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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is largely appropriate and reflects the core variables of the study. It clearly signals the dependent variable (subjective well-being), the independent variable (job satisfaction), and the two mediators (resilience and meaningful work). The term "serial mediation model" accurately describes the analytical approach used, and specifying "educational professionals" grounds the study in its target population. However, the title is somewhat lengthy and could feel dense to a reader scanning a journal index. The phrase "among Educational Professionals" is slightly generic given that the sample spans school teachers to university professors in India, a specificity that might strengthen the title's appeal and situate the contribution more precisely.

An alternative title could be:

"From Job Satisfaction to Well-being: The Sequential Roles of Resilience and Meaningful Work among Indian Educators"

This version preserves the key constructs, implies the directional and mediation structure without using technical jargon in the title itself, and adds geographical context that reflects the study's actual sample, making it slightly more informative and accessible to a broader readership.
	

	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 reasonably well-structured and covers the essential elements of a research abstract, including the rationale, sample, instruments, method, and key findings. It also ends with practical implications, which adds value.

That said, several issues are worth addressing.

The abstract mentions four instruments in a single dense sentence, which disrupts readability and could be trimmed or paraphrased rather than fully cited with author names and dates, as that level of detail belongs in the methodology section. Additionally, the theoretical gap is referenced only unclearly, and a sharper one-sentence statement of what specifically is missing in the literature would strengthen the justification for the study. The findings paragraph is the strongest part, clearly distinguishing between significant and insignificant indirect effects, which is commendable. However, the abstract does not mention the geographical and cultural context of the sample, namely India, which is a meaningful boundary condition that readers deserve to know upfront.

Furthermore, the implications are mentioned only briefly and in broad strokes. Either they should be slightly elaborated to give the reader a concrete sense of the contribution, or reduced to a single crisp sentence to maintain proportionality within the abstract.

There is also no mention of the study's limitations, which many journals now expect even at the abstract level. A suggested revision would retain the current logical flow but open with the problem statement more sharply, integrate the Indian educational context early, reduce instrument citation detail, and close with one focused implication sentence rather than multiple general recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	The language is generally intelligible and the overall argument can be followed without significant difficulty, which reflects a reasonable command of academic English. The study's structure is logical, and most ideas are communicated with adequate clarity.

However, several language-related concerns reduce the manuscript's readiness for publication in a reputable journal.

At the sentence level, there is noticeable overuse of passive constructions and repetitive phrasing, particularly in the literature review and discussion sections, where ideas are often restated rather than developed. Transitions between paragraphs are occasionally weak, making the narrative feel fragmented rather than flowing as a coherent scholarly argument.

Word choice is at times imprecise or informal for an academic manuscript. For instance, the phrase "battling day and night" in the introduction is rhetorically casual and unsuitable for scholarly writing. Similarly, the metaphor "a flambeau guiding the research path" when introducing research objectives is ornamental and distracting rather than clarifying.

There are also instances of grammatical inconsistency, including subject-verb agreement issues and awkward noun phrase constructions that suggest the manuscript would benefit from thorough native-level proofreading rather than minor corrections.

The discussion section in particular reads more like a summary of results than a genuine interpretive analysis, and the language there lacks the critical depth expected in scholarly discourse.

Overall, the manuscript requires a careful language revision, ideally by a professional academic editor with familiarity in organizational psychology or education research, before it would meet the English quality standards expected by indexed journals.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this study addresses a relevant and timely topic, and the attempt to model serial mediation among job satisfaction, resilience, meaningful work, and subjective well-being within an educational context is a worthwhile scholarly contribution. The use of validated instruments and a reasonably sized sample lend some credibility to the findings.

That said, several broader concerns deserve attention before the manuscript is considered publication-ready.

The sample composition raises questions about generalizability. With 78 percent of participants drawn from South India, the claim that findings represent Indian educational professionals broadly is difficult to sustain. The authors should either reframe their conclusions to reflect this regional concentration or justify why the imbalance does not undermine transferability.

The theoretical framing in the introduction feels crowded. Multiple frameworks and citations are introduced without sufficient integration, giving the literature review a list-like quality rather than building toward a coherent theoretical rationale for the proposed model.

The discussion section is the weakest part of the manuscript. It largely restates results and aligns them with prior studies without offering deeper interpretive insight. A stronger discussion would interrogate unexpected findings, particularly the insignificant mediation of resilience, with greater analytical curiosity rather than simply noting alignment or non-alignment with earlier work.

Common method bias is a genuine concern given that all variables were self-reported in a single survey administration, yet the authors do not acknowledge this limitation or discuss its potential impact on the findings.

Finally, the practical recommendations, while well-intentioned, are somewhat generic. Grounding them more directly in the specific findings would considerably strengthen the manuscript's contribution to both research and practice.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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