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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 offers insights into how strategic alliances impact the performance of commercial state-owned enterprises (SOEs) in Kenya, addressing a knowledge gap in public enterprise management. The research demonstrates that different types of alliances—resource sharing, risk sharing, regulatory compliance, and cost efficiency—collectively explain 88.7% of performance variation in these organizations. By applying resource-based view, resource dependency, and public interest theories to SOEs, the study attempts to provide a theoretical framework for analysing public enterprise partnerships. The findings have practical implications for SOE managers and policymakers seeking to enhance the sustainability of public enterprises through strategic collaboration.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No. Several scientific issues that affect its validity:

1. Methodological inconsistencies: The study claims to target all 46 commercial SOEs in Kenya but later mentions issuing only 41 questionnaires with 37 responses. This discrepancy isn't explained, raising questions about the sampling frame and potential selection bias.

2. Hypothesis formulation problems: The second hypothesis (Ho2) states "Risk sharing based alliance has a significant effect" which contradicts standard null hypothesis formulation that should state no effect exists. This fundamental error in hypothesis construction affects the validity of the statistical testing.

3. Statistical reporting issues: While claiming to use multivariate regression, the study doesn't properly report standard errors, confidence intervals, or p-values for all variables in a standardized format, making it difficult to evaluate the statistical significance claims.

4. Theoretical inconsistencies: The study applies both resource dependency theory and resource-based view simultaneously without addressing their potentially contradictory assumptions about resource acquisition and competitive advantage.

5. Data analysis limitations: The manuscript reports high R-squared (88.7%) which could indicate overfitting in a small sample of 37 respondents with multiple predictor variables, but doesn't address this potential issue or conduct appropriate validation tests.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	No.
The manuscript exhibits several linguistic issues:

1. Inconsistent tense usage: The text frequently shifts between past and present tense, sometimes within the same paragraph, creating confusion about when events occurred or when findings apply.

2. Run-on sentences and poor syntax: Many sentences are excessively long with multiple clauses that obscure meaning, such as in the abstract where several complete thoughts are combined without proper punctuation or logical flow.

3. Redundancy and verbosity: The text contains numerous instances of repetitive phrasing and unnecessary wordiness, particularly in the literature review where similar concepts are restated without adding new information.

4. Imprecise terminology: Technical terms are sometimes used inconsistently or imprecisely, as seen in the methodology section where "census approach" is mentioned alongside "purposive sampling" without clarifying the apparent contradiction.

5. Grammatical errors: The manuscript contains numerous subject-verb agreement issues, improper article usage, and punctuation errors that interfere with readability.

6. Formatting inconsistencies: The citation style varies throughout the document, with some references appearing in parentheses and others integrated into sentences without a consistent format.

7. Poor paragraph structure: Many paragraphs lack clear topic sentences or logical progression, making it difficult to follow the development of ideas, particularly in the results section.

These linguistic issues collectively undermine the manuscript's credibility and make it difficult for readers to confidently interpret the findings.


	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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? 
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