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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 for the scientific community as it advances understanding of the mechanisms underlying brand equity by empirically demonstrating how brand awareness translates into brand performance through brand preference. By integrating established theoretical frameworks and applying a mediation model, the study moves beyond direct-effect analysis and provides deeper insight into consumer behavior processes. It also contributes valuable evidence from the under-researched context of the Nigerian banking sector, enriching the global branding literature with perspectives from emerging markets. Furthermore, the findings offer both theoretical and practical implications, guiding future research and helping practitioners design more effective branding strategies.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the key variables and context of the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The abstract provides a concise yet complete overview of the study, including objectives, methods, and key findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The keywords are relevant, though adding terms like “mediation” or “PLS-SEM” could improve discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The background is well-structured and clearly establishes the research gap and context.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The research questions and hypotheses are clearly defined and logically presented.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The review is relevant and includes recent studies, but could be more critical rather than mostly descriptive.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The methodology is appropriate, and the use of PLS-SEM is well justified for the mediation model.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Ethical considerations are not clearly reported, particularly regarding informed consent and institutional approval.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The results are presented in a clear and structured way, with appropriate statistical details.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The tables are generally relevant and provide useful statistical information; however, their clarity is somewhat limited because the questionnaire items are not explicitly presented. The use of item codes (e.g., BAs1, BP1) without corresponding descriptions makes it difficult for readers to fully understand and interpret the measurement indicators.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The discussion effectively connects the findings with prior studies and theoretical frameworks.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions are well grounded in the results and align with the analysis.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Limitations are only briefly implied and could be discussed more explicitly and critically.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The references are appropriate, up to date, and sufficient to support the study.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The manuscript is generally clear, though minor grammatical issues and typos should be corrected.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the focus and variables of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract effectively summarizes the purpose, methodology, and key findings of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor concerns)
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology and analysis. However, it would benefit from improved transparency in the measurement instrument, particularly by including the actual questionnaire items used.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are relevant and include a reasonable number of recent studies to support the research.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES
The manuscript does not clearly report key ethical considerations. Specifically, there is no explicit statement regarding informed consent from participants, institutional permission from the banks involved, or ethical approval from a relevant review board. While voluntary participation and confidentiality are mentioned, the absence of formal ethical procedures reduces the transparency and rigor of the study.
	







PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an interesting and relevant topic and demonstrates solid methodological application, particularly in its use of PLS-SEM and mediation analysis. The study also contributes empirical insights from an underrepresented context, which adds value to the literature.
However, there are notable concerns that should be carefully considered before publication. The lack of transparency regarding the measurement instrument (i.e., absence of explicit questionnaire items) raises questions about construct validity and replicability. More importantly, the manuscript does not adequately address ethical considerations, as there is no clear statement on informed consent, institutional permissions, or ethical approval. 
I would recommend major revision, with particular attention to improving methodological transparency and explicitly addressing ethical requirements before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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