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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	This manuscript is significant because it pioneers the development of an integrated theoretical framework and measurement tool for assessing workplace transformation in the digital age. Instead of focusing solely on technological or economic aspects like previous studies, the manuscript fills a research gap by deeply incorporating psychological factors, organizational behavior, and employee well-being. The introduction of the highly reliable "Digital Workplace Transformation Assessment (DWTA)" scale (0.936) provides a solid scientific basis and practical tool for researchers and policymakers alike. Furthermore, the conceptual model proposed in the manuscript opens new avenues for building smart, sustainable, and human-centered workplaces, enabling organizations to effectively adapt to the unpredictable challenges of the future.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The article title is appropriate because it accurately reflects the scope of the research. It clearly expresses the purpose and main contribution. Comprehensive and multifaceted, the title is broad, allowing the author to explore many aspects from macro to micro levels, including technical skills, autonomy, mental well-being, and organizational behavior. It is also appropriate in terms of professional terminology.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	Your abstract provides a fairly good overview of the research's objectives, methods, and main results. However, to make the abstract more professional and persuasive for scientific journals, you could consider the following additional suggestions and adjustments:
- The abstract directly addresses the essentials of digital transformation. You should add research gaps.
- Research subjects: Clarify which subjects the DWTA scale is designed to apply to.
- Theoretical contribution: Emphasize more clearly that this model is not just a scale but also an integrated theoretical framework combining technology and organizational behavior.

- Regarding keywords: The current keywords are quite general. You should consider adding more specific keywords to increase the likelihood of finding the article.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	1. Reliability of the measurement tool: Good
2. Model construction method:
- Appropriate multidimensional approach
- Expert consultation technique with criteria such as relevance and clarity to ensure the content value of the research.
3. Logic of the conceptual framework: Good
4. References: Uses several highly reputable sources
5. Sample size: You should clearly state the number of samples (N) that participated in the survey to achieve the result of 0.936.
6. Conclusion: The draft meets the standards of accuracy and scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
 References: Uses several highly reputable sources

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Overall assessment. The manuscript is of good quality, has a clear structure, and fully meets the standards of a professional scientific paper. The errors mainly lie in the presentation or the lack of some technical descriptive information, not in fundamental systemic thinking or methodology.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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