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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 (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 raised some important issues for scientific community. The manuscript raised the issue of servant leadership style in organisation.  The role of good leadership in achieving goals in an organization.  The issue of trust, truthfulness, honesty and commitment were also mentioned in the manuscript as traits to enhance leadership style.
The manuscript established the links among servant leadership, organizational commitment and trust in organizational leadership.  

  The statistical mathematical formula is highly commendable and scientific. The way data were collected and analysis is also scientific and important in a scholarly scientific community.     
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not suitable considering the content of the manuscript. It should be titled “servant leadership and organisational performance focusing on traits. ( 2) Leadership and trait an analysis of organisational performance . (2) A theoretical analysis of servant leadership style and organisational achievement. Any of the three titles can go. Trust as one of the traits of servant leader cannot give us a detail information about the study as the author at a point mentioned trust, commitment truthfulness and honesty. A general term like traits can be better syntactically speaking and researching.          
	

	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 is no comprehensive, it failed to capture the following, the theoretical framework, how data was collected he captured briefly on the methodology, methodology begins with sources of data collection, sampling. Abstract must capture at least 3 of the findings and recommendations. These not seen in the abstract. The abstract should be recast to include the raised points.   
	

	  Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically as the manuscript followed scientific procedure for research and applied it practically, you can see that rom the beginning down to the methodology were it was highly displayed and applied.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references is good, however to improve on it the author should do a deeper conceptual definition and clarification of concept of servant leadership, organization, etc .of recent publications  
	

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

  
	Yes the English language is good little editing is needed to strengthen some lapses in grammatical    formations 
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript should be recast add more flesh be added to it to make it look more scientific with scholarly values and usefulness in academics. 
This paper from the onset lacks research objectives, statement of problems. 

The author should define his or her research objectives and state in clear terms the problem he/ she want to address. The abstract should capture the points i raised before. There should be conceptual explication. The author should established scholarly argument to support his works.  In analyzing data he should make references to other people’s research that either support or rejects his finding. The manuscript has no conclusion the place he titled conclusion should be titled data analysis. No recommendation.  To boost the strength of the paper there is an imperative need for more literature review. Theoretical framework should be mentioned and explained including its relevant to the study. 

My comment as a reviewer is that this paper should be revisited noting the issues i have raised.

The paper should be recast and revisited right from the title the abstract; the introduction lacks the statement of the problem and objective of the study. Without objective of the study and statement of problems i wonder what he is researching. This is a major flaw of the manuscript. The way he collected data not stated, theoretical framework not stated and mentioned. The manuscript doesn’t have data analysis, no recommendation and the finding not clearly stated.  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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