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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.
	1 Stronger statistical support is needed for mediation analysis.
The conventional Baron and Kenny regression technique is used in the text. A modern mediation analysis should clearly identify direct, indirect, and total effects and ideally report the indirect impact with bootstrapped confidence ranges. The diminution in the direct effect is the main way that the manuscript now concludes partial mediation.
 2.There are numerical discrepancies that require confirmation.
Despite having different coefficients and standard errors, the regression findings show the same t-values of 3.668 for customer engagement and relationship marketing. This needs to be closely compared to the first SPSS output. Tables 5-8 should all undergo similar consistency checks.
3.Clarification is required regarding the operationalization of Customer Lifetime Value. 
Although CLV is defined in the text as an economic/financial indicator, the study seems to measure it using five-point Likert scale questionnaire items. The measurement items and their sources should be included, along with a detailed explanation of how CLV was operationalized and a rationale for using a self-reported Likert construct to represent customer lifetime value.
 4. The evaluation of validity is not thorough. 
Factor loadings, Cronbach's alpha, KMO, and Bartlett's test are reported in the work. Convergent and discriminant validity, however, are not adequately proven. It is important to take into account composite reliability, AVE, and a suitable discriminant-validity evaluation. The authors should defend keeping some factor loadings that are comparatively low, especially 0.537 and 0.560.
5. It's important to limit causal language. 
Every variable in the study is measured at a single point in time using a cross-sectional survey approach. As a result, terms like "influence," "contributes," and causal interpretations are to be used with caution. The writers ought to differentiate between causal influence and statistical connection.
 6. The completeness and recentness of references should be verified. 
Although certain references and source descriptions need thorough bibliographic verification, the reference list includes pertinent contemporary studies, including publications from 2023–2025. The writers should make sure that all citations come from reliable, peer-reviewed sources and that the DOI, journal, volume, issue, and page information is accurate and presented consistently.
.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

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

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

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

	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


	        4 = Good
	

	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
	         4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	        4 = Good
	

	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
	       3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	       3 = Satisfactory
	




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.

	YES. The major variables and the suggested mediation connection are appropriately reflected in the title.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES, with minor improvement recommended.
The research goal, study population, sample size, analytical techniques, main conclusions, and implications are all presented in the abstract. More statistical precision might be added to the mediation process explanation.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO – revision is required.
Although the overall research design is suitable for the stated goals, there are a few methodological and statistical details that need to be clarified. The authors could specifically strengthen the mediation analysis, clarify the operationalization of customer lifetime value, confirm the given regression statistics, and offer further proof of construct validity. Factor loadings as low as 0.537 and 0.560 are reported in the text, which require justification.
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and contains a potentially useful empirical model. However, several methodological and reporting concerns should be addressed before the study can be considered further, particularly the treatment of mediation, measurement validity, operationalization of customer lifetime value, possible inconsistencies in reported regression statistics, common-method bias, and limitations arising from convenience sampling and a single-bank regional sample. Verification of the statistical tables against the original analysis output is recommended.


	

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

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

	YES, with some improvement recommended.
Relevant recent references, covering research from 2023 to 2025, are included in the paper. Nonetheless, the writers should thoroughly check that all bibliographic data is accurate and consistent, and they should update the literature as necessary.

	

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

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

	NO, based on the information provided.
Informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, anonymity, and authorization from pertinent organizational authorities are all reported in the text. The authors should, however, make clear the institutional foundation for concluding that formal ethics committee approval was not necessary.
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