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	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.


	The manuscript focuses on a major problem. It provides support and retention of university staff who are confronting the private higher education sector in Bangladesh. The industry is growing and becoming increasingly significant. It draws on localized, empirical evidence for the well-established theoretical model (HPWPs → POS → Affective Commitment), which has implications for the administrators in this specific context. The broader scientific community will view it as a study of replication and context-testing. It further confirms the existence of these organizational behavior relationships within the unique cultural and institutional environment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title.)


	The title is precise and descriptive. It unambiguously mentions the primary factors (HPWPs, affective commitment), the setting (private university teachers), and the theoretical underpinning (perceived organizational support theory). There is no need for a different title and nomenclature.
	

	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 presents comprehensive and reasonably necessary information. However, a critical confusion that needs to be addressed simultaneously is presented. The number of samples is stated as n = 379 in the methodology (2.2). It connotes, "A total of one hundred and seventy-nine valid responses were received. It represents a response rate of 75.8%." This calculation appears to be incorrect (179 is not 75.8% of 500). Firstly, the situation may be different. However, there is a dire need to examine the results and the socio-demographic data provided for n = 379. This variance clearly reduces the overall reliability of the study, and it should be fixed without delay. The abstract should also explicitly indicate the main limitation of the research. The study has surely employed a cross-sectional, single-source survey design, which does not permit definitive causal conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific competence in several areas, including the use of validated scales, the appropriate application of PLS-SEM for a complex model with a mediator, and thorough reporting of measurement model diagnostics (reliability, AVE, HTMT, and VIF). However, major scientific concerns exist: 

Fatal Sample Size Issue: The discrepancy between n=179 and n=379 is unacceptable. As stated, the entire analysis hinges on sample size. If this is incorrect, the results are not credible. This discrepancy must be adequately explained and addressed. 

Sampling Method: Restricting the sample to convenience sampling only from 13 universities in Dhaka essentially limits the generalizability. The results are from this specific, non-random sample, which is not representative of private university faculty throughout Bangladesh. This is a legitimate limitation that is not sufficiently highlighted. 

Common Method Bias (CMB): The study utilizes self-reported data on all variables and employs a single questionnaire. While VIF tests for collinearity, the tests did not assess CMB. The manuscript should open by acknowledging this threat and provide statistical CMB, such as Harman's single-factor test. 

Causal Language: The language often suggests implied causality (i.e., "HPWPs enhance commitment"). As this study is cross-sectional, its findings should be characterized as correlational. It suggests mediation, NOT causation. The text should be revised appropriately.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly adequate and relevant, combining classic theories (e.g., Eisenberger; Meyer & Allen) with the latest studies in a contextually appropriate manner (e.g., Uddin & Islam, 2023; Karim & Baset, 2024). However, the review of the literature regarding the sub-dimensions of HPWP relies too heavily on older classic studies. Including more recent HRM-related meta-analyses or reviews would provide a stronger contemporary foundation for the introductory sections.
	

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


	In general, the language is comprehensible and easily understandable. However, it still requires a lot of editing by a native or a reasonably good English speaker. There are many cases of the most common grammatical mistakes, awkward phrasing, and repetition (for instance, the authors seem to have repeated the contribution statement in the abstract). These do not necessarily change the meaning of the manuscript. However, it detracts from the professional quality of the authors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript's greatest strength is its detailed and transparent methodology. The presentation of the measurement model, including all items, factor loadings, and validity metrics, is excellent. It definitely allows for a proper assessment of the constructs. The primary weakness, beyond the sample size discrepancy, is the lack of a substantial, articulated contribution. The introduction correctly identifies a gap in the Bangladeshi context. But it does not sufficiently explain what new theoretical insight this study provides. Given that the HPWP-POS-AC relationship is already well-validated in other sectors and pertinent countries. The contribution is one of context-specific confirmation, which has practical value.
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