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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 study is important for the scientific community on how transformational and transactional leadership relate to employee turnover desires especially in micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSMEs) located in Vietnam. By examining both leadership styles in a single model, this study expands the application of Social Exchange Theory by demonstrating the complementary role between relational support and structured and fair exchange in employee retention. These findings also enrich the limited leadership and turnover literature in the context of emerging economies MSMEs, where formal human resource systems are often limited. In addition, the study offers a foundation for future research examining leadership, employee retention, and related mediation or moderation mechanisms across various industries and cultural environments.

	



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
	The title of the article "The Impact of Leadership Style on Employees is clear and in accordance with some research.
Rating: 5
	

	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 is quite comprehensive
Rating: 5
	

	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 used are appropriate and represent the research variables
Rating: 5
	

	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
	Although the article's background material is sufficient and generally well-structured, it might yet be improved to reinforce the research argument. 
Adding the most recent actual data or figures on labour retention or turnover issues in MSMEs in Vietnam can strengthen the background and make the problem's urgency more than just theoretical.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The objectives and hypotheses of the research are clearly stated and consistent with the research model.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The literature review is pertinent and generally in line with the theoretical framework and study variables. In addition to a number of contemporary research released between 2022 and 2024, it appropriately integrates foundational works on Social Exchange Theory, transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and turnover intention. To guarantee that the debate represents the most recent advancements in leadership and employee retention research, the review might be reinforced by including more recent empirical studies, especially those published in 2025–2026. The currency and contextual relevance of the literature review would also be enhanced by paying more attention to recent research in Vietnamese MSMEs or similar emerging-economy contexts.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The research methodology is generally appropriate for the objectives of the study. The quantitative cross-sectional design, use of validated measurement scales, pilot testing, and PLS-SEM analysis provide a reasonable methodological framework for examining the relationships among transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and turnover intention. However, the sampling procedure should be described in greater detail, particularly regarding the formation of strata, respondent selection, and response rate. In addition, because the study relies on cross-sectional self-reported data, causal interpretations should be avoided and potential common-method bias should be addressed more explicitly. The authors should also clarify that the reported leadership coefficients were estimated within a broader structural model containing additional predictors and interaction terms. 
Rating: 5
	

	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
	Ethical considerations are partially addressed in the manuscript. The authors state that participation was voluntary, responses were anonymous, and respondents were informed that the data would be used for academic purposes. However, the manuscript does not clearly indicate whether ethical approval was obtained from an institutional ethics committee or review board, nor does it explicitly describe the informed consent procedure. The authors are encouraged to clarify the ethical approval status, consent process, confidentiality safeguards, and participants’ right to withdraw, where applicable.
Rating: 5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are generally presented clearly and in a logical sequence, covering descriptive statistics, measurement-model assessment, and hypothesis testing. The tables effectively report key statistical information, including reliability, validity, path coefficients, t-values, p-values, and effect sizes. However, some interpretive discussion and comparisons with previous studies could be moved to the Discussion section to maintain a clearer separation between results and interpretation. In addition, the authors should avoid implying that transformational leadership is statistically stronger than transactional leadership unless a formal comparison of the coefficients is conducted. Reporting additional structural-model indicators, such as R² and predictive relevance measures where applicable, would further strengthen the presentation of the results.
Rating: 5
	

	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


	The tables and figure are generally clear, relevant, and necessary to support the presentation of the study. Table 1 appropriately summarizes the respondent and enterprise characteristics, Tables 2 and 3 provide essential evidence regarding reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity, and Table 4 clearly presents the structural model and hypothesis-testing results. Figure 1 is also useful for illustrating the proposed relationships among the study variables. However, the authors should ensure consistent formatting across all tables and improve the visual clarity of the research model, particularly in terms of arrows, labels, and readability. If space is limited, Tables 2 and 3 could also be combined into a single measurement-model table.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The discussion appropriately relates the findings to the existing literature and theoretical framework. The authors compare the results with previous studies on transformational and transactional leadership and provide plausible explanations based on Social Exchange Theory and related leadership mechanisms. The discussion is particularly useful in showing how relational support, role clarity, feedback, and fair exchanges may contribute to lower turnover intention. However, the section could be strengthened by engaging more critically with studies reporting different or inconsistent findings and by providing a deeper explanation of why these relationships may be particularly relevant in the Vietnamese MSME context. Incorporating more recent studies would also improve the depth and currency of the discussion.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The conclusion is generally supported by the empirical results, as both transformational and transactional leadership show significant negative relationships with employees’ turnover intention. However, some statements should be revised to better reflect the cross-sectional nature of the study. In particular, causal wording such as “significantly reduce” should be replaced with more cautious terms such as “are negatively associated with.” In addition, the proposed mechanisms involving purpose, recognition, support, development, and fair exchanges should not be presented as empirically established pathways because these mediating mechanisms were not directly tested in the study. Overall, the conclusion is consistent with the findings but requires minor refinement to avoid overinterpretation.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The study limitations are adequately discussed. The authors appropriately acknowledge the cross-sectional design, reliance on self-reported data, and the limited generalizability of a sample drawn from MSMEs in northern Vietnam. The manuscript also provides relevant directions for future research, including longitudinal designs, multi-source data, and the examination of additional mediating and moderating variables. However, the limitations section could be further strengthened by discussing the sampling procedure, the use of perceived leadership measures, and the implications of estimating the focal leadership effects within a broader structural model.
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The references used are quite relevant
Rating: 5
	

	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
	The manuscript is written in a clear language
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	yes
	

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

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

	No
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