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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 
 
 
 

 
 
Important.  
Topic Relevance, The topic of knowledge management strategies and their impact on the 
performance of research institutions, specifically the Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute 
(KMFRI), is highly relevant in the context of economics, business, and accounting. Knowledge 
management is a crucial element in enhancing operational efficiency and innovation across various 
sectors, including research and fisheries. 
 
 
 
 
Clarity and Specificity: 
Strengths: The title clearly indicates the main focus of the study, which is the influence of 
knowledge management strategies on performance. It also specifies the organization being studied, 
Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute (KMFRI), which adds to the title's clarity and 
specificity. 
Suggestions for Improvement: The title could be enhanced by including key aspects of the study, 
such as the specific strategies evaluated (e.g., knowledge acquisition, storage, sharing, and 
expertise) and the type of performance outcomes measured. This would provide readers with a 
more comprehensive understanding of the study's scope. 
Revised Title Suggestions 
Based on the evaluation, here are a few revised title suggestions that could improve clarity, 
relevance, and engagement: 
1. "Evaluating the Impact of Knowledge Management Strategies on Organizational Performance: A 
Case Study of Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute" 
2. "The Role of Knowledge Acquisition, Storage, Sharing, and Expertise in Enhancing Performance 
at Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute" 
3. "Knowledge Management Strategies and Their Influence on Organizational Performance: 
Insights from Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute" 
These revised titles aim to provide a more detailed and engaging representation of the study, 
highlighting the specific strategies and their impact on performance. 
 
 
 
Suggestions for Improvement:  
1. The abstract could briefly mention why these specific strategies were chosen and their relevance 
to the organization's performance. 
2. The abstract could be enhanced by briefly explaining the significance of these theories in the 
context of knowledge management and organizational performance. 
3. The abstract could include a brief justification for the choice of a mixed-method approach and 
descriptive survey design. 
4. The abstract could briefly mention the implications of these findings for the Kenya Marine and 
Fisheries Research Institute and potentially for similar organizations. 
 
 
 
Suggestions for Improvement: 
1. Include a brief mention of the practical implications of the findings and potential 
recommendations for future research. 
2. Further emphasize the research gap and the unique contribution of this study to the existing 
literature. 

 



 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 
additional references, please mention in the review form. 

 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

3. Provide specific examples or cases where these challenges have been encountered to 
strengthen the problem statement. 
4. Ensure that each objective is specific and measurable. 
5. Make sure the research questions are open-ended to facilitate comprehensive exploration. 
6. Consider summarizing the key points of each theory at the end of each subsection for clarity. 
7. Include a brief rationale for choosing the specific sample size and how it ensures 
representativeness. 
 
 
 
 
Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct, with a solid theoretical foundation, 
appropriate methodology, clear data analysis, and well-presented results. However, to ensure the 
highest scientific rigor, the following steps should be taken: 
1. Clarify the rationale for methodological choices, including sampling and data analysis 

techniques. 
2. Provide more detailed reporting of statistical results and potential biases. 
3. Discuss limitations and unexpected findings in depth. 
4. Highlight broader implications and suggest areas for future research. 
By addressing these suggestions, the manuscript will not only be scientifically correct but also 
robust and comprehensive, providing valuable insights into the influence of knowledge 
management strategies on organizational performance. 
 
 
 
Suggestions: While the references are comprehensive, it is important to ensure that all major 
works and seminal papers in the field of knowledge management and organizational performance 
are included. This provides a more robust theoretical background. 
It is crucial to balance recent studies with seminal works to provide both contemporary relevance 
and foundational insights. Adding more recent references from the past three to five years would 
strengthen the manuscript's relevance. 
Suggestions for Additional References: 
1. Alavi, M., & Leidner, D. E. (2001). "Review: Knowledge management and knowledge 
management systems: Conceptual foundations and research issues." MIS Quarterly, 25(1), 107-
136. 
2. Grant, R. M. (1996). "Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm." Strategic Management 
Journal, 17(S2), 109-122. 
3. Holsapple, C. W., & Joshi, K. D. (2002). "Knowledge management: A threefold framework." 
Information Society, 18(1), 47-64. 
4. Nonaka, I., & von Krogh, G. (2009). "Tacit knowledge and knowledge conversion: Controversy 
and advancement in organizational knowledge creation theory." Organization Science, 20(3), 635-
652. 
5. Sveiby, K. E. (1997). "The new organizational wealth: Managing & measuring knowledge-based 
assets." Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 
6. Zack, M. H. (1999). "Developing a knowledge strategy." California Management Review, 41(3), 
125-145. 
Balancing seminal and contemporary works ensures a comprehensive theoretical and 
empirical foundation, making the research more impactful and credible. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 
The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but it 
would benefit from some refinements. Improving grammar, adopting a more formal academic tone, 
and ensuring conciseness will enhance the readability and professionalism of the manuscript. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Grammar and Syntax: While the language is clear, there are minor grammatical and syntactical 
errors that need attention. These include issues with subject-verb agreement, punctuation, and 
sentence fragments. 
 
 

 

 
 
 

PART  2:  
 

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

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