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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	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 paper enhances our understanding of leadership by redefining it as a systemic, emergent phenomenon, moving beyond the traditional debate of whether leaders are "born or made." By integrating systems theory, Durkheimian organic solidarity, and behavioural genetics into a comprehensive multivariate model, it connects phenotypic, behavioural, and social-structural perspectives. This model illustrates how environmental factors, societal institutions, and biological predispositions interact to shape the development and effectiveness of leadership. The Systems Leadership Equation serves as a formal, testable framework for future research in organisational science, sociology, and psychology. Ultimately, it advocates for a multidisciplinary approach to explore distributed and shared leadership styles within complex communities and organisations.


	


PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

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

	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 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

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

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

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

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

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

N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	14. 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
	5 = Excellent
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


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



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is fitting and relevant.  

Title: A Systems Theory Perspective on Leadership: The Symbiotic Relationship Between Nature and Nurture

This title succinctly and scholarly captures the central theoretical framework (systems theory), the focus (leadership), and the main thesis (the interaction between nature and nurture).


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is indeed thorough. It clearly articulates the research problem, which revolves around the nature-nurture debate in leadership. The theoretical framework is well-defined, drawing on systems theory and Durkheim's concept of organic solidarity. The methodology employed is a mixed-methods meta-analysis that integrates behavioural genetics with organisational and sociological studies. The main conclusion posits that leadership functions as an emergent subsystem of the human system. Additionally, the key findings reveal moderate heritability and strong environmental influences, suggesting a symbiotic model. This comprehensive coverage aligns well with the standards typically expected of informative abstracts in the social sciences.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific accuracy and effectively situates systems theory and Durkheim's concept of organic solidarity as sociological-theoretical frameworks for understanding leadership as a coordinating and emergent function within complex societies. It accurately reflects established findings in behavioural genetics, indicating moderate heritability for leadership role occupancy and emergence (approximately 24–40%), rather than suggesting deterministic "leadership genes." Contemporary perspectives on “gene-by-environment” interactions and person-environment fit in leadership genetics align with the notion that leadership emerges as a symbiotic product of biological predispositions and social-environmental influences. The Systems Leadership Equation encapsulates this interaction in a logically coherent manner, although it may be somewhat stylised for a theoretical paper.

To enhance the methodological rigour of the paper and avoid potential misinterpretation, it would be beneficial to include a brief sentence clarifying that heritability estimates refer to population-level variances and do not imply a fixed biological destiny. Moreover, the specific magnitude of genetic influence may differ among populations, measurement methods, and developmental stages.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are adequate and of excellent quality, although they are not entirely current with the most recent literature (2022–2026); rather, they are rather recent.


	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Before final acceptance, several areas could benefit from enhancement:

•
A succinct and clear limitations section would strengthen the manuscript. This could address constraints related to existing twin and behavioural genetics data, the abstract nature of systems theory, and the potential for publication bias or measurement variations in the research.

•
Although the references are credible, they predominantly cite classic works and sources from the mid-2010s. Incorporating two to four additional integrative studies (published from 2020 to 2026) on systems leadership and sociogenomic or behavioural genetics related to leadership may enhance the paper's current relevance.

•
To prevent misunderstandings and enhance scientific communication, a brief clarification that heritability estimates reflect population-level data rather than individual determinism would be beneficial—perhaps as  a single phrase in methodology or discussion.

With these improvements, the paper would be well-positioned for publication. Overall, it makes a significant contribution to existing literature.
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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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