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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This study fills a significant research gap by examining the simultaneous effects of T&D on all three components of organizational commitment in the Bangladeshi pharmaceutical sector—an underexplored context in HRM literature. It provides empirical validation of SET in a non-Western, knowledge-intensive industry, enhancing cross-cultural generalizability. The findings have practical relevance for HR policy design in emerging markets, particularly in regulated sectors where employee loyalty and skill retention are critical for innovation and compliance.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The current title is grammatically awkward and conceptually unclear.

Suggested title: The effect of Training and Development on organizational Commitment: Evidence from Pharmaceuticals Industry in Bangladesh

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is fairly comprehensive but suffers from **redundancy**, **not proper structure**, and **lack of clarity**. **Suggestions: ** - **Delete**: Repetitive phrases (e.g., “effectiveness of training and development” appears twice). - **Add**: - Sample size (n=140). - Key statistical results (e.g., significant paths, R² values). - Explicit mention of **Perceived Organizational Support (POS)** as a mediator (if intended). - **Restructure**: Follow standard abstract format: Background → Objective → Methods → Results → Conclusion → Implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, with **moderate concerns**: - **Strengths**: Use of established scales (Allen & Meyer), appropriate statistical tool (Smart PLS 4.0), and clear reporting of reliability/validity (Cronbach’s α, CR, AVE, HTMT). - **Weaknesses**: - **No mention of POS in the structural model** despite being central in the theoretical framework. - **Tables 1–7 are referenced but not included** in the document → **critical omission**. - **Sample size (n=140)** is acceptable but borderline for 4 latent variables; power analysis is missing. - **Continuance commitment shows insignificant relationship**—this is acknowledged but **under-discussed** in implications.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	**Total references**: ~60 → sufficient quantity. - **Recent (2020–2025) **: ~22 → ~37% are recent → acceptable. - **Suggestions for addition**: 1. Kock, N. (2015). *Common method bias in PLS-SEM: A full collinearity assessment approach*. International Journal of e-Collaboration, 11(4), 1–10. 2. Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J.-M. (2024). *SmartPLS 4*. SmartPLS GmbH. 3. Podsakoff, P. M., et al. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research. *Journal of Applied Psychology*.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No**. The manuscript contains **frequent grammatical errors**, **awkward phrasing**, and **inconsistent terminology**. **Examples**: - “Commitmentin ReturntoTraining” → missing spaces. - “continuous commitment plays a moderate role” → should be “moderating” or rephrased. - “The finding reflects…” → subject-verb agreement error. **Recommendation**: Professional English editing is **mandatory** before resubmission.


	

	Optional/General comments
	- The **conceptual framework (Figure 1)** is mentioned but not shown. - **Hypotheses are well-derived**, but **H2 (continuance commitment) ** is insignificant—authors should discuss **why** (e.g., high switching costs in pharma due to specialization, not T&D). - **Practical implications** are strong but **overly generalized**. – 
Recommendation**: **Major Revision** - Address language, structure, and missing tables/figures. - Clarify role of POS. - . - Include all tables and figures.
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	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

**Yes – Minor**: - No mention of **ethical approval** from an IRB or institutional body. - No statement on **informed consent** or **anonymity** of respondents. - Data collected via Google Forms from employees—**organizational permission** should be declared.
	


Reviewer details:

Mohamed Ahmed Shemeis, International Higher Institute of Languages and Simultaneous Translation, Egypt 

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

