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PART 1: Review Comments 

 
 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 This  paper  proposes the  normal ordering of  a  certain quantity involving the  
number operator is expressed in terms of the analogues of r-Whitney numbers of 
the first and second kind, respectively. And derived some interesting properties, 
recurrence relations and several identities on those numbers from such normal 
ordering. However, there are many places that need improving, as listed below. 
 

1)   The contribution should be better explained highlighted. In a paper 
titled "THE α-ANALOGUE r-WHITNEY NUMBERS VIA NORMAL 
ORDERING," .There are still some similar papers about study various 
combinatorial properties of the the α-analogue r-Whitney of the first and 
second kind from the algebraic properties of the boson operators of 
these numbers. , so the author should highlight their contribution and 
compare it with those references. 

 
2)   The readability of the paper should be drastically improved. 

 
3)   The main contribution is not well described and justified. 

 
4) The managerial implications should be well discussed in the application 

areas of the approach. 
 

5)  Conclusion is weak. 

 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments  
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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