response bias. Suggest follow-up longitudinal or mixed-methods research.
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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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