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AUTHOR RESPONSES 

FOR REVIEWER AND EDITOR’S COMMENTS AND FEEDBACK 
 



Response Coment Reviewer  Author’s Responses 

Editor 1. In the abstract, you state that the purpose of this article is to conduct a 
statistical test. Is this the sole reason for you to conduct the study? Or, 

are you attempting to gain knowledge on some aspect of work, behavior, 

or organizational life? What is the driver of the study? What sparked your 
interest? In other words, what need for knowledge is this test covering? 

The whole abstract actually reverts on this statistics-evoking relation. 

Overall, it is not very informative: (1) You want to test X, then (2) You 

test X, and (3) You confirm that X exists. 

We have improved the research objectives in the abstract 

according to the editor's suggestions and adapted to the 

content of our research “This study aims to examine the 

relationship between the five dimensions of personality traits: 

(extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, 

openness to experience) and the four dimensions of values 

(openness to change and self-improvement, conservation, and 

self-transcendence) on motivation to lead” 
2. The title repeats the word "lead" twice and that is not a very effective 

way to channel interest to your research. You may want to consider a 

rephrasing of the title. 

 

3. The introduction of an article should convey a series of clear messages 
to the reader. It should: (a) communicate why the topic is relevant and 

worth studying, (b) motivate the choice in the extant literature, (c) 

explain why the course set in the article expands our knowledge on the 
topic, and (d) tell about the method and why it fits the research question. 

Your introduction falls short of satisfactorily addressing these points. 

We've improved the Introduction, with a greater focus on 

Indonesia's demographics 

4.The model you are proposing is very simple. Nothing wrong with simple 

models, if they establish a relation that had never been explored before, 

they are built on exploratory findings, they contradict previous findings, 
or they require a sophisticated methodology. In the case of your study, 

you may need to articulate the constructs you are proposing better, by 

arguing that there are cases in which the model can/should be 
expanded. Maybe it is possible that some demographic aspects enter the 

relation and offer additional explanations, maybe some of these 

variables may split or relate to each other differently (e.g., instrumental, 

moderator, mediator). In general simple models are particularly prone 
to problems of endogeneity, hence their robustness needs to be 

thoroughly tested. 

We have improved the research model by introducing a relation 

that had never been explored before, we also used more 

sophisticated methodology. We have articulated the constructs by 
arguing that there are cases in which the model can/should be 

expanded. some demographic aspects enter the relation and offer 

additional explanations, maybe some of these variables may split 
or relate to each other differently (e.g., instrumental, moderator, 

mediator). We have also thoroughly tested the robustness of the 

model.  

5.The model is also very straightforward and I am not convinced that all the 
variables you mention are antecedents of the motivation to lead. Maybe you 
want to consider whether some of them (mainly those that do not enter into 
the personality measure) can be considered as moderators. Just a thought, 
nothing binding here. Also, it seems that some of these variables may have 
high association with aspects of personality. Make sure you are clear about 
the difference between these and the individual traits of personality. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

6.The fact that a relation has not been examined so far in the literature does 
not provide support, per se, to a study. The lack of research may be due to 
irrelevance, theoretical inconsistencies, misinterpretation of previous 
findings, lack of consistent measurement, cost, and more. Hence, you need 
to convince the reader (the editor, and the reviewers before them) that this 
relation is worth examining because it allows us to gain knowledge on an 
area that deserves our attention. And this may be because it tackles 
important organizational problems, practices, behaviors, conceptualizations, 
or it shows potentials to develop a new theory or improve existing ones, or 
it may open up unexplored directions for further research. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 



7.The use of the future tense for the hypotheses is misleading. It implies 

that the relation has effect over time, hence you need a longitudinal 

research design to properly test it. Since I do not think this is your 
intention here, I suggest you change the way in which these hypotheses 

are phrased. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

8.The methods section is particularly light in terms of the details needed to 
understand how you actually conducted the study. The methods section 
should allow, in theory, anyone who reads it to replicate the study. 
Moreover, it should inform about the way you handled the various 
subtleties of conducting research. For this reason, the following points are 
some of those usually included in the section: 
a---ex ante statistical power analysis to assess sample size; 
b---translation issues (if any); 
c---structure of the questionnaire; 
d---demographics information and how coded; 
e---randomization procedures (items, scales, blocks, etc.); 
f---include one or two sample items or add an appendix with all scales; 
g---missing data handling. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

9.SEM is inappropriate for this test, since you do not have multiple 
equations. Put differently, you do not have a path model to test but a 

number of independent variables that all "predict" one single dependent 

variable. Standard hierarchical regression models (some with 
demographics, see below) are more appropriate for the analysis of the 

data in this case. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

10. Demographics is not considered in the results section. It is standard practice 
that a descriptive statistics and correlation table includes information about 
demographics. Also, when presenting results, it may be useful to refer to 
the impact/effect of demographics. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

11. The discussion section simply reports findings using narrative rather 

than actual data. This is not in line with what one would expect to find 
in this section. In fact, this section does not explain too well what are 

the implications of your findings in terms of both theory and practice. 

