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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.


	This manuscript addresses a timely and highly relevant problem at the intersection of cybersecurity, usability, and human behaviour in secure messaging platforms. By framing WhatsApp security through a shared responsibility model, the study contributes meaningfully to ongoing debates on the limitations of purely technical safeguards. The mixed-methods approach, combining large-scale survey data, secondary datasets, and qualitative interviews, strengthens the robustness of the findings. Overall, the work offers valuable insights for researchers, platform designers, and policymakers concerned with usable security and digital resilience
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and contributions of the manuscript.
	

	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 is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly outlines the motivation, methodology, key findings, and implications. Only minor language polishing is suggested to improve readability and flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound. The research design, data sources, analytical methods, and interpretations are appropriate and clearly justified. The results are logically presented and well aligned with the stated objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are extensive, relevant, and up-to-date, including recent studies from 2024–2025. They adequately support the theoretical framing and empirical analysis. No additional references are strictly required.
	

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


	The language quality is generally good and suitable for publication. Minor grammatical corrections and stylistic refinements are recommended to improve clarity and conciseness in some sections
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well organised and makes a meaningful contribution to the literature on usable security and user accountability. Addressing minor language edits and ensuring consistent formatting across tables and figures will further enhance the overall quality.
Minor comments

1. The shared responsibility model introduced in the Introduction (Section 1) is conceptually strong; however, the manuscript would benefit from explicitly operationalising this framework in the Methods section (Section 3) to clarify how it guides variable selection, analysis, and interpretation.

2. In Section 3.1 (Survey Design and Data Collection), the description of the survey instrument is adequate, but additional detail on the sampling strategy, recruitment channels, and response rate would improve the transparency and reproducibility of the quantitative analysis.

3. The statistical methods described in Section 4.1 (Quantitative Results) are appropriate; nevertheless, a brief justification for the choice of specific statistical metrics and threshold values would strengthen methodological rigor and interpretability.

4. The qualitative interview findings presented in Section 3.2 and discussed in Section 4.2 provide valuable insights; however, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer description of the coding process, theme development, and any validation measures (e.g., cross-checking or inter-coder agreement).

5. While the manuscript effectively presents quantitative and qualitative results separately (Sections 4.1 and 4.2), the Discussion (Section 5) could more explicitly articulate how each data source informs and reinforces the shared responsibility framework.

6. Several figures and tables in Section 4 (Results) present key findings; minor revisions to figure captions and table notes are recommended to ensure they are fully self-contained and interpretable without referring back to the main text.

7. In the Discussion (Section 5), the manuscript appropriately situates the findings within existing literature; however, clearly distinguishing empirical observations from interpretative or normative implications would enhance analytical clarity.

8. The manuscript is generally well written, but minor grammatical, stylistic, and formatting inconsistencies appear throughout the text (e.g., across Sections 2–5). Addressing these will improve overall readability and alignment with journal presentation standards.
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