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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.

	The manuscript provides details on theories and styles of leadership as well as linking these styles to individual personalities, which could either be acquired or innate. The Scientific community can validate  the information on this manuscript through further empirical investigation for public consumption. 
	

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

	I perceive the manuscript as a comparison of unconventional and contemporary styles. My suggested alternative title would be ‘Organizational Leaders, Conventional Leadership Philosophies Versus Academic Research and Unconventional Leadership Philosophies’.
	

	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 sequence of the abstract should be rearranged to start with the background and statement of the problem followed by the objective or goal of the article which was stated as the first sentence in the abstract. Furthermore, the findings, conclusion and possible recommendations were absent in the abstract and should be added.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Based on the literature from various scholars and the cited references, the manuscript can be said to be scientifically correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Though references are sufficient but they lack currency as over 75% of them are more than five years old. It is recommended that at least 75% of the references should be five years old and less. 
	

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

	Language is suitable for scholarly communications.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
The article does not have other sub sections like Methodology, Findings, Conclusion and Recommenation.
	



	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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