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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and timely topic by examining how company culture affects the retention of migrant employees in the Turkish service sector, with a clear focus on the mediating roles of satisfaction and engagement. The emphasis on migrant labour in a non-Western, service-intensive context fills a visible gap in the literature on diversity management and human resource sustainability. The robust quantitative design, use of PROCESS mediation analysis, and explanation of 64.2% of the variance in retention provide valuable empirical insights for both scholars and HR practitioners. The paper thus contributes to both organisational behaviour theory (culture, engagement, social exchange) and to the practice of managing migrant workforces under conditions of economic and demographic change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “The Role of Company Culture in Migrant Employee Retention: The Case of Turkish Service Sector,” is generally suitable and clearly reflects the main constructs (culture, migrant retention, Turkish service sector). 
	

	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 clearly states the aim, variables (independent, mediators, dependent), context (Turkish private service sector), sample size (400 migrant employees), tools (SPSS 31, PROCESS Model 4), and main findings, including the stronger mediating role of engagement and the 64.2% explained variance. However, it is overly long, contains repeated sentences, long blocks of uninterrupted text, and at least one statistical reporting issue (p < 0.620 is not a conventional significance level), which may confuse readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually grounded in established theories (Social Exchange Theory, Person–Organisation Fit, Job Demands–Resources, Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory) and integrates them coherently with constructs of culture, satisfaction, engagement, and retention in a migrant labour context. The quantitative, post-positivist design, use of a sample of 400 migrant employees, validated Likert scales, and reliability checks (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.70 for all constructs) are appropriate and adequately reported.
The mediation analysis using PROCESS Macro Model 4, with 5,000 bootstrap samples and confidence intervals, is methodologically sound for testing parallel mediators.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include core and appropriate classic and contemporary works on organisational culture, behaviour, justice, leadership, satisfaction, engagement, retention, and migration (e.g., Schein, Barney, Castells, Robbins & Judge, Schneider et al., Tett & Meyer, Kraimer et al., Wheeler et al., Icduygu). The inclusion of recent editions (e.g., Robbins & Judge, 2023) and recognised journals indicates awareness of current scholarship, but there is scope to strengthen the empirical base on migrant retention, engagement, and diversity management with more recent post‑2015 empirical studies.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and demonstrates a strong command of academic vocabulary, with coherent argumentation across introduction, literature review, and discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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