EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. The revised manuscript has substantially improved in title formulation, conceptual clarification, ethical reporting, discussion, limitations, and alignment of the conclusion with the item-level readiness findings. However, it is not yet suitable for acceptance because important statistical inconsistencies remain unresolved. In particular, the composite means reported in Tables 2 and 6 do not correspond to the item-level means presented in Tables 1 and 5. The manuscript also does not demonstrate that the tables and statistical conclusions were independently verified against the original dataset, as requested by the reviewer. The authors should provide the dataset or SPSS output, explain the construction of all composite scores, report the assumptions and complete results of the independent-samples t-tests, strengthen the evidence for instrument validity and subscale reliability, and provide verifiable ethics approval or exemption information. Therefore, a second major revision is required before the manuscript can be considered for publication.

I believe the authors should fully address the reviewers' comments; once they have, I suggest sending the manuscript back to the reviewers to determine whether the requirements have been met. For now, I consider a second review necessary.
	Thank you for the comments. We have carefully reviewed the statistical analyses and revised the manuscript accordingly. The SPSS analysis has also been uploaded to enable verification of the reported statistics against the original analysis. The composite-score calculations and independent-samples t-test results have been clarified and corrected where necessary.
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