":;,’ )
EUROPEAN SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL eIV ‘O YEARS o4
by European Scientific Institute ‘:V; :‘V:\

Paper: “The Mediating Role of Change Management Between Technology Readiness and
Job Performance”

Submitted: 15 June 2025
Accepted: 05 September 2025
Published: 30 September 2025

Corresponding Author: Samer Hamad

Doi: 10.19044/esj.2025.v21n25p89

Peer review:
Reviewer 1: Blinded
Reviewer 2: Blinded

Reviewer 3: Blinded



ESJ Manuscript Evaluation Form 2025

This form is designed to summarize the manuscript peer review that you have completed and to
ensure that you have considered all appropriate criteria in your review. Your review should
provide a clear statement, to the authors and editors, of the modifications necessary before the
paper can be published or the specific reasons for rejection.
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Questions Rating Result
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.
Yes, it is consistent
2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. \ 2

Literature gap does not emerge clearly. Introduction and literature background provide
definitions of the main concepts, however, is not clear what is the real contribution of this
work in literature, and why these concepts must be explored together. Recent studies have
been neglected. I suggest to improve literature background detailing better the literature gap
and the originality of the study.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
this article.

Some typo are present, not relevant spelling mistakes

4. The study methods are explained clearly. ’ 2

NO -5




1 suggest providing references about the metrics and items applied for readiness, job
performance and change management, detailing previous studies that validated these
constructs. The research model is not clear; what is the dependent variable? What are the
independent and the control variables? More details about sample selection (nationality, job
role, time...) and the control variables (why?) might be appreciated. Although SEM approach
as a whole has been well introduced, authors fail in explaining why they adopt the PLS
methodology, SEM has many approaches....why PLS? [ suggest to remain consistent in justify
SEM considering only literature related to the topic...the general use of SEM in management
studies or finance are not relevant.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. \ 2

Fig. 1 is not clear, I can’t see the values. Descriptive stats about the sample are requested.
Also, tables in appendix are not so easy to read....I suggest a clear and defined structure.
Discussion must be improved in terms of theoretical and managerial implications, they are a

simple description of quantitative results without a critical interpretation of possible reasons
and effects.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by

the content. 3

1 suggest to detail better practical implications, limitations and future research. I have some
concerns about the institutional perspective recalled in theoretical contribution. Institutional
setting does not emerge here as factors or variable...I can’t see if the respondents belong with
different firms, different countries...

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 3

1 suggest considering more recent literature on the topic (organizational change and
technology innovation). Most of the literature dates back to before 2016.
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