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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	Key takeaways include a very general type of generalisation that can be applied to any organisation, which raises a key question for the manuscript - what are the specifics and characteristics of the manifestation of lithedom in the South African Police Service. What are the commonalities and specificities? This important point has not been emphasised by the authors.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title suggests that the authors will describe the specifics of policing in South Africa (specifying where, rather than generalising to a vast continent) The title and the content are mixed. Either the content of the article should be refined or the title should be changed to match the content of the article.   
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract should be finalised: shorten, highlight the main points presented in the article, mark the main sections as follows:
Background. 
Objective. 
Methods. 
Results. 
Conclusions. 
There are certain requirements to the number of words in an abstract, as a rule the number of words should not exceed 250 words. Key words: 21 words (should be minimised to 15 words)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Most of the presented interesting material is given without references to the works.
The content and meaning of the phrase - The ‘Cart before the Horse’ Approach is not fully disclosed.
There is no clear structure, the purpose of the study, conclusions are not formulated.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	There is inaccuracy and incorrectness in the use of references and their mentioning in the reference list:
The literature list does not include these works that are referenced in the text
Dentsen, 1999; Kuykendall and Unsinger, 1982; and Schwarzwald et al, 2000)
Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002), Maertz et al (2007), Eisenberger et al. 1990
No references to these papers
White, M. D. (2008). Identifying Good Cops Early: Predicting Performance in the Academy. Police Quarterly, 11(1), 27-49.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	In general, the language of presentation is not quite scientific, there is no theoretical analysis of scientific approaches to the problem of leadership, discussion, author's position, etc.
HEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY р. 5 without letter T

	

	Optional/General comments

	The article requires serious revision, correction of all the listed remarks and inaccuracies.


	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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