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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 provides empirical insights into the relationship between strategic marketing orientation and MSME performance within the context of an industrial cluster in a developing economy. It enriches the literature by offering evidence from an underexplored industrial setting characterized by resource constraints and local competitive dynamics. The findings are potentially valuable for both researchers and policy makers interested in SME development and cluster-based strategies
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and informative, but can be slightly refined to enhance clarity and generalizability of the research focus
	

	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 is comprehensive, but should explicitly state the research gap, sample size, analytical method, and theoretical contribution
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound, although limited sample size and insufficient methodological justification reduce the robustness of the findings
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, but should include more recent high-impact studies to strengthen theoretical grounding
	


Review Form 3
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is acceptable for academic publication, but minor grammatical and stylistic revisions are recommended
	

	Optional/General comments
	The discussion is largely descriptive and should be strengthened through deeper theoretical interpretation and clearer articulation of contributions. The main weaknesses lie not in the format, but in the depth of problematization, methodological rigor, and the strength of theoretical contribution.
1. Introduction is overly descriptive and narrative, lacking an explicit research problem and clear theoretical tension. The identified research gap remains general and generic, making it applicable to many similar studies. Moreover, the manuscript does not clearly articulate its research contribution.
2. Literature Review is largely textbook-oriented and focuses on summarizing theories rather than providing a critical synthesis of prior studies. The hypotheses are not theoretically “developed” through scholarly debate but appear mechanically formulated, with H1–H4 being rather obvious and predictable (simple positive relationships between X and Y).
3. Methodology presents serious limitations. The sample size is very small (N = 50) considering the number of variables (four independent and one dependent) in a multivariate regression model. The use of purposive sampling without statistical justification or a clear population frame introduces sampling bias and weakens external validity. Measurement procedures are not transparent, as the number of items per construct, sample items, and original measurement sources are not reported. Although Cronbach’s alpha is mentioned, reliability values are not presented for each variable.
4. Results are analytically shallow, relying mainly on descriptive statistics, correlations, and simple regression analysis. There are no robustness checks, multicollinearity tests (VIF), effect size estimates, or confidence intervals. The model explains only 37.4% of the variance (R² = 0.374), meaning that 62.6% of firm performance remains unexplained; this important theoretical limitation is not adequately discussed.
5. Discussion is largely descriptive and tends to restate the empirical results rather than engaging in deeper theoretical abstraction. There is no theoretical challenge, such as revising existing assumptions, questioning dominant theories, or offering new conceptual implications.
6. Conclusion does not include a strong statement of theoretical contribution. There is no explicit claim such as “this study advances theory by…”. The conclusions are overly general and could apply to almost any industry, indicating low theoretical specificity
	




	PART 2:

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)
No major ethical issues are identified, but the authors should clarify informed consent and ethical approval procedures
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