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PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 

After the revision made from the authors, I could conclude that the paper is “a lack of clarity in 

the argument development and the measures used". The elements of change management is 

not clear in the sense that what sort of focus that the authors are trying to measure (perhaps 

to provide questionnaire can give a clearer picture).  I also had concerns over the measures 

used in the study.  For example as mentioned by the authors, the respondent would be 

‘Managing Director/CEO of each company, we believed he/she assigned to a right person to 

response to the questionnaire as mentioned in cover letter’ however, it is not particularly right 

for the CEO themselves to rate their own leadership style i.e whether they are 

transformational or transactional. This is obviously creates response bias. The measurement 

for human resources is also superficial in which I could not gauge what is the authors are 

trying to measure. 

 

The response that the old articles used because prominent authors such as Bass, Kanter, 

Burns, Voss, Danison, Peters & Waterman, etc. is not adequate because we need recent 

literatures to support our arguments. Of course old articles are important to serve as the 

foundation but we need the recent ones to provide current issues and approaches.  

 
The items in the measures could have been justified and developed more effectively which I 

could not find that in the revised version. 

 

Some sentences do not make sense and empirical and theoretical link introduced by the 

authors i.e. RBV is assumed rather than explained. 

 

In general, the revised version has not improved the quality of the paper. 
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