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	Response to Reviewer 1 Comments


	1. Summary
	
	

	Thank you so much for taking the time to review this manuscript and for giving positive and constructive comments. We have actively discussed your suggestions and responded to the questions point by point and revised them in detail in the form below, hoping to meet your expectations.Please find the detailed responses below and the corresponding revisions/corrections highlighted/in track changes in the re-submitted files. Finally, we sincerely appreciate your feedback, which will help to improve the quality of our papers.


	2. Questions for General Evaluation
	Reviewer’s Evaluation
	Response and Revisions

	Does the introduction provide sufficient background and include all relevant references?
	Yes
	

	Is the research design appropriate?
	Yes
	

	Are the methods adequately described?
	Yes
	

	Are the results clearly presented?
	Yes
	

	Are the conclusions supported by the results?
	Can be improved
	The detailed information can be found in section 3, which contains point-by-point responses to the author's comments and suggestions.


	3. Point-by-point response to Comments and Suggestions for Authors

	Comments 1:The abstract has good descriptions of the purpose of the study, methods, analysis , and results. The conclusions are appropriate though the last sentence does not flow from the actual interviews as presented (In the future, healthcare professionals should identify patients at high risk for economic toxicity, provide economic toxicity interventions and support, and mitigate their exposure to economic toxicity). These appear to be the authors’ recommendations based on the findings rather than a conclusion of the actual findings.


	Response 1: Thank you for pointing this out. We agree with this comment. The sentence highlighted in yellow in Comment 1 is indeed our suggestion based on these findings, rather than a conclusion drawn from the actual findings.because we want to give some inspiration and suggestions to future scholars in this field in the content and precautions of nursing intervention based on the research results.

	Comments 2: The methods include the descriptions of the participants and recruitment efforts. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are clearly described and appropriate to the study. The rational for the sample size is well stated with saturation of data occurring with the 13th patient and two additional patients interviewed. It is not clear why there were two additional patients. It may be the two patients who were pre-interviewed, but it is not clear.


	Response 2: Thank you for pointing this out. For the statements highlighted in yellow in comment 2, we provide the following explanation. This study reached data saturation after the interview with the 13th patient. Additional interviews were conducted with two patients to improve the accuracy of the study. These two patients did not belong to the pre-interview patients. The purpose of the pre-interview with patients was to adjust the interview outline for this study, but they were not included in this study.

	Comments 3: The results are presented well with a description of the participants and the themes and subthemes. There is good evidence of the coding presented in the quotes from the participants. Direct costs were identified and coded into subthemes. The multidimensional risk factors appear to be health insurance factors and disease-related and family factors. The numbering and bolding need some attention on page 5. The adverse outcome subthemes are clear as are the ways of coping.


	Response 3: Thank you for pointing this out. We agree with this comment.Regarding the issue that some numbered items on page 5 were not bolded, all changes have been made in the text and highlighted with green underlines for the convenience of the reviewer.


	Comments 4:The discussion focuses on initiatives to alleviate patients’ economic toxicity, but this does not appear to be identified by the patients in the interviews, but by the authors. While these are important initiatives and may be very helpful, this is not a discussion of the findings and lacks the comparison to the other literature. It is understandable that these are changes that are needed, however they don’t appear to be identified directly by the participants. Some discussion of the results should be included before the discussion of what is needed to alleviate economic toxicity.


	[bookmark: _GoBack]Response 4: Thank you for pointing this out.We provide the following explanation regarding the statement highlighted in yellow in Comment 4.Although the themes discussed in this study are presented in the form of measures to alleviate the economic toxicity for patients, the detailed content under each theme includes a thorough description of the research findings and an analysis of the reasons behind those results.The topic discussed is also a deep reflection on the findings.
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