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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.


	By strengthening the Resource-Based View (RBV) as a perspective, this manuscript demonstrates the importance of internal assets such as innovation capability and knowledge retention for achieving superior DMB performance. From an empirical approach, it offers essential, novel insights from Nigeria, a developing context, particularly on the moderating role of knowledge retention within innovation capability and the learning and growth dimensions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Even though the title serves its purpose, it could be more succinct and more powerful for a research article. It also makes it seem less like a conclusive academic work. A more suitable and impactful option would be:

"The Moderating Role of Knowledge Retention in the Relationship Between Innovation Capability and Learning & Growth."
	

	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 solid overview as it includes Purpose, Method, Findings, and Conclusion, but for a greater sense of academic completeness and rigor, I suggest to incorporate two small things. First, I suggest adding a number to the Method section describing the sample size (N=377 DMB employees). This is a fundamental quantitative detail that gives a sense of the study’s scope. Second, I suggest adding a short sentence on the theoretical contribution of the findings to the Resource-Based View (RBV) of considering innovation capability and knowledge retention as vital intangible resources to a firm for achieving competitive superiority.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. 

-The study is built upon established management paradigms, specifically the Resource-Based View (RBV) and Organization Knowledge Conversion Theory, providing a robust theoretical foundation for its hypotheses. 

-The use of a cross-section survey design and moderated regression analysis is appropriate for testing the hypothesized influence and moderating effects between the variables (innovation capability → learning & growth, moderated by knowledge retention).

A justified sample size of 377 was drawn from a known population using the Krejcie and Morgan table and stratified sampling.

-The study reported conducting content and construct validity tests.

-Cronbach's alpha (CA) and Composite Reliability (CR) values were used to establish internal consistency and reliability, with reported values generally exceeding the ≥0.7 threshold.

-The Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) criterion was used, with reported values below the 0.90 threshold, confirming discriminant validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, it seems that for a research paper of this scope, the references seem to be recent. But there are a few strategic additions that could improve the context. For instance, there is the reference to Bowman and Ambrosini (2003), but a more direct reference to Barney’s VRIO framework would help ground the Resource Based View (RBV) more theoretically. Also, it must be direct and operationalized reference on the concept of innovation capabilities that would strengthen the section on the independent variable. In addition, since knowledge retention is the moderator and a critically successful factor, a recent literature review on the mechanisms and tools of knowledge retention would give practical contemporary support to the suggestions.
	

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


	The language quality of the article is adequate for scholarly communications, although it is still not perfect. The manuscript has a few minor syntactical and grammatical mistakes, which often occur in scholarly writings and should be revised for a more professional presentation: 

In the Abstract, the phrase "resource-based view and organization knowledge conversion theory" should be "the resource-based view and the organization knowledge conversion theory." 

In the Conclusion, the phrase "The study concluded that innovation capability and knowledge retention becomes critical success factors" would be more fluent as "The study concluded that innovation capability and knowledge retention are critical success factors..." or "serve as critical success factors..." 

The Abstract states "five Deposit Money Banks (DMBs) in Oyo State, Nigeria" while in the hypotheses, the phrase “DMBs in Ibadan Oyo State, Nigeria” is a repetition. The geographical scope could be more consistent and precise in that wording.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The section currently titled "5. Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendation" needs to be written in a better, more structured way. Combining these three distinct intellectual functions dilutes the impact and clarity of the paper. Therefore, discussion must Provide necessary depth and intellectual contribution by analyzing the data in the context of the literature. Moreover, conclusion must Offer a crisp, definitive statement of the study's outcome, ensuring the central message is not buried under analysis or advice. In the end the recommendation must Clearly separate practical advice from academic mandates, making the paper useful for both practitioners and the academic community.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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