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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.
	The manuscript addresses important topics which is timely and relevant for research community and Banking domain. Example of Kenya for adoption for digital banking is appropriate.  This study can become addon support to the existing literature study for the
banking  in  Kenya.  However,  there  are  few  major
inconsistences which limits the impact of the study. The abstract is not properly incline with the theoretical framework presented in the and discussed in the body. The  target population, sample size  and  numbers of ANOVA table are not consistent. The claimed questionnaire for banking employees and its link to the profitability can not be established through the current version.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revision of the Manuscript and
	

	
	
	Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 clear and as per the content
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	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
	2 Incorporated important outcomes but have theoretical claims (Innovation Diffusion Theory, Financial  Intermediation  Theory)  that  do  not
appear in the body. Several mistaken alike phrases and inconsistencies in the remining section.
	

	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 OK
	

	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
	2 Introduction is looks like theoretical claims only without supportive factual numbers.
	

	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
	3 Objectives and null hypotheses are there with small language errors.
	

	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
	2  The  Recent  reviews  are  very  limited.  The
Abstract, research of interested and referred literatures have  different theories and  concepts. The relevant references should be added.
	

	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
	2. The sample size calculation, the targeted resources for participation in survey through questionnaire     and     ANOVA     numbers     are
mismatching and have inconsistencies or validate it.
	

	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
	3  But, no information about Data collection or ethical concerns.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 but Coefficients and interpretation has few numerical errors which generates doubts
	

	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 No figures but table are simple and clear
	

	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
	3. Efforts are made for the linkage but importance and relevance are very loosely made.
	

	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
	3 But the results base on underlying data and questionnaire samples which are not presented or discussed/
	

	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
	2 No actual incorporation
	

	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
	2 , Numbers are good but accuracy and quality can be improved.
	

	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
	3 There are grammatical errors, typos are there
	




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
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO needs improvement as theories mentioned in abstract and theories discussed in 2.1 does not match. Sample description and outcome should be more clear
and inclined to results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No:
Sample size issues as claimed employees, yamane’s formula and Anova table has inconsistencies.
ROA   based   on   employee   questionnaires   is   not validated or explained/discussed.   No description of the exact questionnaire items used.
Frequent  grammatical  errors,  incomplete  sentences, and non-standard academic phrasing

Inconsistences in the numbers and formulas are difficult to accept and understand. No reference or discussion about the base of the study that’s the questionnaire.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES as per numbers but should be improved for the quality
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
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