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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 makes an important contribution to the literature on public-sector research commercialisation in developing economies. By applying both the McKinsey 7S Framework and Social Contract Theory, it provides a multidimensional understanding of how internal organisational factors influence commercialisation capacity. The Ghanaian case offers valuable empirical insights for scholars and policymakers working on innovation governance, public management reform, and research commercialisation in Africa. The chapter advances current debates by highlighting the tensions between public-interest mandates and market-oriented reforms.
	

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

	 Yes, the title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the content and purpose of the chapter. It captures both the thematic focus (balancing public good and profit) and the contextual setting (public research organisations in Ghana). No alternative title is required.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and provides a good overview of the study. However, it would benefit from a clearer statement of the methodology, explicitly identifying the documentary analysis approach and the types of documents reviewed. Additionally, one sentence could be added to clarify the main practical or policy implication of the findings. No deletions are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and conceptually well-structured. The theoretical foundations are strong, the literature review is up to date, and the arguments are logically developed. The main area that requires strengthening is the methodology section, which should describe more explicitly the selection of documents, the analytical process, and how evidence was interpreted through the 7S framework. Aside from this, the scientific content is correct and relevant.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient, diverse, and include many recent sources from 2022–2025. They adequately support the theoretical and conceptual arguments. A few entries would benefit from formatting consistency (APA 7th edition), and the addition of DOIs where available. No essential references appear to be missing.
	

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

	
Yes, the English language is generally clear, coherent, and appropriate for academic publication. A small number of long sentences may be shortened to improve readability, and a few minor phrasing adjustments could further enhance clarity. Overall, the language quality meets scholarly standards.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
The chapter is well-written and makes a relevant contribution to discussions on public-sector innovation and research commercialisation in Africa. Strengthening the methodological section and more explicitly linking empirical observations to Social Contract Theory will significantly increase the robustness of the manuscript. The implications section is strong, but adding a short paragraph on limitations and future research would improve completeness.

The manuscript presents a relevant and well-developed analysis of research commercialisation within Ghana’s public research sector, supported by an appropriate theoretical framework and recent literature. Following the reviewer’s assessment, the chapter requires minor to moderate revisions. In particular, the methodology section should be strengthened with clearer detail on document selection and analytical procedures. Additionally, the linkage between Social Contract Theory and the empirical findings should be made more explicit, and the conclusion should more directly address the research question. The English language quality is generally good, with only minor edits needed for clarity.
Once these revisions are completed and highlighted in the manuscript, the resubmission will be suitable for final evaluation.

Comment for this score (paste in the table):
The manuscript is well-written, conceptually strong, and offers a valuable contribution to the literature on public-sector research commercialisation in developing economies. The theoretical grounding is solid and the application of the McKinsey 7S Framework and Social Contract Theory is relevant and meaningful. Minor to moderate revisions are required—mainly strengthening the methodology section, tightening the theoretical–empirical linkages, and refining the conclusion. Overall, the manuscript meets high academic standards and is suitable for publication after revisions.
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	Author’s Feedback (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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