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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 addresses a significant within developing economies by examining how digital banking channels specifically mobile banking and online banking relate to the business performance of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in Nairobi County, Kenya. The findings of the study states that basic mobile banking exhibits a statistically insignificant link to performance while formal online banking shows a positive and significant association offers a useful contribution to literature moving beyond generic adoption metrics. However, the paper is weakened by critical methodological ambiguities, contradictory research design labels, missing moderation analyses, and incomplete statistical reporting that require major revisions.
	




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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
Methodological Issues
Sampling Frame Ambiguity: The paper states that the sample size is 200, recruited as "one owner or manager from each selected SME". It provides no information regarding the total population of registered SMEs in Nairobi County, the specific sampling technique utilized (simple random, stratified, purposive), or the inclusion/exclusion criteria applied during recruitment. 
Measurement Instrumentation Missing: There is no operational definition of constructs. The reader is not informed whether "SME Performance" was measured via objective financial figures (e.g., profit margins, sales growth) or subjective perceptual Likert scales. Similarly, the operational indicators for mobile banking and online banking services are unstated. 
Absence of Measurement Reliability and Validity: The paper provides no internal consistency statistics (Cronbach’s alpha). 
Inconsistent Research Design Characterization: Section 3.1 designates the design as "cross-sectional explanatory survey design", whereas Section 2.3 repeatedly labels it as a "causal comparative approach". These two methodologies possess distinct epistemological and analytical structures. 
Common Method Variance (CMV): Gathering both independent (banking usage) and dependent (SME performance) measures simultaneously from single respondents creates substantial risk of common method bias, which is neither tested nor acknowledged. 

	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Results: 
Mobile Banking Service (beta = -0.044, t = -0.799, p = 0.425): The relationship is negative and statistically insignificant but the paper reports it significant relationship [The intercept term has a coefficient of 2.471, which indicates that the intercept is significant at the 0.05 level (p = 0.000)].
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	




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 clearly outlines the independent and dependent variables, target sector, and geographic context, though it omits government regulation, which is introduced in the problem statement.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Partially yes.

The abstract summarizes the background, sample context, method, core regression results, and key recommendations, but fails to report sampling methodology, data collection. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No.

· Contradictory Research Design: The abstract and Section 3.1 state the study is an "explanatory cross-sectional survey". However, throughout Section 2.3 (Empirical Review), the author repeatedly refers to the present study design as "causal comparative". 
· Reconcile Problem Statement with Hypotheses and Analysis: In Section 1.2, the author explicitly states: "To address these gaps, this study explores the relationship between dimensions of FinTech and the performance of SMEs in Nairobi County and the conditional role of government regulation... and it uses a moderation model that suits to the cross-sectional data available". However, government regulation is entirely missing from the objectives, hypotheses, methodology, and regression models. Either include the moderation analysis or remove this claim from the problem statement. 
· Provide Rigorous Methodological and Measurement Detail: Explain how the sample of 200 SMEs was selected (target population size, sampling frame, sampling method). Detail how "SME Performance", "Mobile Banking Service", and "Online Banking Service" were measured (e.g., specific survey questionnaire constructs, Likert scales, subjective vs. objective financial metrics) and provide validity (Cronbach’s alpha, factor analysis). 
· Problem statement: The problem statement outlines a study examining FinTech dimensions, SME performance, and the conditional moderating role of government regulation using a moderation model. Yet, government regulation is completely dropped from the rest of the paper. This creates a severe structural misalignment between the identified gap and the executed research.
· Theoretical Weakness: The theories (Technology Acceptance Model, Resource-Based View and Profit Maximization Theory) are presented sequentially without an integrated conceptual framework. A unified conceptual model diagram illustrating how TAM beliefs translate into RBV capabilities to drive profit maximization is missing
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes.
	

	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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