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	Title

I still suggest the author(s) include the study location.

Abstract

· What does the author(s) mean about informal and formal leaders? Throughout the manuscript, there is a lack of discussion or definition regarding the terms "informal" and "formal" leaders as they are used in the context of this study.
· The author(s) presents a definition of the term “leadership” as used in the study context. I suggest the author(s) delete that from the abstract.

· Author(s) have still not included important elements such as the study design, research approach, methods of analysis, and the conclusion, which are essential for providing a complete overview of the study.

Introduction

· The author(s) has not revised the introduction section; the author(s) has even complicated things. Initially, the author(s) focused mainly on effective leadership, and I suggested an expansion of this section to cover all the key variables in the topic (principals’ and teachers’ leadership experiences and school improvement) and also provide clear definitions for each within the context of the research. But now the author(s) has even deleted the earlier submission on “effective leadership” and added some research ethics guidelines that are not relevant to this section.

· The first sentence of the introduction, author(s) stated that “tremendous efforts have been put in for school improvement”. The statement ‘tremendous efforts have been put in’ is too general. I suggest the author(s) specify the particular efforts undertaken to enhance clarity and strengthen the argument.

· Author(s) presented this at the second paragraph of the introduction. What is presented is actually out of place and has nothing to do with the study’s background. I recommend author(s) remove it and focus on setting the grounds for the key variables in the topic.

See what Author(s) wrote at the second and third paragraph

As a researcher in the field of educational leadership, I was deeply committed to adhering to academic protocols and ethical transparency—especially given the collaborative nature of this study. I recognized that many students, like myself, are conducting research, and this awareness guided my approach toward being fully transparent, respectful, and ethically sound. To this end, I prioritized building and maintaining trusting relationships with the teachers and principals at participating schools—a practice grounded in established guidelines (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003).

In line with rigorous academic standards, I clearly communicated the study’s purpose, design, practical relevance, and participant selection criteria—following best practices (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). Participants were assured that their privacy and confidentiality would be fully respected, and they were informed how the findings would be disseminated. By outlining these ethical procedures from the outset, I aimed to build trust and demonstrate my competence and commitment to responsible research.

Problem Statement

· No revision was done by the author(s). I still insist author(s) address the issues.

· The research problem is not clearly stated, making it difficult to understand the rationale for this study. The manuscript does not sufficiently highlight the problem necessitating the research, nor does it identify specific research gaps that this study intends to address. The authors may consider revising this section to articulate the problem more clearly and demonstrate how the current study seeks to bridge the identified gaps.

· It seems the author(s) has presented the problem statement in the reviewer form but not articulated in the manuscript.

Literature Review

The review still falls short in presenting a theoretical framework and in reviewing of the key variable “Leadership Experiences”, both of which are essential for situating the study within existing body of literature. I suggest author(s) review on the theoretical framework which is the distributed leadership and link it to how it fits for the study. Author(s) only provided concepts review on the distributed Leadership approach. I also recommend author(s) to review on leadership experiences.

Methodology
· In this section, I feel that the author(s) did not address all my comments. The author(s) have addressed the reliability and validity issues and the contradiction in the number of principals engaged in the study. Those that were not addressed are kept here.

· In the research design section, the author(s) only define what a research design is but do not state the specific design used for the study. The description of the design as an ‘exploration of principals’ and teachers’ leadership experience’ is inaccurate, since this is not a recognized research design. Given the qualitative nature of the study, the authors may consider identifying and applying an appropriate design such as a case study, phenomenological study, ethnographic approach, or narrative inquiry. Clearly stating the design will strengthen the methodological rigor of the paper.

 

· The author(s) did not adequately describe the research instrument. It is not clear what the interview guide contained, how many questions were included, or how these questions were categorized.

· The authors should also clarify whether the instrument was adopted from existing studies or adapted to fit the current research context. Including these details is necessary to strengthen the credibility and transparency of the study.

Participants and Sampling
· The authors have not yet specified the target and accessible populations for the study. While the sampling approach is mentioned, the authors have not provided details on how it was conducted.

Findings and Discussions
· I still insist the author(s) address these comments.

· This section requires a complete revision. I suggest the author follow this article and use it as a sample to present the results and discussion.

Osei, S., Quansah, J. Y. D., & Aboagye, D. (2025). Ghanaian headteachers' and teachers' perspectives on distributed leadership practices in schools: A phenomenological inquiry. Contemporary Education, 5(1), 76-92.

· The discussions do not clearly align with the stated research objectives. I suggest that the author(s) structure the discussion around the research objectives, linking each finding directly to the objective it addresses. This will enhance coherence and ensure that the discussions remain centered on addressing the research questions.

General Comment

The manuscript, in its current form, is weak. I strongly recommend that the author(s) take the necessary time to thoroughly revise the manuscript to improve its overall quality. A complete rewrite from the introduction to the conclusion is required. 
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