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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 chapter addresses the critical organizational challenge of newcomer integration. Understanding the strengths and weaknesses of different onboarding models is vital for improving employee retention, engagement, and long-term productivity. This chapter provides a useful collection of several key models, offering a starting point for both academic discussion and practical application in organizational management and human resources. Its value lies in synthesizing disparate models into a single comparative document.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
Yes, the title accurately reflects the content of the chapter.
	

	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 mostly comprehensive. However, it should be revised to accurately state the methodology. The abstract currently mentions a "comparative study" and the text under "RESEARCH METHODOLOGY" section mentions a "comparative case study," whereas the work is a comparative literature review. Clarifying this from the outset would manage reader expectations and improve accuracy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its description of the individual models, as it accurately summarizes existing literature. However, the analysis and comparison part of the chapter lacks robustness. The ratings in Table (I) (High/Medium/Low) are presented without any justification, rubric, or clear evidence from the literature, making the core analysis unsubstantiated. Furthermore, the chapter fails to consider crucial contingency factors (e.g: organization size, industry, employee role) that determine a model's effectiveness, leading to an overly simplistic conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally sufficient to cover the described models. However, the author should ensure that the citation style is applied consistently throughout the manuscript and reference list as per the publisher's guidelines. I have listed some citation style inconsistencies:

1) The chapter is inconsistent in how it cites multiple sources at once. A consistent style would group them into a single bracket. In several places, sources are listed in separate, adjacent brackets, sometimes with a space and sometimes without. Examples include [6][7] , [11] [12] , and [4] [5].  

My suggestion: Most citation styles would consolidate these into a single bracket, such as [6, 7], [11, 12], and [4, 5]. 


2) The writing switches between citing a source with the author's name in the text and simply putting a number at the end of the sentence. While many styles permit this, it's applied inconsistently here.

Several sentences correctly follow an "Author [number]" format, such as "According to Lakhani and Wolf [13]..." and "Santos et al. [14] tested..." . However, one sentence mentions an author but delays the citation until the end of the paragraph. It states, "According to Nakakoji et al." , but the corresponding citation,  [18], does not appear until several sentences later. This breaks the established pattern.


	

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

	The chapter requires a thorough professional proofread. There are many grammatical errors (e.g "The first few days on a new job is usually centered..." instead of "are...") , awkward sentence structures (e.g "...the evaluation of effectiveness of a social on-boarding model observing collaborations, and sharing experiences among newcomers.") , and inconsistencies in terminology (e,g. switching between "on-boarding" and "onboarding" , and between "The personal identity socialization model" and "the personal socialization model" ) that detract from its readability and scholarly quality.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This chapter has a strong foundation and addresses an important topic. The primary issue is that it functions more as a summary than a critical synthesis. To be a truly valuable book chapter, it needs to move beyond describing the models to providing a genuine analytical framework. The key recommendation is to rebuild the analysis around a contingency perspective, guiding the reader on how to choose the right model based on their specific organizational context. Replacing the final summary diagram (Figure 6) with a practical decision-making tool (like a flowchart) would significantly enhance the chapter's impact and utility for its intended audience.

	



	PART  2: 


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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript.
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