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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 offers a structured and timely overview of the evolving field of work–life integration (WLI) through a rigorous bibliometric analysis. By identifying key publication trends, influential contributors, and emerging themes, it clarifies the intellectual development of WLI research. The study also highlights critical research gaps, including cross-cultural and technology-driven perspectives. Overall, it provides valuable guidance for future scholarly inquiry and organizational policy development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Trends and Patterns in Work–Life Integration: A Bibliometric Study,” is generally suitable as it clearly reflects the focus on publication trends and bibliometric analysis. It is concise, relevant, and aligned with the methodology used in the study.
	

	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 generally clear and structured, and it appropriately outlines the purpose, methodology (PRISMA-based screening and bibliometric tools), and key findings of the study. However, it could be strengthened to improve clarity, precision, and academic rigor.

First, the abstract should more explicitly state the research gap and the specific contribution of this bibliometric study, rather than only describing the process. Second, some methodological details (e.g., naming both Biblioshiny and VOSviewer) may be condensed to create space for more substantive findings. Third, the key results could be presented more concretely (e.g., highlighting dominant countries, leading journals, or major thematic clusters). Finally, the abstract could end with a clearer statement of theoretical and practical implications to enhance its impact and relevance for the scientific community.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with clear objectives, appropriate use of the PRISMA framework, and application of bibliometric analysis tools. The methodology is transparent and aligned with the study’s purpose. However, the limited sample size and reliance on a single database may reduce comprehensiveness. Minor methodological clarifications and language revisions would further strengthen its academic rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and cover key foundational and recent works in the field of work–life integration. However, given the rapidly evolving nature of this topic—especially in the context of digital transformation, remote work, and post-pandemic organizational practices—it would strengthen the manuscript to include a few more recent high-impact studies from the last 3–5 years. For example, adding recent empirical and theoretical articles on work–life integration, hybrid work models, and the role of technology in blurring work–life boundaries would improve the currency and comprehensiveness of the literature base.
	

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


	The overall language of the manuscript is understandable and generally suitable for scholarly communication. However, it requires substantial language editing to meet the standards of an international academic journal. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, inconsistent terminology (e.g., WLI vs. WIL), punctuation issues, and some repetition.

In addition, certain sections contain informal phrasing and long, unclear sentences that reduce readability and academic precision. A thorough professional language revision or native-speaker proofreading is strongly recommended to improve clarity, coherence, and stylistic consistency before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic and applies an appropriate bibliometric and systematic review methodology. The structure is logical, and the objectives are clear. However, methodological limitations (limited sample size and single database reliance), descriptive rather than deeply analytical interpretation of results, inconsistencies in terminology, and noticeable language issues reduce its overall scholarly strength.

With substantial methodological clarification, deeper analytical discussion

The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic in the field of work–life integration and employs a structured bibliometric approach using recognized tools and the PRISMA framework. The topic aligns well with contemporary debates on remote work, digitalization, and employee well-being. However, before the manuscript can be considered for publication, several substantive revisions are required.

First, the methodological section needs clearer justification regarding database selection, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and the relatively small final sample size. Second, the results section would benefit from deeper analytical interpretation rather than primarily descriptive reporting of bibliometric outputs. Third, consistency in terminology (e.g., WLI vs. WIL) and thorough professional language editing are necessary to meet scholarly standards.

The manuscript demonstrates potential, but significant improvements in methodological rigor, analytical depth, and language quality are required prior to further consideration.
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