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the article. 
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I agree that the title of the paper is clear, and it is adequate to the content of the 

paper.  

 The 20 words title adequately describe the contents of the manuscript. 
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 Page 4, line 4: Authors should provide relevant literature sources for 

organizational learning theory (OLT). I propose the following references: 

1. Argyris, C., Schön, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of action 

perspective. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.  

2. Garvin, D. A. (1993). Building a learning organization. Harvard Business 

Review, 71, 78-91. 

3. Nonaka, I. (1991). The knowledge-creating company. Harvard Business 
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 Aim to cover a representative set of theories in the OL domain (Argyris and 

Schon, 1978; Garvin, 1973; Nonaka, 1991). Reason for choosing these 

papers/authors is based on their seminal character and the high impact they have 

on research. 

 Under 2.4 Organizational capability – Authors could also strengthen the 

conceptualization of organizational capability with more literature sources, such 

as: Kangas (1999) and Moingeon et al. (1998) refer to organizational capability 

as the strategic application of competencies. That is, their use and deployment 

to achieve given organizational goals (McGrath et al., 1995; Teece et al., 1997). 
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Journal, 16, 251–275. 
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Management Journal, 16(3), 298–304. 

4. Teece et al. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic 

Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. 

 

Minor Comments: 

 A conceptual model (in graphical form showing the relationship of the 

variables/constructs) immediately before the methodology section would have 

been appropriate (Refer to the paper of Buhasho et al., 2018). 

 Under 4.4 Hypothesis Testing - Figure 1 is so tiny and difficult to read the 

contents. It may be better to leave it as an appendix. The same for figure 2. 

 An interesting introduction to the paper. For instance, paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 

provided useful statistics regarding investments in Business Intelligence & 

Analytics. Indeed, many companies invest huge resources in developing 

business analytics capabilities to improve their performance. 

 Paragraph 4 of the introduction mentioned “various shortcomings” outlined in 

Melville et al. (2004) study. Is it possible for authors to list a few of these 

shortcomings?? 
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 The topic is timely and will be of interest to the readers of the journal.  

 The review of the literature is quite thorough, so the reader is given an adequate 

background about the topic. 

 Overall, it is an important study, and should be considered for publication in the 

ESJ 

 

 

 


