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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 systematic review addresses a critical gap in occupational health literature by synthesizing evidence on gender differences in workplace anxiety. This review not only confirms higher anxiety prevalence among worker but also identifies key workplace stressors, such as job demands, shift work, and family conflict. These insights are critical for occupational health researchers, organizational leaders, and policy makers seeking to design targeted, equitable mental health interventions in the workplace.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	
4
	

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

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

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       
4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	14. 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
	
  4
	





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.
	The title was quite appropriate in substance, but lacked specificity in describing the scope of the review (prevalence, risk factors, moderation).
I recommend using new title to make it more informative and appropriate to the article.
“A Systematic Review of Gender Disparities in Workplace Anxiety Among Employed Adults: Prevalence, Risk Factors, and Moderating Effects”.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is moderately comprehensive but would benefit from adding, such as: number of studies included, databases searched, synthesis method used, and risk of bias assessment tool. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is moderately scientifically correct but need attention for correctness and completeness.
Section 2.1
Correction:
Change “Intervention” to “Exposure” throughout, using “Intervention” for workplace stressors is scientifically incorrect.
Completion:
Table 1 should include an Exclusion Criteria column.
Population; Unemployed, students, retirees, or clinical populations without workplace context.
Exposures; Non-occupational exposures
Comparison; No gender stratification, single-gender studies
Outcomes; Non-standardized anxiety measures, outcomes not specific to anxiety.
Study design; Qualitative studies, case reports, conference abstracts.

Section 2.3
Correction:
Flawed Boolean syntax are serious errors
Corrected Search String (Basic Version):
(“generalized anxiety disorder” OR anxiety OR “workplace anxiety”) AND (“gender difference*” OR “sex difference*” OR male* OR female* OR gender) AND (“employed adult*” OR occupation* OR workplace OR employee* OR worker*).
Completion:
For accuracy, adaptation for each database. Search syntax differs across databases (PubMed vs. Embase vs. Scopus)

Section 2.4
Suggested Revised section 2.4
The screening process consisted of two stages, following PRISMA 2020 guidelines.
Stage 1 – Title and abstract screening
……
Stage 2- Full text screening
……

Section 2.5
Missing element
-Data extraction from availability; please provide as supplementary material or appendix
-Number of pilot test articles; Specify sample size (e.g., “5 randomly selected articles”)
-Process for unresolved disagreements; what if consensus cannot be reached? (e.g., “third reviewer was consulted)
-Handling of multiple publications form same study; Avoiding double-counting state how this was managed
-Software/extraction tool; for transparency, please mention any macros or validation rules.

Please add Section 2.6 Risk of Bias Assessment 
How you evaluated the methodological quality and internal validity of the studies? what the assessment tool you use for scoring and rating the studies?

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are moderately sufficient and recent but need additions.
37% Good (2020-2025 recent literature included), and 26% acceptable (2015-2019).

Recommendation References to addition:
1. Page M J, McKenzie J E, Bossuyt P M, Boutron I, Hoffmann T C, Mulrow C D et al. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews, BMJ 372, 71 doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
2. Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, et al, editor(s). (2019). Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions. 2nd Edition. Chichester (UK): John Wiley & Sons
3. Salk, R. H., Hyde, J. S., & Abramson, L. Y. (2017). Gender differences in depression in representative national samples: Meta-analyses of diagnoses and symptoms. Psychological Bulletin, 143(8), 783–822. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000102
	

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

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

	There is No ethical issues in this manuscript. 
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript has good potential but need revision.
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	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)
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