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1. Round 1 

1.1. Reviewer 1 

Reviewer:  

 

In the opening paragraph beginning with “Innovation has emerged as the principal engine…”, the term innovation 

bottlenecks is not conceptually defined. A concise operational definition introduced here would improve conceptual clarity and 

theoretical coherence. 

The statement “innovation failures are rarely attributable to technological deficiencies alone” would be strengthened by 

providing a concrete organizational example or brief contextual illustration relevant to the study’s empirical setting. 

The phrase “feature engineering was conducted to generate interaction terms” is insufficiently detailed. The authors should 

specify which interactions were created and how these reflect the study’s theoretical assumptions. 

After Table 1, the manuscript describes levels as “moderate to high” without defining interpretive benchmarks. Clarifying 

these thresholds would improve analytical precision. 

When interpreting Table 2, the manuscript claims improvement of the ensemble model but does not quantify the magnitude 

of improvement over the best single algorithm. Reporting percentage gains would strengthen this claim. 

 

Authors revised the manuscript and uploaded the new document. 
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1.2. Reviewer 2 

Reviewer:  

 

The claim that most existing studies rely on linear statistical techniques would benefit from explicitly naming common 

methods (e.g., regression, SEM) to substantiate the critique. 

In the paragraph describing the Georgian organizational context, the manuscript should provide a clearer justification for 

the theoretical and empirical relevance of this setting beyond its classification as a post-transition economy. 

The description of the multi-stage sampling strategy should include the number of organizations contacted, participation 

rates, and any non-response analysis to allow assessment of sampling bias. 

While numerous constructs are listed, the manuscript does not present sample items or scale origins. Including representative 

items or citing the foundational scales would significantly improve measurement transparency. 

The statement that Cronbach’s alpha exceeded 0.81 for all constructs should be supplemented with exact reliability 

coefficients for each major construct. 

 

Authors revised the manuscript and uploaded the new document. 

 

2. Revised 

Editor’s decision after revisions: Accepted. 

Editor in Chief’s decision: Accepted. 
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