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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 provides a valuable contribution to the literature on SME internationalization by integrating human capital and digital capability within a mediation framework. The study enriches the resource based view and dynamic capability theory by empirically demonstating how digital capability acts as a mechanism to transform human capital into international outcomes. Furthermore, the focus on teak wood craft MSMEs in a developing country context offers important insights into traditional industries undergoing digital transformation. The findings are particularly relevant for policymakers and practitioners aiming to enhance SME competitiveness in global markets through digitalization.
	





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
	Rating 5 (Excellent)
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the variables, context, and research model (including mediation)
	

	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
	Rating 4 (Good)
The abstract is well structured and includes objectives, methodology and key findings. However, it can be improved by briefly highlighting the research gap and theoretical contribution
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 4 (Good)
Keywords are relevant and aligned with the study. However, adding terms such as PLS SEM or dynamic capability could improve indexing and 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
	Rating 4 (Good)
The introduction is comprehensive and logically structured, with strong theoretical grounding. However, it could be more concise and reduce some redundancy in explaining internationalization challenges
	

	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
	Rating 5 (Excellent)
The hypotheses (H1-H4) are clearly stated logically derived and consistent with the theoretical framework
	

	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
	Rating 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and includes recent studies. However, it would benefit from incorporating more high impact international journal references (e.g., Scopus Q1/Q2) to strengthen theoretical positioning
	

	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
	Rating 5 (Excellent)
The use PLS SEM is appropriate for testing complex relationship and mediation effects. The methodology is clearly explained and follows established guidelines
	

	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
	Raring 3 (Satisfactory)
There is no explicit ethical statement. The manuscript should include clarification regarding informed consent, confidentiality, and ethical approval 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 5 (Excellent)
Results are clearly presented with appropriate statistical indicators (e.g., loadings, CR, AVE, path coefficients, t-values)
	

	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
	Rating 4 (Good)
Tables are relevant and informative. However, formatting consistency (e.g., decimal notation, labelling) can be improved.
	

	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
	Rating 5 (Excellent)
The discussion effectively connects findings with existing literature 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
	Rating 5 (Excellent)
Conclusions are well supported by empirical findings and aligned with research objectives.
	

	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
	Rating 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript lacks a clear discussion of limitations. Authors should explicitly state methodological and contextual limitations.
	

	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
	Rating 4 (Good)
References are generally relevant and sufficient, but inclusion of more recent international publications would enhance academic rigor.
	

	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
	Rating 4 (Good)
The manuscript is generally understandable and uses academic English. Minor grammatical improvements and sentence simplication are recommended for better readability 
	





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 reflects the main variables and context of the study. It appropriately highlights the mediating role of digital capability in SME internalization
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor improvements suggested)
The abstract is generally comprehensive, covering the aim, methodology, results and conclusions. However, it would benefit from a clearer statement of the research gap and theoretical contribution to strengthen its academic value. Additionally, simplifying some sentences could improve readability
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with the minor revisions required)
The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of theoretical framework, methodology (PLS-SEM), amd empirical analysis. However, several improvements are recommended. 
Add a clearer explanation of the research gap in the introduction. Include a limitations section to acknowledge methodological and contextual constraints. Improve clarity and consistency in writing, especially in some extended paragraphs.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Although the references are generally relevant, the manuscript lakcs sufficient representation of recent high impact international journal articles
	

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

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

	NO
No explicit ethical issues are identified. However, the manuscript does not include a formal ethical statement.
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