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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 manuscript seems to be important and significant as it offers a clear and balanced view of leadership beyond the simple nature versus nurture debate. Also, it brings together ideas from different fields to explain leadership as something that develops through both personal traits and environment. The study also uses a strong research approach, making its findings reliable and useful for future research and practical use, especially on the various topic related to leadership.
	


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
	The title is clear, relevant, and nicely reflects what the paper is about. As per me the Rating Scale for the title is: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	The abstract of the article is comprehensive and clearly explains the study, its method and also its main findings is easy to understand. As per me the Rating Scale for the abstract of the article is: 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
	The keywords are clear, relevant and match the main ideas and research of the paper in a representable manner. As per me the Rating Scale for the keywords is: 5 = Excellent.
	

	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
	The background is clear and easy to follow. As per me the Rating Scale for the background information of the paper is: 5 = Excellent.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the objectives are clear and easy to understand. As per me the Rating Scale for the objectives is: 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
	The literature reviews are quite relevant and well connected to the topic. However, references are not sufficient. Adding some of the latest literature reviews will make the paper more significant. As per me the Rating Scale for the relevancy of the literature reviews is: 3 = Satisfactory.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, literature reviews are not recent. Only one literature review of 2022 is mentioned in the paper. Other one is of 2018. Hence, it is suggested that some (at least 10 or more) latest literature reviews may be added, especially from the year 2023-2026. As per me the Rating Scale for the recent literature review is: 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
	The literature search method is explained nicely, however, the same may be reviewed. As per me the Rating Scale for the explanation of literature search methodology is: 2 = Needs Improvement.
	

	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
	The Critical analysis of literature is done in a good manner, although a little more critical insight would make the study more significant. As per me the Rating Scale for the Critical analysis of literature is: 3 = Satisfactory.
	

	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
	Yes, the paper identifies one of the research gaps, which points out that earlier studies mostly looked at leadership from either a biological or environmental perspective, but lacked an integrated, systems based approach combining both. However, it is suggested that a separate heading with ‘Research Gap’ may be included. As per me the Rating Scale for the identification of research gaps/future directions is: 2 = Needs Improvement.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the conclusions are logical and clearly based on the findings of the study. The researcher may improve the conclusion for make it more academically sound, although it is only suggestive. As per me the Rating Scale for the conclusions is: 4 = Good. 
	

	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
	No, the limitations are not clearly discussed and the same may be included. As per me the Rating Scale for the discussion on the limitations of the paper is: 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
	The references are from reliable sources. However, it is suggested that some latest quality literatures, preferably from Scopus indexed journals, may be added. As per me the Rating Scale for the Quality of references is: 2 = Needs Improvement.
	

	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
	The manuscript is written in understandable language and it is easy to understand. However, it is suggested that the language may be reviewed, preferably from some expert of English language for making the paper academically sound. Also, the formatting of the paper is required to be modified as per the specification of the journal. As per me the Rating Scale for the understandable language is: 3 = Satisfactory.
	


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 suitable and it clearly reflects the main idea/ purpose of the paper.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the article is comprehensive and it clearly explains the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and properly referred through previous studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the references are not sufficient. It is suggested to add some (at least 10 or more) latest references, especially from the studies carried out between the year 2023-2026.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Nothing special but incorporation of above-mentioned suggestions will make the article more productive and it will be presented in an academic manner.


	


PART  3: 

	

	
	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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