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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.


	The study not only added valuable contribution to the context of RBV theory but extends beyond and explained how knowledge retention interplay significant role in emerging economies like Nigeria. It provides both theoretical and practical contribution for practitioners and academic scholars for designing future growth strategies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title lacks the scholar academic tone and sounds informal. It could have been revised especially what is the role of knowledge retention sounds inappropriate. Tile could be “Examining moderating role of Knowledge retention between innovation capability and learning & growth in banking industry of Nigeria.
	

	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.


	Abstract sounds complete and comprehensive however, avoid repletion of few words like significant and all also add key words
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Manuscript sounds correct in terms of writing theoretical contribution as well as hypotheses development. SmartPLS test also has been run correctly but there was one issue observed that in Model 2, knowledge retention showed an insignificant effect, but in Model 3 it was significant as a moderator. This contradiction needs clear explanation and justification. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall references are fine and current. However, some new references on innovation could have been added. Also, in reference list there are duplication of references like Gaghman, 2017.
	

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


	A slight professional reading is required in terms of simplifying sentences which are too long. Also, there are some tenses errors which needs to be corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall manuscript adds valuable contribution to the literature of RBV in relation to innovation and learning in specific context. Practical implications are useful but it should be more specific.
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