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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

1. Abstract need to be revised.  

a)- it is mentioned in abstract that 299 

questionnaires were received, but in 

methodology portion it is stated that 302 

questionnaires were received 

b)- it is mentioned that some demographics have 

influence on job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment and others have not. But there is no 

evidence related to impact of demographics on 

dependent variables is present in the analysis 

portion 

2. Research questions should be defined clearly. 

3. Problem should be clearly defined 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. Discussion & conclusion should be separately 

narrated (or at least clearly is identified in the 

study). 

2. Limitation and future research section should be 

proof read again as it contains duplication of 

sentence. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

Overall study is good enough and much informative in 

terms of analysis and literature. 
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