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PART 1: Review Comments

Major Revision

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.The main issue is with the paper's topic. In the title of the paper, the researcher discusses work
ethos, but in the literature review and hypothesis development process, the researcher explains work
ethics. These are two distinct variables that must be revised in the paper's topic and literature.
2. There are several grammatical errors in the paper that should be corrected.
3. The variables in the study must be coherent.
4. The abstract should be brief and easy to understand.
5. What are the research's theoretical and practical contributions?
6. Please explain the research's limitations and recommendations in a separate heading.
7.The literature is very short; more articles should be added, and each independent, dependent, and
mediating relationship should be explained in a heading.
Need major Revision
1. To begin with, the issue confuses me; the author discusses work ethics in the topic, yet the
researcher discusses the connection between work ethics and employee performance in the process
of developing hypotheses. The author must first define the topic.
2. Separate sections for the theoretical and practical contributions should be included.
3. The author should mention any restrictions and suggestions.
4. You write like 0,255 in the results section when it should read like 0.255. The entire manuscript needs to be
checked by the researcher.

Minor REVISION comments

. There is a number of grammatical and academic mistakes please go through thoroughly.
. Results showed be checked again
Need minor revision

Optional/General comments

Overall, the paper format is satisfactory, but the literature, discussion, recommendations, and limitations
require significant revision.
There is a need to delve deeper into the study's problem.
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