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	PART  1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	1. Yes. Manuscript is timely for this era where everything is digitalized. Thus, the focus on digital platforms and employee performance is relevant for the scientific community. 
2. Yes.
3. Yes.

4. Rather than using various subsections titled "Review of Related Literature," "Empirical Review," and "Theoretical Review," it may be more effective to combine these perspectives into a single part titled "Literature Review." Within this united section, distinct subheadings can be used to organize the content thematically or methodologically, resulting in a fluid and cohesive presentation of the reviewed literature relevant to the research question. 

5. Yes. But data analysis could be improved. 

6. More recent reference needed. For example:

Fu, F., Zha, W., & Zhou, Q. (2023). The impact of enterprise digital capability on employee sustainable performance: from the perspective of employee learning. Sustainability, 15(17), 12897.

Azmy, A. (2022). Effect of Compensation and Organizational Commitment on Employee Performance During WFH at Digital Company. Jurnal Economia, 18(1), 70-88.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	Yes. But it is recommended that the author use either British or American English. Use a single variety as opposed to combining both into a mixture. 

	

	Optional/General comments


	There are typos and grammatical errors that authors should pay closer attention to.
Literature review needs to be improved.

Conclusion paragraph needs to be improved.

Results section needs to be improved.
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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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