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	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 makes a valuable contribution to the growing field of digital health communication by providing one of the first quantitative analyses of Reiki content on TikTok. 
· It offers crucial empirical evidence on how a scientifically debated complementary therapy is represented and consumed on a platform highly influential with younger demographics. 
· The findings highlight that engagement is driven more by perceived authenticity and presentation style than by formal credentials, which is critical for public health professionals and communication scholars to understand. 
· This study effectively bridges the gap between alternative medicine, social media studies, and public health, offering a template for future research into how digital wellness cultures are shaped online.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the study's content and methodology. It includes the key elements: the platform (TikTok), the subject (Reiki), and the method (quantitative content analysis).
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured. However, a minor improvement could be made for clarity.

Suggestion for Addition:

In the Results section, the statement "Engagement was concentrated among everyday users and influencers, who together generated over 96% of total interactions" is powerful but slightly ambiguous. It would be even stronger to clarify that this is because almost all videos in the sample were from these two categories (N=113 and N=111 out of 118). 
Suggested Revision: 
"The vast majority of videos were created by everyday users and influencers (N=113 and N=111, respectively), and content from these creators accounted for over 96% of total interactions."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate, clearly described, and includes measures to ensure reliability (high Cohen's Kappa) and robust statistical testing (Welch's t-tests). The limitations are appropriately acknowledged.

Minor Points for Correction:

· The methodology states 118 videos were analyzed, but the limitations section says "120 English-language only videos." This should be corrected to 118 for consistency.

· The sentence "Commercial framing (Sells Product/Course) captured about two-thirds to mid-80% ranges" in the results narrative is somewhat confusing, as the main finding is that non-commercial intent drove higher engagement. This could be phrased more clearly to avoid giving undue weight to commercial content.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are sufficient and commendably recent, including several from 2024 and 2025. 
· They appropriately cover key areas: Reiki research, social media health communication, and theoretical frameworks (e.g., authenticity, influencer culture).
	

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


	· The language quality is high and entirely suitable for scholarly communication. 
· The writing is clear, formal, and precise. 
· The manuscript is well-organized and follows a standard academic structure. 
· There are no significant grammatical errors that impede understanding.
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