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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	This manuscript shows how leadership and skills priorities are framed across top global business schools and what this means for a specific Philippine institution. 

It uses public documents in a smart and transparent way, which makes the study easy to replicate and useful for wider comparative research. 

The global–local focus keeps the discussion grounded and avoids abstract claims about “worldwide trends.” 

The findings are directly relevant for scholars, quality assurance bodies, and academic leaders working on business education, employability, and international benchmarking.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, as it reflects the core focus on leadership and skills development in business schools. 
However, it is way to broad and overgeneralizing, it does not fully capture the comparative global–local design or the specific Philippine context of the study. 

I would recommend the title that would contain “comparison with Philippines (standards/curricula/etc)” as it would improve the overall focus on Philippines & global BizSchools benchmarks selected.  
	

	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.


	Overall, yes, it clearly outlines the purpose, data sources, methodology, and main findings of the study. 

However, I again recommend explicitly stating that the analysis compares leading global business schools with a specific Philippine business school, as this is a key contribution of the paper. 

I also suggest briefly clarifying the rationale for using global accreditation frameworks (AACSB/esp. EQUIS) and mentioning the theoretical lenses earlier in the abstract. 
 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Looks scientifically sound to me. 

The research design, sampling logic, theoretical framing, and qualitative document analysis are appropriate and well-grounded in established literature. 

The methods are described transparently.
Limitations are acknowledged. 
Interpretations are consistent with the data and theories used.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference list is sufficient, relevant, and mostly recent
Out of 34 references, 20 are recent (2020–2026), which equals ≈60% of the total list. 
The sources break down into 20 academic publications, 13 education reports and policy/accreditation documents, and 1 other institutional source.
	

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


	.In particular in the uniform paragraph construction and predictable sequencing. It dissappointly narrows the sense of scholarly curiosity of the topic itself. 

I recommend heavily revising the text to sound more human and reflective, with stronger academic signposting, varied sentence structures, and clearer guidance through the research journey, in order to better convey the engagement of the topic. 

To engage readers and maximise citations, I also recommend adding strong visuals that will let readers grasp your contribution in seconds. Make visuals that make the global–Philippines comparison memorable and standing out. It will make it more citable, and easy to reuse in teaching, policy reports, and future research, which directly increases visibility, uptake, and citation potential.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a curious and bold paper, kudos to authors!  It confidently enters the conversation dominated by global business schools and positions this business school standing  out beyond elite Western settings

It should become more engaging through style and a stronger academic narrative, while more clearly highlighting the specific Philippine institutional context. 

Once these refinements in place, the manuscript can make a meaningful and visible contribution to research on business education and leadership development. 

Moderate changes are needed now.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.9
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