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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 (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 a valuable contribution to the scientific and professional community, particularly in the field of project management and organizational leadership. The increasing prevalence of hybrid work models after the COVID-19 pandemic makes this study highly relevant, as it highlights the evolving responsibilities of project managers in balancing flexibility, communication, and leadership across distributed teams. By emphasizing servant leadership, digital fluency, and continuous learning, the article provides a forward-looking perspective that aligns with current global shifts in organizational practices. Its insights can guide both scholars and practitioners in navigating the complexities of agile leadership in hybrid settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and informative. It captures both the main theme (agile leadership) and the specific focus (project manager’s evolving role). But giving emphasize to the focus of the study, consider this alternative:

“Agile Leadership in Hybrid Workplaces: Evolving Roles and Competencies of Project Managers” 
	

	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 comprehensive and provides a good overview of the study, including context, focus, challenges, and implications for future research. However:

· It could be slightly more concise, as some sentences are long and repetitive.

· Explicit mention of methodology (literature review/narrative synthesis) would improve clarity.

· The abstract could benefit from a clearer final sentence emphasizing the novelty of the work.
Suggestion: Shorten redundant phrases and include a direct statement such as “This review highlights gaps in the literature and proposes future research directions for agile leadership in hybrid contexts.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and well-structured. It integrates recent scholarly references (2020–2025) and aligns theoretical concepts (servant leadership, agility, adaptability) with practical challenges in hybrid work environments. The arguments are coherent, logically presented, and supported by relevant literature. However, it is largely a conceptual/literature review rather than empirical research. This is acceptable, but it should be more explicitly stated to avoid reader confusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate, recent, and highly relevant, with most citations from 2020–2025, which demonstrates good scholarly currency. Still, inclusion of classic foundational works on agile leadership (e.g., from the Agile Manifesto, early agile leadership models) could strengthen the theoretical grounding.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear academic English. A few sentences are long and may benefit from simplification for readability, but overall the language is appropriate for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables (e.g., Figure 1 and Table 1) add value, but could be visually refined for readability.

· The manuscript could benefit from a dedicated methodology section clarifying that it is a narrative/literature review.

· While the discussion of challenges and competencies is rich, the implications for practice could be highlighted more clearly at the end of each section.

· A more explicit contribution statement (what this article uniquely offers compared to existing literature) would strengthen the paper’s impact.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical concerns are apparent since the paper is based on literature review and conceptual discussion, not human or animal subjects.
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