As currently written, it is insufficient as it does not provide a good 
understanding of what can be done with the knowledge gathered by 

this research 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

   

Reviewer: 1 

 

Recommendation: 

Minor Revision 

1. Originality: Does the paper contain new and significant information 
adequate to justify publication?: The paper covers an interesting topic and 
is sufficiently innovative. 
Even so, it would be positive if the authors could better explain the 
importance of studying in the same research all the personality traits 
indicated, as well as the combination of the study of personality traits with 
values. 
 
The authors refer to the void that exists in terms of the study of 
motivations (namely MTL), although it would be important to identify the 
existing studies specifically in the case of rural leaders 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 



 2. Relationship to Literature:  Does the paper demonstrate an adequate 
understanding of the relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate 
range of literature sources?  Is any significant work ignored?: Overall, the 
authors exhibit an adequate understanding of the relevant literature. 
Howver, as previsouly mentioned, it would be important to expand the 
theorectical background to include the specific case of rural leaders. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

 3. Methodology:  Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of 
theory, concepts, or other ideas? Has the research or equivalent 
intellectual work on which the paper is based been well designed?  Are the 
methods employed appropriate?: Overall, the methodology employed is 
suitable. 
The conceot of rural leadrship, although should be further developed from 
the theoriectical point of view, should also be clarified in the methodology. 
As such, the authors should indicate how they operationalised the concept, 
as well as the procedures used for the constitution of the sample, including 
the definition of the eligibility criteria and identification of the participants 
to be sent the questionnaire. 
In the methodology and results analysis it would be also positive to clarify 
to what extent there is multicollinearity of data, namely between some 
personality traits and values (e.g. openness to experience and opposition 
to change) and the strategies used to avoid it. 
In the methodology it would be also positve to describe the importance of 
the study to be held in Indonesia. What are the advantages related to it 
and the extent to which the results attained could be generalized. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

 4. Results:  Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately?  Do the 
conclusions adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: The 
results analysis and conclusions,overall,  are suitable. 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

 5. Practicality and/or Research implications:  Does the paper identify clearly 
any implications for practice and/or further research?  Are these 
implications consistent with the findings and conclusions of the paper?: The 
implications for practice could be improved. IIt would be positive to 
describe the practical implications that could be derived from the reserach. 
For example, the authors refer the implications for leadears selction, but 
how could them be developed? 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

 6. Quality of Communication:   Does the paper clearly express its case, 
measured against the technical language of the field and the expected 
knowledge of the journal's readership?  Has attention been paid to the 
clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon 
use, acronyms, etc.: The readability of the paper is suitable. 
The authors shoud revised the use of the expression "&" in the text. 

 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

   

Reviewer: 2 
 

Recommendation: 
Reject 

 

 

All comments are in the attached file 

 

   



Reviewer: 3 
 

Recommendation: 
Major Revision 

It is not clear what is the state of knowledge in this area which warrants this 
current study. That is, what is the justification for the study? The manuscript 
story is not easy to follow, there are so many awkward statements, 
inappropriate placement of punctuation marks, wrong in-text citations, and 
many more. The major concerns involve research conceptualization, theory 
and hypothesis development, and methodological challenges.  It is not clear 
what is the take home from this paper.   

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

1. Originality: Does the paper contain new and significant information 
adequate to justify publication?: Yes 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

2. Relationship to Literature:  Does the paper demonstrate an adequate 
understanding of the relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate 
range of literature sources?  Is any significant work ignored?: Not adequate 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

3. Methodology:  Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of 
theory, concepts, or other ideas? Has the research or equivalent 
intellectual work on which the paper is based been well designed?  Are the 
methods employed appropriate?: No 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

4. Results:  Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately?  Do the 
conclusions adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: 
Marginally 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

5. Practicality and/or Research implications:  Does the paper identify clearly 
any implications for practice and/or further research?  Are these 
implications consistent with the findings and conclusions of the paper?: 
Marginally 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 

6. Quality of Communication:   Does the paper clearly express its case, 
measured against the technical language of the field and the expected 
knowledge of the journal's readership?  Has attention been paid to the 
clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon 
use, acronyms, etc.: Poor 

Improvement was made, please refer to the revised text 
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