Review Form-1

	

	Journal Name:
	 
Journal of Global Economics, Management and Business Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEMBR_14617

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Thought Leadership: A Multidimensional and Ethical Examination of Intellectual Influence in Organisational, Academic, and Policy Contexts

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 offers a timely and meaningful contribution to understanding thought leadership—a concept that is widely used in practice but often lacks clear theoretical grounding. By bringing together ideas from leadership theory, sociology of knowledge, innovation, and communication, the paper goes beyond the usual surface-level, commercial view of the term and treats it as a serious academic concept.

The proposed framework—covering areas like who drives the ideas, how knowledge is approached, the intent behind it, and its time focus—provides a clear and useful structure that future studies can build on.

One of the strongest aspects of the paper is its attention to ethics. It highlights important issues such as performative expertise, unequal visibility of voices, and the responsibilities that come with being seen as a knowledge authority. This critical perspective is refreshing and important in leadership research.

Overall, the paper is valuable for researchers in fields like organizational behavior, knowledge management, science communication, and public policy. It also offers practical insights for academics, consultants, and policymakers involved in sharing and shaping ideas.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The title is appropriately descriptive and accurately signals the paper's scope. The phrase "multidimensional and ethical examination" aligns with the paper's content. However, at 17 words, it is slightly long and could be tightened. A subtitle structure would improve readability (e.g., "Thought Leadership: A Multidimensional and Ethical Framework of Intellectual Influence").
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The abstract is well-structured and covers all essential elements: the problem statement, theoretical synthesis, dimensions identified, critiques examined, and implications. However, the abstract would benefit from a concise statement of the paper's originality claim and explicit methodological declaration (i.e., conceptual/theoretical synthesis).
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

Keywords are not visible in the reviewed content. If keywords are present in the manuscript, they should include terms such as: thought leadership, cognitive authority, epistemic influence, knowledge dissemination, organizational knowledge, ethical leadership, transformational leadership, diffusion of innovations. The author should ensure keywords are indexed-friendly for databases such as Scopus and Web of Science.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The historical evolution from 1990s consultancy origins (McKinsey & Company) to digital and academic contexts is well-traced. The paper situates the problem adequately within the current scholarly landscape. However, a more explicit acknowledgement of the gap in the extant literature — specifically why existing frameworks fall short — would sharpen the contribution claim.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

The research objectives are implicitly embedded in the abstract and introduction rather than stated as a formal, numbered list. While the objectives are deducible, scholarly convention — especially for a journal audience — demands explicit articulation. The author should add a clearly labelled subsection (e.g., "Objectives of the Study") enumerating 4–6 specific, actionable objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The literature review is impressively interdisciplinary, integrating Bass & Riggio (2006), Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995), Wilson (1983), Rogers (2003), Castells (2010), Bourdieu (1986), and Petty & Cacioppo (1986) coherently. The review is largely up to date, including publications up to 2025. Minor concern: Kuhn (1962) and Hovland & Weiss (1951) are cited in the body text but absent from the formal reference list — this must be corrected. The review could also more systematically acknowledge and critically engage competing or dissenting perspectives within the thought leadership literature.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement

This is the most significant weakness of the paper. The manuscript employs a conceptual/theoretical synthesis approach, which is a legitimate and valuable methodology, but it is never explicitly named, justified, or described in a dedicated methodology section. The absence of a formal methodology section is a critical gap for a journal submission. The author should: (1) label the approach clearly (e.g., systematic conceptual review, integrative literature synthesis, or framework development); (2) explain the criteria for selecting and including theoretical frameworks; and (3) describe the analytical process used to derive the typologies and dimensions. Without this, the paper's scholarly rigor is difficult to evaluate.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent

The paper handles ethical considerations with exceptional thoroughness. The proposed ethical rubric (Transparency, Evidentiary Rigor, Reflexivity, Inclusivity, Accountability) is well-grounded and practically applicable. The critique of performative expertise, structural inequities, and Bourdieu's symbolic capital are particularly nuanced and add substantial scholarly value. Appendix D on ethical guidelines is a commendable contribution.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

As a theoretical paper, there are no empirical "results" per se. However, the paper's primary "findings" — the dimensional framework, typologies, and ethical rubric — are presented with reasonable clarity. Some parts of the dimensional analysis (e.g., distinctions between organic vs. cultivated intentionality, reactive vs. anticipatory temporal focus) would benefit from illustrative examples or case vignettes to enhance comprehension and applicability.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

The Appendices (A–D) containing the typology tables, dimensional matrices, and ethical guidelines are valuable additions. However, the body of the paper is notably text-heavy. A consolidated conceptual diagram or model visually integrating the four dimensions, typologies, and theoretical foundations would significantly aid reader comprehension and make the framework more accessible. A single integrative figure should be added as a core element, not relegated only to appendices.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The discussion effectively connects the framework to existing literature and addresses contextual variations across corporate, academic, and policy sectors. The critique of digital metrics and performative expertise is timely and well-argued. However, the discussion would be strengthened by more direct engagement with counter-arguments: e.g., scholars who argue that thought leadership is fundamentally irreducible to academic frameworks or that its commercial usage is analytically irrecoverable.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The conclusions are substantive, coherent, and well-aligned with the stated aims. The call for longitudinal, network-based measurement frameworks and the advocacy for ethical engagement within knowledge ecosystems are sound and forward-looking. The authors could strengthen the conclusion by distinguishing more explicitly between contributions to theory, methodology, and practice as separate sub-paragraphs for clarity
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement

The limitations of the study are under-discussed. While critiques of thought leadership as a concept are provided, the authors do not adequately reflect on the limitations of their own approach — e.g., the absence of empirical validation, potential theoretical biases in framework selection, the Anglo-centric or Western-centric lens that may shape the conceptualization, or the risk of over-systematizing a fundamentally dynamic social phenomenon. A dedicated Limitations subsection is strongly recommended
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

The reference list is broad and largely appropriate. However, several issues require correction: (1) Kuhn (1962) and Hovland & Weiss (1951) are cited in the body text but missing from the reference list; (2) Jackson (2019) referenced in Appendix A is absent from the bibliography; (3) Some citations lack full bibliographic detail (e.g., volume/issue/page numbers for journal articles). A thorough cross-check of all in-text citations against the reference list is essential. The author should also consider including more recent empirical studies on thought leadership measurement (2020–2025) to demonstrate currency of the literature.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

The manuscript is written in generally clear, sophisticated academic English appropriate for a scholarly audience. The prose is fluent and well-organized. Minor issues include occasional sentence-level over-complexity and inconsistency in British vs. American spelling (e.g., "organizational" vs. "organizational" appear to be used interchangeably in the title variants). The manuscript should be proofread for spelling consistency throughout.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The editorial team should note that while this manuscript is a strong conceptual contribution, referring to it as a “study” with “findings” in the abstract may be misleading. Readers might expect empirical data, so the abstract should be revised to clearly indicate that this is a theoretical or conceptual paper. With this adjustment, the manuscript would be a strong fit for the journal. The author shows a solid grasp of the literature, and the requested revision is straightforward.

Overall, this is a well-developed and intellectually ambitious paper that makes a meaningful contribution to thought leadership research. The interdisciplinary approach is impressive, and the ethical perspective is a clear strength. The main issue is the lack of a clear methodology section, which is important for academic rigor. Strengthening this area, clarifying the research objectives, completing the references, and adding a limitations section would significantly improve the paper.

The manuscript is recommended for major revision and re-review, with a strong likelihood of acceptance once these points are addressed.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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