Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Complementary and Alternative Medical Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOCAMR_149172

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Exploring Determinants of Psilocybin Acceptance as an Alternative Modality for Major Depressive Disorder: A Pilot Study

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 critical and timely issue: the exploration of public acceptance for novel psychedelic therapies in treating Major Depressive Disorder (MDD). With a significant portion of the population not responding to conventional antidepressants, investigating alternative modalities like psilocybin is of paramount importance. The application of the Health Belief Model (HBM) to understand the determinants of acceptance is novel and provides a valuable theoretical framework for future research. The findings, particularly the strong predictive power of "perceived benefits," offer concrete insights for clinicians, policymakers, and public health practitioners aiming to design effective communication and implementation strategies for these emerging treatments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, accurate, and reflective of the study’s focus and methodology. No revision needed.
	

	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 well-structured and covers the key elements (introduction, methods, results, conclusion). However, it would benefit from specifying the sample size (n=33) and briefly noting the demographic homogeneity (e.g., predominantly young Black women). This context is important for interpreting generalizability. Consider adding: “in a pilot sample of 33 young adults, primarily Black/African American women.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The study design (cross-sectional survey), use of HBM constructs, and statistical methods (Spearman correlations, hierarchical regression) are appropriate for the research question. Ethical approval and informed consent are documented. The interpretation of results aligns with the data, and limitations (e.g., small sample, self-report bias) are acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The manuscript cites a robust and up-to-date body of literature (many references from 2023–2025), including foundational HBM studies, recent psilocybin trials (Carhart-Harris, Davis), and policy developments (FDA, NCCIH). No critical omissions are apparent.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-conceived and executed pilot study that makes a valuable contribution to an emerging field. The use of a theoretical model to ground the research is a significant strength. The authors are commended for focusing on an underrepresented population in psychedelic research. The main areas for improvement are the need for a larger, more diverse sample in future work and meticulous proofreading to correct language and formatting errors. The conclusions are supported by the data and the discussion is thoughtful.
The manuscript is strong in its conceptualization, relevance, and application of theory. The required revisions are primarily related to language polishing, clarification of minor points in the abstract, and ensuring perfect consistency in tables and references.
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