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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 is important for the scientific community because it improves our understanding of how different types of innovation processes affect market share in the banking sector of an emerging economy. By using structural equation modeling on empirical data, it not only confirms theoretical assumptions but also provides measurable proof of the impact of product, process, marketing, and organizational innovations. The findings add to the literature on innovation and banking performance, especially in Ghana, where similar studies are few. Additionally, the study offers a useful framework for researchers to examine innovation strategies in various industries and regions, supporting comparative and policy-related research in management and economics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
“The Impact of Innovation Processes on Market Share: Evidence from Ghana’s Universal Banking Sector”

“Process, Product, and Marketing Innovations as Drivers of Market Share in Ghanaian Universal Banks”
	

	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.

	The abstract is solid, but a few improvements could make it more effective. It should clearly state the research gap to highlight the study's importance, especially considering the lack of empirical evidence on market share in emerging economies like Ghana. The findings section could be shorter by outlining the hierarchy of innovation impacts and stressing that process innovation is the most influential. Besides the practical contributions for managers and policymakers, it would be helpful to point out the theoretical contribution, like how it adds to the literature on innovation-performance relationships in banking. Lastly, expanding the keywords to include terms like innovation strategies, market share, universal banks, and Ghana would enhance the article's visibility and relevance for future research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Based on the abstract, the manuscript seems scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. Using structural equation modeling (SEM) is a good choice for examining the relationships between multiple innovation processes and market share. The reporting of path coefficients, t-statistics, and p-values shows a careful analytical approach. The study collects data from 100 managers across four universal banks, providing a relevant sample for exploring innovation dynamics in Ghana’s banking sector. However, the representativeness of the sample could be discussed in the full text. The findings are logically interpreted, and the conclusion matches the results presented. Overall, the manuscript shows scientific correctness. However, a thorough review of the full methodology, data reliability, and robustness checks would be necessary to fully confirm its rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	For a study on innovation processes and market share in the banking sector, it is essential to include both classical theories of innovation, such as Schumpeter’s theory and Rogers’ diffusion of innovations, as well as recent empirical studies that capture the current dynamics of digital transformation, fintech, and strategic management in banking. If the references rely heavily on older literature, the manuscript would benefit from including more recent works, especially from the last five to seven years.
Relevant additions could include studies like Teece (2018) on business models and dynamic capabilities, Chesbrough (2020) on open innovation, Clauss et al. (2019) on business model innovation and performance, and Appiahene et al. (2019), which specifically examines innovation in Ghanaian banks. Including guidelines like the OECD’s Oslo Manual (2018) would also improve the methodological foundation. Overall, while the references may be enough, ensuring a better balance between foundational theories and recent empirical evidence will increase the manuscript’s relevance and scientific quality.
	

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

	Yes, the language and quality of the article, based on the abstract, seem suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear and coherent, following an academic tone with proper use of technical terms like structural equation modeling, path coefficients, and market share. The ideas flow logically from research objectives to methodology, findings, and implications. However, some sentences are a bit long and could be shortened for better readability. A little editing, especially in summarizing results more briefly, would further improve clarity and precision. Overall, the language meets the standards for academic publications and needs only minor adjustments instead of a complete overhaul.
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	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? 

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