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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.


	This manuscript addresses the important issue of competitive strategies in the hospitality industry, focusing on differentiation and its effect on hotel performance in Garissa County. The topic is relevant, especially given the rapid globalization of the hotel industry in Kenya. The study contributes to the literature by providing empirical evidence from a less-researched geographical context. Findings showing a positive and significant impact of differentiation strategy (31.6% improvement in performance) offer useful managerial and policy insights.

The manuscript is important for the scientific community because:

1. It extends knowledge of Porter’s strategies to the hotel industry in Kenya, particularly in a county with limited prior research.

2. It provides practical recommendations for hotel managers to improve competitiveness.

3. It validates theoretical models such as Ansoff’s Growth Strategy in a real-world hospitality setting.

4. It highlights how differentiation and focus strategies jointly influence hotel performance, offering scope for comparative studies in other counties or sectors.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is clear, specific, and reflects the scope of the study. No change is needed.
	

	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 covers the background, objectives, methods, findings, and recommendations. However, it is slightly long and could be more concise. For example, the methodology section could be shortened by removing details such as the exact staff positions. Instead, focus on the main design, sample size, and key results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the research design (descriptive survey with regression analysis) is sound. Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha 0.933) and validity checks are appropriately reported. However, the discussion could be strengthened by better connecting the findings with theory (e.g., how differentiation aligns with Ansoff’s model). Some results, such as the multivariate regression showing weak combined effects, need clearer interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include both classic works (Porter, Ansoff) and recent sources (2017–2023). However, some in-text citations (e.g., “Awwad, Al Khattab & Anchor, 2019”) do not fully match the reference list, and a few references have inconsistent formatting. Please check referencing style carefully.
	

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


	The English is understandable but contains several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and repetition. For instance, sentences in the introduction are overly long, and “acnhored” (in literature review) is a typo. A thorough proofreading is recommended for clarity and fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Improve the abstract by making it concise.

  Shorten the background section (too much general information on globalization).

  Clarify how differentiation and focus interact with cost leadership in the discussion.

  Ensure consistent use of terms: sometimes “focus strategy” is discussed in detail though the main stated objective was differentiation.

  Strengthen the conclusion by summarizing theoretical and managerial contributions.
The manuscript is scientifically sound, relevant, and provides useful insights. However, improvements in language, clarity of discussion, and reference formatting are necessary before acceptance.
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