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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a highly relevant issue in healthcare management, particularly within the nursing workforce in developing countries. Job satisfaction among nurses is a critical determinant of healthcare quality, staff retention, and patient outcomes, and examining its relationship with transformational leadership provides valuable practical and theoretical insights. The study contributes to the growing body of literature by focusing on Nigeria, a context that is underrepresented in leadership and workforce research. Furthermore, the identification of specific leadership dimensions (such as intellectual stimulation) as predictors of job satisfaction enhances its applicability for hospital management and policy development. Overall, the study has meaningful implications for leadership training, workforce stability, and healthcare system strengthening.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract provides a good overview of the aim, methods, and key findings. However, it can be improved by:
Including more precise statistical results (e.g., exact correlation coefficient already present is good but could be contextualized briefly). 

Improving grammar and sentence flow for clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The study is generally methodologically sound; however, some issues need attention:
The extremely high correlation coefficient (r = 0.937) is unusually strong and raises concerns about common method bias or overlapping constructs. This should be acknowledged and justified. 
There is no discussion of validity (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha) for the instruments used in this specific sample. 
The regression analysis is appropriate, but assumptions (normality…) are not discussed.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Regarding the bibliography, a minor revision is required to improve the technical quality of the manuscript:
Duplicate Entries: Please remove the redundant citations for Jankelová & Joniaková (2021) and Makata et al. (2023). These appear twice in the list and should be merged into single references.
Reference Currency: Currently, 8 out of 29 unique references date from 2020 or earlier. I recommend replacing 3 or 4 of these older citations with more recent studies to ensure that the majority of your bibliography reflects the most current literature in the field."

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	While the manuscript states that ethical approval and participant consent were obtained, the authors must provide the official approval number (ID/Protocol) and the specific date of approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Ethics Committee. This information is mandatory to verify compliance with ethical standards.
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an important topic and uses appropriate quantitative methods. However, there are moderate concerns regarding language quality, the depth of the literature review, and a lack of discussion on study limitations and methodological rigor (e.g., reliability testing, bias). Furthermore, the authors should provide details on normality testing to justify the choice of parametric or non-parametric statistical analyses. I recommend major revision before acceptance to ensure scientific robustness and clarity
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