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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 examines an important yet underexplored issue by investigating how different leadership styles affect employee performance in Nigeria's manufacturing sector. While previous studies have mainly focused on healthcare, education, and service industries, the manufacturing sector in emerging economies has received relatively little attention. The study provides interesting findings by showing that transformational leadership is not always the most effective approach. Instead, transactional and laissez-faire leadership have significant positive effects on employee performance, whereas transformational and democratic leadership do not show significant relationships. These findings contribute to the leadership literature by highlighting that the effectiveness of leadership styles may depend on the organizational and industrial context. They also offer practical insights for human resource managers and organizational leaders in manufacturing firms operating in emerging economies.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author's Feedback ( Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Ratings 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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
Several studies cited in the literature review and discussion sections are missing from the reference list. For example, citations such as Ndubuisi-Okolo and Amujiogu (2025), Akinbode et al. (2025), and Okeke et al. (2025) cannot be found in the references provided. The authors are encouraged to carefully review all in-text citations and ensure that every cited source is included in the reference list. Likewise, all references listed should be properly cited within the manuscript to maintain consistency and comply with academic referencing standards.
	

	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
The Methodology section requires revision to ensure consistency with the study variables. Section 3 repeatedly refers to "delegation practices" and the "delegation of authority/responsibility" rather than the actual independent variable, leadership styles. This inconsistency suggests that parts of the methodology may have been adapted from another study without sufficient revision. The authors should ensure that the instrument, construct descriptions, and research procedures are fully aligned with the leadership-style variables examined in the study.
In addition, the model adopted from Kibria (2025), which focuses on leadership style and delegation practices among nurses, appears only partially relevant to the present study. The authors should provide a stronger justification for using this model or adopt a framework that better reflects the study context.
Finally, reliability should be reported separately for each construct rather than as a single Cronbach's Alpha value. Given the five constructs in this study (four leadership dimensions and employee performance), separate reliability coefficients would provide more appropriate evidence of measurement consistency.
	

	8. Are ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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


	       4
	

	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
	3
The discussion is well structured and effectively relates the findings to theory and previous studies. However, several cited references could not be found in the reference list and should be verified before publication.
	

	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
The regression model explains a relatively small proportion of the variance in employee performance (R² = 0.129). Therefore, describing leadership styles as "key determinants" in the abstract and conclusion appears overstated. The authors are encouraged to use more cautious wording and discuss the implications of the low R², particularly the possibility that other relevant factors influencing employee performance were not included in the model.
	

	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
	3
The limitations section contains an inconsistency with the Methodology section. It states that the sampling procedure is not fully reported, whereas Section 3 provides a detailed description of the sampling method. The authors should review and revise this statement to ensure consistency throughout the manuscript.

	

	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
	2
Several in text citations are missing from the reference list (see Comment 6). The authors should carefully verify and reconcile all citations and references to ensure accuracy and consistency before the manuscript is considered for publication.
	

	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
	



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?
s
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
.
	NO. Key concerns: (1) Several in text citations are missing from the reference list and should be carefully verified for consistency; (2) the Methodology section inconsistently refers to delegation practices instead of leadership styles, indicating that parts of the text may not have been fully revised; (3) the model adopted from Kibria (2025) has limited relevance to the current research context and requires stronger justification or a more appropriate theoretical framework; (4) Cronbach's Alpha is reported as a single value for all constructs and should instead be presented separately for each construct; and (5) the model explains only a modest proportion of the variance in employee performance (R² = 0.129), so the claim that leadership styles are "key determinants" should be moderated and accompanied by a discussion of other potential explanatory factors.
	

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

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

	NO. The references are generally recent and relevant to the study. However, several in text citations are missing from the reference list (see Comment 6) and should be verified and corrected before publication.

	

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

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

	YES. There are no apparent participant related ethical concerns, as informed consent, confidentiality, and anonymity are adequately addressed. However, a publication integrity issue remains, as several in text citations are missing from the reference list. These inconsistencies should be verified and corrected before the manuscript proceeds further.
	



Reviewer details:
Neneng Sofiyanti, Universitas Singaperbangsa Karawang, Indonesia
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