
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Global Economics, Management and Business Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEMBR_15756

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The Impact of Leadership Style on Employees’ Turnover Intention

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



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 is a competently executed quantitative study: a clear Social Exchange Theory framing, two well-justified hypotheses, a reasonable sample (n = 361) across firm sizes and industries, and PLS-SEM measurement statistics (loadings, Cronbach's α, CR, AVE, HTMT) that are properly reported and meet conventional thresholds. The writing is clear and the discussion is appropriately cautious about causal claims given the cross-sectional design. 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
Accurate and readable; could be more specific
	

	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
Covers purpose, method, results, implications well; slightly overstates the TL-vs-TAL comparison.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Relevant and searchable
	

	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
Clear, logically structured, well cited
	

	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
	5
H1/H2 are explicit and well-justified via Social Exchange Theory
	

	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 mix of foundational and 2022–2024 sources.
	

	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
	3
Sound instrument and PLS-SEM approach, but undermined by the undisclosed larger-model issue above.
	

	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
	2
No explicit ethics-approval statement; needs to be added
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       3
Clear prose, but incomplete without R²/Q² and the full model.
	

	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


	2
Figure 1 is missing from the file; tables themselves are fine.
	

	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
	5
Well integrated with recent leadership-turnover studies.
	

	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
	3
Reasonable, but rests on the same undisclosed-model caveat.
	

	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
	4
Reasonable, but rests on the same undisclosed-model caveat.
	

	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
	4
Appropriately current and on-topic.
	

	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
	5
Well written throughout
	




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.

	Yes — clear and on-topic. Optional: consider specifying the MSME/Vietnam context in the title itself
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Mostly yes. Suggest softening the claim that transformational leadership "produced the stronger effect" to match the more cautious language used in Section 4.3, unless a formal coefficient comparison is added.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The measurement model and hypothesis testing are executed correctly. The concern is transparency, not correctness: the structural coefficients come from a larger, undisclosed model, so the standalone two-construct model in Figure 1 cannot be verified as presented. This should be resolved before acceptance.
The study addresses a practically important and under-researched question — how transformational versus transactional leadership jointly affect retention in resource-constrained MSMEs, a setting that differs structurally from the large-firm contexts most leadership-turnover research is drawn from. The Vietnamese MSME setting adds contextual value, and comparing two leadership mechanisms in the same model (rather than testing one in isolation) is a genuine contribution. Its relevance is somewhat limited by the model-transparency issue above, which should be resolved before the contribution can be fully evaluated.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES — appropriately current (through 2024) and topically relevant.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Borderline — no fabrication or misconduct is apparent, but the absence of a documented ethics-approval/consent statement should be flagged and requested before acceptance
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