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1. Round 1 

1.1. Reviewer 1 

Reviewer:  

 

The research questions and/or hypotheses are not presented with optimal clarity and logical progression. Some appear 

implied rather than explicitly formulated, and the links from theory to hypotheses are not always fully justified. I suggest 

enumerating all research questions/hypotheses clearly (e.g., H1a, H1b, etc.), ensuring that each one follows directly from the 

theoretical arguments provided. For each hypothesis, explicitly state the underlying mechanism or rationale (why you expect 

that relationship) and connect it to specific citations, rather than relying on general or intuitive reasoning. 

The methodology section would benefit from richer detail to enable replication and to allow readers to assess the rigor of 

the design. Key elements such as sampling strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, data collection procedures, and potential 

sources of bias are not always fully described. Please provide: (a) a clear description of the population and sampling frame; (b) 

justification for the sample size (e.g., power analysis or reference to similar studies); © any steps taken to mitigate common 

method bias or measurement error; and (d) ethical considerations (e.g., approval, consent). This level of transparency is now a 

standard expectation in high-quality journals. 
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Authors revised the manuscript and uploaded the document. 

1.2. Reviewer 2 

Reviewer:  

 

The measurement of key constructs needs more comprehensive reporting. It is not always clear whether the scales are 

adapted or newly developed, how items were selected, and whether they were pre-tested. For each construct, please report: the 

source of the scale, the number of items, sample items, reliability indices (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability), and 

validity evidence (e.g., factor loadings, AVE, discriminant validity criteria). If translation/back-translation was used (for non-

English instruments), briefly describe that process. Providing a summary table of constructs and items (possibly in an appendix) 

would greatly enhance clarity. 

The data analysis section, although containing relevant results, should more clearly distinguish between preliminary 

analyses, main hypothesis testing, and robustness or sensitivity checks. At present, the analytical steps feel somewhat fused 

and may be difficult for readers to follow. I recommend structuring this section as follows: (a) descriptive statistics and 

correlations; (b) reliability and validity tests; © main model estimation and hypothesis testing; and (d) any robustness checks 

or alternative specifications. For each step, briefly justify the chosen analytical techniques (e.g., why a particular regression 

model, SEM, or other method is appropriate). 

The interpretation of results occasionally goes beyond what the data can firmly support, and causal language is sometimes 

used where the design appears correlational or observational. Please temper any strong causal claims unless your design 

genuinely supports causal inference (e.g., experiment, strong quasi-experimental design). When discussing your findings, 

clearly distinguish between empirical results (“we found that…”) and your theoretical interpretation (“this may suggest 

that…”). Additionally, where findings diverge from expectations or prior studies, offer more in-depth, theoretically grounded 

explanations rather than brief or speculative comments. 
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2. Revised 

Editor’s decision: Accepted. 

Editor in Chief’s decision: Accepted. 
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