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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	Shared Responsibility in Practice: Evaluating the Security–Usability Trade-Off and User Accountability in WhatsApp’s Ecosystem, research paper delivers essential knowledge to scientists through its detailed study of how WhatsApp system security depends on user involvement and system accessibility and user actions. The research combines new quantitative and qualitative approaches to show how platform security measures interact with user behavior while demonstrating that technology-based defenses need users to actively participate for success. The research results provide essential knowledge about user conduct and security vulnerabilities and protection system performance which will help developers create better platforms and policymakers establish more effective digital security measures. The research findings help us better understand how security measures affect user functionality while demonstrating that user responsibility development stands as a vital factor for protecting against scams and data breaches and false information
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title "Shared Responsibility in Practice: Evaluating the Security–Usability Trade-Off and User Accountability in WhatsApp’s Ecosystem" correctly represents the complete evaluation which the script presents.
	

	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.


	The abstract provides an effective summary of the research study which describes its research scope and methods and presents main results and proposes recommendations. The current version can be improved further effectively to show the complete scope and essential value and distinctive aspects of the research study. 
 Example (Revised Abstract Sample)

The research provides an extensive analysis of WhatsApp security systems which demonstrates how the platform protects users through its built-in defenses and user-friendly design and their individual security responsibilities in today's mobile environment. The research uses a mixed-methods approach to study four open-access datasets together with survey data from 835 users and detailed interview responses from security-impacted users to understand security aspects from behavioral and technical and social perspectives. The application of sophisticated analytical methods including sentiment–feature mapping and risk profiling and factor analysis and causality testing demonstrates that there are essential knowledge deficiencies. Users show positive reactions to two-step verification but its adoption rates continue to be low while they frequently fail to understand security prompts and they frequently participate in dangerous activities by joining groups without verification. The behavioral constructs which explain 80% of user accountability variation show that only 25% of users maintain secure behavior patterns. Security effectiveness requires more than technical solutions because users need awareness about security and security features must be easy to use and behavioral standards need to be reinforced. The research findings provide essential guidance which helps developers create platforms while policymakers establish rules and users learn how to protect themselves from scams and data breaches and false information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript shows scientific accuracy in its fundamental structure according to the detailed information presented. The evidence supporting these claims comes from a detailed assessment of existing research together with statistical evidence and systematic evaluation techniques. The research design implements various strong methods which include sentiment analysis and risk profiling and factor analysis and causality testing for cybersecurity and user behaviour studies.

Key points confirming its scientific correctness:

The research combines three different data sources which include open-access datasets and primary user surveys and qualitative interviews to achieve better validity through triangulation.

Methodological rigor: The research uses suitable statistical and computational and qualitative methods which include logistic regression and Cronbach’s Alpha and Granger causality and thematic analysis to follow established guidelines.

The detailed analytical approach uses precise descriptions which explain how each objective gets fulfilled through particular metrics and techniques to achieve better results.

The research foundation of this work includes modern and applicable references which validate our security-usability trade-off assumptions and behavioural models and platform-related issues.

The research findings receive support from two sources which include both substantial participant numbers (835 questionnaire respondents) and actual incident data (scam reports and vulnerabilities).

Overall assessment:

The research follows current scientific guidelines which apply to cybersecurity studies that combine multiple disciplines with behavioural analysis and mixed-methods approaches.

The text supports its arguments through multiple evidence sources.

The scientific approach in this study contains no significant errors which affect the results or their interpretation.

The research can provide additional scientific evidence through the authors should explicitly identify all study restrictions which include sampling errors and the inability to determine cause and effect relationships. The discussion section can show all detail assumptions which support the methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include a wide range of sources which present both modern research findings and recent studies about security vulnerabilities and user behaviour and cryptographic protocols and platform-specific investigations. The literature base shows current relevance because most references were published between 2023 and 2025.

Overall Assessment of the References:

The references examine essential topics which include cryptographic system weaknesses in Telegram and Signal and user interface challenges and social engineering tactics and false information spread and platform control measures and security protocol implementations of key transparency.

The research includes recent citations from 2023-2025 which brings the most advanced cybersecurity knowledge from this quickly developing field.

The references draw their content from multiple sources which include peer-reviewed journals and conference proceedings and technical reports and trustworthy media organizations such as TechCrunch and Reuters and AP and platform-based security advisories from WhatsApp.

In summary:

The references you provided are suitable for your research because they are both current and directly related to your study area.

The research needs to draw its theoretical framework from established studies which examine how usability affects security and how behavioural cybersecurity operates.

The existing citations provide appropriate access to platform-specific research data and recent empirical studies.
	

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


	The language and writing standards of this manuscript seem appropriate for academic publishing. The text follows academic publication conventions through its direct and organized structure which maintains academic writing standards. The research paper uses suitable technical terms to address readers who work in scientific fields and the paper follows a logical sequence from introduction to methodology and then results and discussion and finally conclusions.
	

	Optional/General comments


	NA
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Nilesh G. Charankar, USA
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

