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Reviewer Comments 

 

Abstract - representative of your paper 

 

Introduction - Nicely done. 

Suggestion: line 67, you state, "This study seeks to address this gap...." What gap are 

you referring to? 

Reply：line 67, Add the first sentence to specify "gap" : 

“There is a notable lack of in-depth research...” 

This sentence clearly points out the originally vague "gap" - that is, the lack of research 

on the psychological resilience of lung cancer patients undergoing chemotherapy. 

 

Methods 

Study design inclusion criteria p.4 - please include language required for participation 

Reply：line 94-95, Thank you for your valuable suggestion. We have revised the 

inclusion criteria section (p.4) to specify that participants were required to have 

sufficient proficiency in Chinese to understand the study materials and complete the 

self-report questionnaires. The following sentence has been added: 

“Participants were required to have sufficient proficiency in Chinese to comprehend 

study materials and complete self-report questionnaires.” 

 

Data Collection pg 5, line 116, FAD - is this the same as FHI?? Please be consistent. 

Also, line 117 you mention 'multiple dimensions'. Such as?? 

Reply：Thank you for pointing this out. We apologize for the inconsistency. The term 

"FAD" in line 116 was a typographical error and has now been corrected to "FHI" 

(Family Hardiness Index) throughout the manuscript to ensure consistency. 

In addition, we have revised the phrase "multiple dimensions" in line 117 for greater 

clarity. Specifically, the Family Hardiness Index (FHI) assesses three key dimensions 

of family resilience: commitment/responsibility, control, and challenge. This 

clarification has been added to the revised manuscript. 

 

pg 6, line 143 - please provide examples for Objective support, Subjective support, and 

Support utilization. Just use (e.g...........) 

Reply：Thank you for your valuable suggestion. In response, we have revised the 

description of the Social Support Rating Scale (SSRS) to include specific examples for 
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each dimension of social support. The revised text now reads: 

“...including objective support (e.g., tangible assistance such as financial aid, material 

help, or social participation), subjective support (e.g., emotional experience, a sense of 

being respected or understood), and support utilization (e.g., actively seeking help from 

family, friends, or professional services when needed).” 

This addition provides greater clarity for readers regarding the conceptual distinctions 

between the three dimensions of social support. 

 

Line 161, please add Table 1 at the end of the title 3.1 instead of at the end of the section. 

Reply：We have added Table 1 after Title 3.1. 

 

pg. 7, line 166, median is misspelled as media. 

Reply：Line 164, Thank you for your correction. We have changed "media" to "median" 

 

pg 7, 3.2 please place Table 2 at the end of the title instead of the end of the section. 

Reply：We have added Table 2 after Title 3.2. 

 

pg. 8, line 193 here you use FHI - only it is mislabeled as FIH. Which is it? FAD or 

FHI? 

Reply：Thank you for catching this error. The term “FIH” in line 193 was a 

typographical mistake and has been corrected to “FHI” (Family Hardiness Index). 

Additionally, we confirm that throughout the manuscript, the correct scale used is the 

FHI, not the FAD. All instances have been carefully reviewed and revised to ensure 

consistency and accuracy. 

We appreciate your careful attention to detail. 

 

Discussion 

Limitation - pg 10, line 261 - you mention 'consisting of patients from urban oncology 

centers..." using the plural for center. In your abstract, you stated patients were from a 

single center. Please correct. 

Reply：line262-263, Thank you for your careful observation. You are absolutely right—

there was an inconsistency between the Abstract and the Discussion section. The study 

participants were recruited from a single urban oncology center, not multiple centers. 

We have revised the phrase accordingly in the Discussion section to maintain 

consistency throughout the manuscript. 

 

 

Future Research - I would add that including a qualitative component would provide a 

greater understanding to the quantitative data. 



 

Reply：line264-266, Thank you for your insightful suggestion. We agree that adding a 

qualitative component could enhance the interpretation of the quantitative results. 

Accordingly, we have revised the “Future Research” section to recommend 

incorporating qualitative methods (e.g., interviews or focus groups) in future studies to 

gain a more nuanced understanding of patients’ perceptions and experiences. 

 

Overall, nicely done. I did find it difficult at times to follow results, but I think adding 

examples to aspects of some of the questionnaires will provide and easier read. 

 

Thank you very much for your positive feedback and encouraging words. We appreciate 

your suggestion regarding the clarity of the Results section. In response, we have added 

illustrative examples to key dimensions of the questionnaires (such as the FHI and 

SSRS) to enhance readability and help readers better understand the constructs being 

measured. We hope these revisions improve the overall clarity and flow of the 

manuscript. 

 


