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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive, integrated perspective on digital platform use among young adults, an area that is often studied in fragmented ways. By combining purpose of use, platform preference, and behavioral attitudes into a single analytical framework, it advances current understanding and helps bridge existing research gaps. The use of robust statistical techniques, including exploratory factor analysis, strengthens the reliability of the findings and offers a solid empirical foundation for future studies. In addition, identifying key behavioral dimensions, such as emotional reliance and compulsive engagement, provides valuable insight into the psychological implications of digital technology use. These findings are especially relevant for researchers in fields such as psychology, communication studies, and digital sociology, as they highlight emerging patterns of dependency and engagement. Finally, the study provides a useful basis for developing evidence-based interventions and policies to promote healthier digital habits among young adults.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is clear, precise, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but with minor improvements needed. The abstract includes key components: background, objectives, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, clarity and sentence structure could be improved.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The study follows an appropriate research design and uses relevant statistical methods. However, a more detailed explanation of certain methodological aspects and a clearer interpretation would strengthen the scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. While the references are relevant and include some recent studies, the overall number is limited for a research article.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES. Ethical considerations are not explicitly stated in the manuscript. There is no mention of informed consent, confidentiality, or ethical approval.
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper addresses a relevant and timely topic by examining digital platform engagement and behavioral attitudes among young adults. The study is well-structured and employs appropriate quantitative methods, including ranking techniques, weighted mean analysis, and exploratory factor analysis, which enhance the findings. The identification of key behavioral dimensions such as perceived usefulness, emotional reliance, compulsive engagement, and job-driven usage provides meaningful insight into the psychological and functional aspects of digital platform use. However, several areas require improvement. The paper would benefit from careful language editing to enhance clarity and readability. The literature review, while relevant, is somewhat limited and should be expanded with more recent and diverse sources. Ethical considerations are not clearly addressed and must be explicitly included. In addition, the discussion section could be strengthened by more critically linking the findings to existing literature, and the study limitations should be clearly stated. With these revisions, the paper has the potential to make a valuable contribution to the field.

The paper's rationale addresses a relevant topic and uses an appropriate methodology, yielding meaningful findings. However, improvements are needed in language clarity, depth of literature review, ethical reporting, and inclusion of study limitations before it can be considered for acceptance.
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