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

	1. There are methodological concerns. While one reviewer also questions the validity of conducting multiple regression analysis with a sample size of seven, what is more concerning is the lack of clarity regarding the measured variables. It is presumed that "Level of Digital Literacy," "Extent of Collaborative Learning," and "Degree of Teacher Self-Efficacy" were all assessed based on each teacher's self-perception. It seems self-evident that these variables, also derived from teachers' self-perception, would positively influence "Instructional Effectiveness," which is similarly based on self-perception. Beyond the small sample size, the paper should also address the self-evidence of the correlation in the section of METHODOLOGY, given that it examines relationships solely between self-reported perceptions.
	We sincerely thank the Editor and reviewers for raising this important methodological concern. We fully agree that both issues — (a) the validity of multiple regression with a sample of seven, and (b) the self-referential nature of the correlations arising from common method variance — required explicit and transparent discussion in the manuscript. We have now addressed both concerns substantively in a new subsection titled “Methodological Limitations: Sample Size and Common Method Bias,” added to Section 3.6 (Statistical Analysis) of the revised manuscript.
Regarding sample size and regression validity: We acknowledge that with n = 7, the degrees of freedom for the regression error term are extremely limited (df error = 3), making statistical estimates highly sensitive to individual observations. We have added explicit language clarifying that the regression findings should be interpreted as exploratory and descriptive rather than confirmatory, and that they are not intended to support broad generalization. We have also noted that replication in larger samples is necessary before causal conclusions can be drawn. The census approach — which eliminates sampling error — is retained as a design strength, while its limitations for inferential statistics are now transparently stated.
Regarding common method bias and the self-evidence of correlations: We fully accept the Editor’s observation that all four constructs (digital literacy, collaborative learning, teacher self-efficacy, and instructional effectiveness) were measured through teachers’ self-perception using the same questionnaire administered at the same time, and that this introduces the risk of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). We explicitly acknowledge in the revised methodology that the observed correlations may partly reflect a halo effect or consistency motivation rather than true construct relationships, and that self-reported instructional effectiveness may not correspond directly to externally observable instructional quality. We note that qualitative triangulation via semi-structured interviews partially mitigates this concern by providing an independent data source, but we concede that this does not fully resolve the common method variance problem. Future research recommendations now specifically call for the use of externally rated instructional observation protocols alongside self-report measures. The new reference — Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903 — has been added to the reference list.
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