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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

Yes.  Good empirical study 
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The following points may be verified  

1. Abstract line Nos. 5&6,  “In the IT sector, this great attrition has continued in the IT sector 
since the  year 2020”,   It sector is repeated.   

2. Abstract line No. 21 -  It is been observed that among the  -  It should be “has been” 
3. Introduction Line Nos. 24,25,26   -  Q4( FY 23-24)  - please check and correct the 

financial year since the Quarter 4 of financial year  23-24 is yet to come.  Please check it in 
three places 

4. Table I – In the analysis part only 11 out of 14 factors are interpreted.  The remaining 
3 factors may also be interpreted irrespective of accepting or rejecting the 
hypothesis  

5. Table 2 – In the analysis part only 11 out of 14 factors are interpreted.  The remaining 
3 factors may also be interpreted irrespective of accepting or rejecting the 
hypothesis  
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