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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 a relevant and contemporary issue by examining the relationship between strategic human resource analytics, data-driven decision-making and employee productivity in Nigerian manufacturing companies. 
The focus on data-driven decision-making as a mediating mechanism makes this study a potentially useful contribution, particularly in a developing-economy and the manufacturing context. 
The manuscript also attempts to integrate the Resource-Based View and Dynamic Capabilities Theory to explain how HR analytics capability may translate into productivity outcomes. 
But, the contribution needs to be articulated more sharply, because the existing literature cited by the Author(s) already establishes several of the individual relationships examined in the study. The manuscript is expected to have a stronger and more critically developed research gap, clearer construct conceptualization and more rigorous reporting of the measurement and SEM procedures before its contribution can fully be established. 
	




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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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


	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	




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.

	The title is clear, specific and accurately reflects the principal variables, context and the proposed mediation mechanism. It is communicating the subject of the study well. No major change is required. But, the Author(s) may consider whether “Strategic Human Resource Analytics” and “Data-Driven Decision-Making” are being used consistently throughout the manuscript or not, as the conceptual and measurement definitions need further clarification.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO
The abstract covers the major components of the study, i.e. the research purpose, sample, methodology, key findings and practical implication. But, it requires correction before it can fully be considered as satisfactory. 
In particular, there is an inconsistency in the reported path coefficients: the abstract attributes β = 0.521 to the relationship between data-driven decision-making and employee productivity, whereas the results report β = 0.521 for SHRA → DDDM and β = 0.386 for DDDM → employee productivity. The Author(s) should reconcile these values throughout the abstract, tables and the results section. The mediation result should also be explained more clearly and accurately.
Suggestion for improvement:
Revise the abstract after verifying all the SEM coefficients against the final statistical output and clearly distinguish the direct effect, indirect effect, total effect and mediating proportion.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The study has a relevant research problem, a logically structured conceptual model and an appropriate broad quantitative approach. Yet, several issues require proper clarification before the manuscript can be considered as scientifically robust.
The most important concerns are the insufficient reporting of SEM model-fit statistics, ambiguity concerning the measurement and dimensional structure of Strategic Human Resource Analytics and the need to re-examine the reported discriminant validity. The manuscript states that the discriminant validity is established using the Fornell & Larcker criterion, but the reported correlations between SHRA and several of its dimensions appear to be higher than the reported square root of AVE for SHRA. This requires careful reanalysis. 
There are also inconsistencies in the interpretation of the mediation results. The manuscript reports an indirect effect of β = 0.312 and states that it represents 42.7% of the total effect and this is consistent with the reported figures. But, the Author(s) need to ensure that this interpretation is applied consistently throughout the manuscript and that no statements imply that the mediated component is larger than the direct component. 
Suggestion for improvement:
The Author(s) should provide complete CFA/ SEM fit statistics, clarify the specification of SHRA as a higher-order construct/ composite or otherwise, reassess the convergent and discriminant validity, explain the sampling and measurement procedures more fully, address common method concerns, verify all the statistical calculations and moderate causal language, because the study uses a cross-sectional design. 

	

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

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

	NO
The manuscript contains a reasonably broad collection of recent references, including several publications from 2024 and 2025. Still, the relevance and accuracy of some cited references require careful verification.
For example, the manuscript cites Ismail et al. (2021) in connection with HR analytics adoption and barriers, whereas the reference list identifies the paper as “Moderating effects of management philosophy on high-performance work practices–firm performance relationship.” 
Similarly, Das and Samal (2025) is used in the manuscript to support claims about HR analytics, performance management, talent acquisition and productivity, while the reference listed is “People analytics for employee turnover prediction using Extreme Learning Machine.” 
These apparent citation–claim mismatches should be checked against the original publications. The Author(s) should also strengthen the literature review with more directly relevant, high-quality peer-reviewed studies and ensure that all the references accurately support the statements for which they are cited.
Suggestion for improvement:
Undertake a systematic reference audit, verify every in-text citation against the original source, remove/ replace poorly aligned references and strengthen the theoretical and empirical literature with directly relevant peer-reviewed research. 

	

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

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

	NO
No major ethical issue is evident from the manuscript. The methodology states that informed consent was obtained and that confidentiality and anonymity were assured. The Author(s) also state that the study received institutional ethics approval. 
The manuscript further includes declarations concerning the conflicts of interest and AI use also. 
Suggestion:
Although no major ethical concern is identified, the Author(s) can provide the ethics approval/ reference number or other institutional approval details, if available and permitted by the journal, to make the ethical reporting more transparent. 
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