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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with 

reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It 
is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

A) The paper needs a structural revision.  
 
At present it is much like in the form of a thesis. I suggest the author 
should have only two Sections in the paper before the Methodology 
i.e.  Introduction part and Literature part.  
The introduction section can include the contents of 1. 1 - 1.5. While 
the literature and theory part can subsume 2, 3 4.1, and 4.2.  
 
Methodology part is by and large good, I would suggest the author to 
concise the articulation 
 
The Discussion part is poor and needs to be elaborated, if possible 
comparative analysis with similar study should be made based on the 
results. Again, implications of the study and pros and cons of the 
results are not drawn in the discussion section. 
 
Recommendation and conclusions should be merged together and be 
stated clearly based on the objective and results of the paper – in the 
present form it is convoluted 
 
B) Needs to avoid/omit repetitive statements, ideas, and concepts. 
 
The author repeatedly mentioned/explained ‘strategy implementation 
process’. I believe, an idea in a paper should be introduced once and 
then arguments/ counter-arguments can follow it. 
 
C) There are statements that does not fit in the initial Introduction and 
Literature/Theory sections. For example, line 48-56 is completely 
misfit. This para should go in Conclusions or Discussion section.  
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D) Excess research questions, and objectives. 
 
Ideally, paper should have one or two objectives. The author should 
nail down his objectives to two. Similarly, he/she should narrow down 
the set of research questions. Since objectives and research questions 
are complementary the author can have one of those rather than the 
both. 
 
E) Excess Theories. 
 
General Systems Theory is a wonderful Framework to capture any 
complex phenomenon or case. However, in this paper I believe the 
Dynamic Capability View has the potential to encapsulate all the 
components the author wishes to delve out theoretically – meaning 
systems theory is redundant one. Besides, none of the conceptual 
framework, results, and discussion has retrospective narrative based 
on the systems theory.  
 
FINALLY, overall I strongly believe that if the paper deals with a single 
independent variable i.e. Leadership style in relation to Firms 
Performance – the Paper will be more focused and concise, and will 
draw attention of the prospective audience. Therefore, I suggest 
dropping the ‘Strategy Implementation’ component from the paper. 
Besides, there is not much discussion or results in the paper as 
regards strategy implementation.   I guess the author convoluted 
leadership and strategy  in relation to SME performance.  
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Minor  REVISION comments 
 

The paper is verbose – with unnecessary words and long and complex 
sentences. 
 
There are many grammatical and syntax related issues – which should 
be fixed by a professional language editor. 
 
The presentation style of the results is poor – the author should have 
some charts and graphs rather than plain tables all along. 

 

Optional /General  comments 
 

I would suggest exclude Table 1 and 2 from texts (put these as annex, 
if necessary) and take the excerpts from these to address your 
objectives.  
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