Review

Manuscript: “Personality as Predictor of Perception of Psychological Contract Breach”
The paper investigates the relationships between personality traits and employees’ perception of psychological contract breach. I find the topic very interesting. The paper itself is well structured and the presented information looks carefully organized.   However, there are two major flows I would like to point out.
For a very first time, I will start a review with comments on English grammar. Frankly speaking, I had constant difficulties understanding the author’s line of arguments trough the entire manuscript. In my opinion, about one third of the sentences in the paper are grammatically incorrect. Just a couple of examples:
I have rectified grammatical errors to my level best
Page 4: “In couple of studies, personality variables has been used as a mediator between psychological contract breach and violation (Bal et al., 2008; Orvis et al., 2008; Lepoiev, 2011) and found that personality dimensions moderate the relationship between breach and employee’s work-related attitudes.”
Page 9: “ The findings lends credence to previous findings and is in line with the finding and of Raja et al., (2004) who showed that conscientiousness is negatively associated with perceived psychological contract breach.“ 

In addition, I would recommend the use of shorter structures when possible. Two more examples:
I addressed this issue as well sir
Page 8: “Extrovert people are proactive (Crant & Bateman, 2000) and are concerned with self-development (Antonacopoulou, 2000), career progression and satisfaction (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001) and probably because of these characteristics, such people, because of being more vigilant and information seeking,  keep on assessing that how much organization has fulfilled it’s part of the contract.”
Page 10: “ Such people have an optimistic view of human nature and in interpersonal relations and probably because of these tendencies, agreeable people are less likely to think differences between expectations and obligations and it results in less likely to perceive their contract breach.”

Having said all of the above, I believe that this particular problem (i.e., grammar and sentence structure) does not necessary impact on the scientific qualities of the manuscript. 
My second concern though, needs much more attention. 
In the results section, I found it difficult to understand how the reported multiple regression relates to the main goal of the study (i.e., “…how personality explains variance in the perception of psychological contract breach.”). Moreover, it is not clear to me what was done at all. 
Sir. I addressed this issue by deleting “multiple” from regression table where ever there was the word was in the text. I have also changed the sentences which was confusing and inappropriate.

The title of Table 2 (that reports the results of the regression) is: “Results of multiple-regression analysis with work performance as the dependent variable and organizational commitment as independent variable.”  I simply can’t link this title, including the data in the table, with the author’s comments on it. Both, the dependent and the independent variables here have not been introduced in the paper before. I wonder where is the perception of contract breach here?
It was my big mistake. Sorry for the inconvenience. Work performance and organizational commitment are not variables my study. I have rectified this.
In addition, there are about 8 assumptions which need to be met to perform a multiple regression. I will mention only half of them.
1) You need two or more independent variables - I see one in the table title.
2) The data must not show multicollinearity- Good to check and report this.
3) Your dependent variable should be measured on a continuous scale – Not clear how work performance was measured in the study. Not sure how organizational commitment was measured either.
4) There should be no significant outliers in the data - Good to check and report this.
Overall, I believe that there is still a lot of work that needs to be done in the results section in order to clearly and understandably present the results of the performed analyses (the regression in particular) 
Few minor comments and suggestions:

When possible, use the same verb tense trough the manuscript
Used same verb tense

Page 5: All the necessary information regarding the study and ways to respond on questionnaire is shared with all respondents. Respondents were assured of confidentiality of their responses and were told that their responses shall be used for the research purpose only.

The titles on page 3 (LITTERATURE) and on page 8 (DISSCUSSION) are misspelled.
Rectified  

Although very popular, the Big Five model of personality needs to be clearly explained in the concepts and literature section.
Added more detail about the model 

This concludes my comments. I hope the review helps the author/s in her/his/their future endeavors.
I am really thankful to you sir for the valuable feedback. 
I have slightly changed table structure and tried to refine the paper as far as possible using additional information.
