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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.


	The manuscript discusses key barriers impacting knowledge exchange within academic institutions. It shares insights from academic experts at three institutions in KATSINA to enhance research collaboration, improve overall knowledge exchange and foster institutional performance. The study contributes valuable data to the field of academic knowledge management, mainly in developing country contexts. However, there are areas of improvement in many parts of the paper.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is acceptable, but can be improved to meet these characteristics: Communicate the phenomenon studied clearly, describe the participant group specifically, and specify the research approach upfront.
“Exploring Challenges to Knowledge Sharing Among Academic Staff in Higher Education: A Quantitative Survey Study in Katsina State”
	

	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 needs to be improved: the first sentence could be improved as follows: Knowledge sharing among academic staff is essential for fostering innovation, enhancing research productivity and building institutional capacity in higher education.
Needs editing for grammar and flow.

Lack of clarity in some sentences, including awkward examples: “The results show that among the upcoming problems impeding the use of information sharing”
 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript adopts a scientific approach, as evidenced by its clear articulation of the research problem, defined objectives, appropriate methodology, and logical alignment between data collection, analysis, and conclusions. The study successfully links its findings to its stated aims. However, the problem statement could be strengthened by incorporating a more critical and focused review of the literature to clearly define the existing research gap. Additionally, the literature review requires deeper engagement with current knowledge in the field, including a discussion of recent studies, established models, and unresolved issues. The sample size needs to be justified. The analysis of findings should be expanded to provide richer interpretation, while the integration of Nonaka’s SECI model would benefit from a comparative discussion of how existing knowledge-sharing frameworks are applied (or limited) in the institutional context studied. This would enhance the theoretical contribution and practical implications of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Needs to be improved by including more recent and high-impact journal articles published in the past 3-5 years.
	

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


	Not yet suitable, it needs comprehensive editing and proofreading 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The problem statement needs improvement through a more focused and critical literature review.
The literature review lacks depth and should include recent studies, models, and unresolved issues.
The manuscript would benefit from more recent and diverse references to reflect current developments in knowledge sharing, mainly in academic research, particularly from the last 3–5 years.

The sample size should be clearly justified.

The data analysis requires deeper interpretation and richer insights.

The use of Nonaka’s SECI model should be expanded with a comparative discussion of its application and limitations in the studied context.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Jamal M. Hussien, University of Prince Mugrin, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

