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PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title, "Understanding Generational Differences in Work Values: Evidence from Faculty in Chinese Private Universities," is highly descriptive. It clearly identifies the core variables (work values, generational differences) and the specific target population and context (faculty in Chinese private universities)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The abstract effectively covers the aims, study design, methodology, key results (ANOVA and post-hoc findings), and conclusions. It includes specific statistical data (M, SD, F-values) which is helpful. It could be improved slightly by more clearly defining the three generational cohorts used in the study right at the beginning.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
 The keywords "Generational theory," "Generational differences," "Work values," and "Private universities in China" are highly relevant and will ensure the paper is discoverable by researchers in these specific fields.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The introduction provides a solid rationale, noting the turnover challenges in Chinese private universities and the lack of empirical research on Chinese work values compared to Western samples. The flow from the broad importance of education to the specific research gap is logical.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The objectives are explicitly stated: to examine generational differences in work values among lecturers and explore differences based on gender, marital status, and education. While the paper doesn't list numbered hypotheses, the goals are clear.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) 
The review is comprehensive, covering Mannheim’s generational theory, Self-Determination Theory (SDT), and specific generational characteristics in both Western and Asian contexts. It includes very recent citations from 2022, 2023, and even 2025.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
A cross-sectional survey design (N=322) using an online questionnaire is appropriate for this type of exploratory study. The use of established scales (Manhardt, 1972) adapted for the Chinese context and validated through CFA is a strength.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) 
While the paper mentions that universities were approached to "assist in recruiting" and questionnaires were "administered online," there is no explicit mention of informed consent, anonymity protocols, or approval from an Institutional Review Board (IRB).
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) 
The results are presented systematically using ANOVA and Tukey post-hoc tests. The text clearly highlights which differences were significant (e.g., Generation Z vs. Generation X in comfort and security) and which were not.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The tables (Tables 1–5) are essential and provide the necessary statistical backing for the narrative. However, there are some minor discrepancies; for example, the abstract and text mention N=332, but Table 1 and the CFA results mention N=322.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The discussion effectively links findings back to the "one-child" policy for Gen Z and the career stage of Gen Y (striving for professor titles). It also references Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to explain differences in education levels.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
 The conclusions accurately reflect the statistical findings—specifically that generational differences exist in comfort/security and ability/growth, but not in status/independence.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) 
The authors transparently discuss the limitations of a cross-sectional design, noting it cannot capture dynamic changes over time, and suggest longitudinal designs for future research.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent) 
With over 50 references, the bibliography is robust and covers foundational theoretical works as well as very recent empirical studies .
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The language is professional and academic. There are minor typos (e.g., "pilot-stduy" and "lectures" instead of "lecturers" ), but these do not detract from the overall clarity.
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