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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 study addresses a clear gap by examining business intelligence adoption in the underresearched South African insurance sector. As a business analyst, I see real value in its contribution, a context-specific BI usage model supported by solid empirical data. The findings can offer meaningful insights for both researchers and industry professionals into the key drivers of BI adoption and its impact on organizational performance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is clear; however, a rewording of the topic will be recommended for more clarity. I will suggest “Leveraging Business Intelligence for Competitive Advantage in South African Insurance Companies: A Quantitative Approach”
	

	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 abstract should not be divided into sections. I suggest the abstract be written together by deleting the subheadings (background, objectives, method, results). The sections can be divided by paragraphs (not more than 4 paragraphs)
2. Clearer identification of how data was collected. For instance, from which companies?
3. Clarification on the rejected hypothesis (currently confusing: Hyp. 5 is stated as both accepted and rejected).
4. A clearer one-line conclusion that highlights the practical impact for the sector.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is appropriately quantitative, and data analysis techniques (e.g., regression, VIF, AVE, CR) are correctly applied. However, 
1. I do not see the justification for rejecting organizational culture (H6 is missing from the numbering, and this is confusing).
2. Effect size discussion is absent, and practical significance is not addressed despite statistically significant findings.
3. The R² for regression is low (0.103), but the manuscript incorrectly interprets it as 50.3%. This needs correction (likely a typographical error or misinterpretation).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are sufficient and recent. The foundational references (Luhn, 1958) can be overlooked.
	

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

	The language is adequate. Although it can be better polished
	

	Optional/General comments

	This is a relevant and well-designed study with promising findings. However, the manuscript needs clearer hypothesis reporting, correction of the R² interpretation, and improved language clarity. Addressing these issues will enhance its credibility and overall impact.
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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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