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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant subject in the current educational research, the connection between psychological well-being, resilience and the educational management practices of teachers in early childhood education (ECE). With growing global concern about teacher burnout, emotional exhaustion, and the sustainability of the early childhood education workforce, the study may have practical implications for educational leadership and teacher support systems. Educational management practices as a mediating variable, provide an administrative and organizational perspective that can contribute towards improving school-based interventions toward teacher resilience. Additionally, the research contributes to international discourses on teacher wellbeing and institutional support in educational settings. However, the topic is relevant, but the manuscript needs significant conceptual refinement, improved methodology, statistical clarifications and careful language editing to achieve the scholarly rigor required for publication in a peer-reviewed journal.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The title is too long and conceptually cumbersome, even if it evidences the main variables of the study. The phrase “on the correlation between” is not statistically and grammatically correct in the context of mediation analysis. 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The abstract needs to be significantly revised to be published in academic journals. The abstract does not clearly articulate the research gap or rationale. The methodology does not sufficiently cover sampling, instruments and analytical procedures. Mediation effects and other important statistical findings are poorly documented. The conclusion is too general and does not sufficiently highlight the contribution of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
The manuscript addresses an important topic but requires revision in several scientific and methodological areas. The terms “predictive,” “correlational,” and “mediation” are used interchangeably, lacking a clear distinction among them. Additionally, information regarding the reliability and validity of the adapted instruments is insufficient. The explanation of the “61% mediation” finding is ambiguous, and the procedure for mediation analysis is not adequately explained. As the study relies on cross-sectional self-report data, some conclusions appear overly causal. The manuscript requires a more thorough methodological report to enhance its scientific rigor and credibility.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
Although the manuscript includes some recent references, the literature review is still limited for this type of study. Some references are not properly formatted, and a few citations mentioned in the text are missing from the reference list. More peer-reviewed international studies should be added to improve the quality and credibility of the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes 
Some ethical questions require further clarification. There is no information about informed consent, confidentiality, anonymity and data handling. It is also unclear if permission was obtained to adapt and modify the research instruments, and the authors did not provide any information regarding pilot testing or validation of the modified tools. 
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