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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 is important because it shows how an innovation-focused culture can help organizations carry out their strategic plans more effectively. It adds new knowledge by using data from the Kenyan insurance industry, a sector and region that have not been studied much. The findings help researchers understand why flexible and creative cultures matter in fast-changing environments. The study also gives practical guidance to leaders who want to improve strategy execution in their organizations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable because it shows the main ideas of the study—adhocracy culture and strategic plan implementation in Kenya’s insurance sector. However, it is a bit long and can be made clearer.

Suggested simple alternative title:

“Adhocracy Culture and Strategy Implementation in Kenya’s Insurance Industry”


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is detailed and explains the purpose, methods, findings, and importance of the study. However, it is too long, repeats some ideas, and uses complex sentences. Some sentences can be shortened to make the message clearer.

Suggestions for improvement

· Remove repeated statements about “progressing the knowledge” and “importance of innovation,” since these ideas appear more than once.

· Keep only the key results, such as the significant effect of adhocracy culture, and avoid extra explanations.

· Add one short sentence about the research design earlier in the abstract so the reader understands the method quickly.

· Use simpler sentences and fewer technical words to make the abstract easier to read.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is mostly scientifically correct. The topic is clear, the theory (Competing Values Framework) matches the study goal, and the methods used—survey design, sampling, and regression—are acceptable for this type of research. The results also match the analysis and support the conclusion.

· However, a few scientific issues need attention:

· Some numbers in the results section do not match (for example, β = 0.412 in the abstract but β = 0.075 in the results).

· The study says “descriptive survey design” but also calls it “cross-sectional” earlier. It should be consistent.

· The conceptual framework section repeats the word “adhocracy” twice in the list of culture types.

· The manuscript sometimes repeats ideas and needs clearer, shorter explanations.

Overall, the science is correct, but the paper needs small corrections and better consistency.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are mostly sufficient and many of them are recent, especially from 2021–2025. This is good because it shows the paper uses up-to-date research. The list also includes both local Kenyan studies and international studies, which makes the review stronger.

However, two small improvements can help:

Suggestions

· Add a few more classic or foundational sources on adhocracy culture and strategy implementation (for example, early works by Cameron & Quinn on CVF).

· Add at least one or two more recent studies (2023–2025) directly linking organizational culture and strategy execution in other industries to strengthen comparison.

Overall, the references are good, but adding 2–3 more well-known or recent sources can make the paper stronger.


	

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


	The language of the article is mostly understandable, but it is too complex in many parts. Some sentences are very long, have repeated ideas, or use advanced words that make reading harder. There are also small grammar mistakes and typos (for example, “able to able to” and repeated words in the conceptual framework).

Suggestions for improvement

· Use shorter sentences to make ideas clear.

· Avoid repeating the same points in different sections.

· Replace complex words with simple, plain English for easier reading.

· Check for small grammar errors and typos throughout the paper.

If these changes are made, the paper will be much easier to read and suitable for scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is interesting and important because it shows how adhocracy culture helps organizations implement strategic plans in a fast-changing environment.

The research fills a gap by focusing on the Kenyan insurance sector, which is not widely studied.

Some sections are too long and repeat ideas; shortening and simplifying sentences will make the paper clearer.

There are small inconsistencies in numbers and terms (e.g., beta values and culture types) that should be corrected.

Overall, the paper has good scientific value, uses proper methods, and provides practical insights, but needs simpler language and better consistency for clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The study should include a short statement on ethical approval, consent, and data confidentiality. For example: “All participants provided informed consent, and their responses were treated confidentially in accordance with research ethics guidelines.”
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