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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 highly beneficial to the scientific community by providing a comprehensive understanding of the social impact of artificial intelligence (AI) dependency among the younger generation. This study provides an overview of the level of AI use and its implications for cognitive development, decision-making, and social identity formation. Additionally, the research findings enrich the interdisciplinary literature between social sciences and information technology, particularly in understanding behavioral patterns in the digital era. Ultimately, this research offers a balanced strategy of AI utilization aimed at strengthening human capacity, which is an important contribution for researchers, especially educators and policymakers. 
	


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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The title clearly reflects the topic (youth dependence on AI and sociological perspective), but it could be slightly more specific or concise.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The abstract explains the topic and significance, but it is somewhat opinionated and lacks clear mention of methods, sample, and key results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Keywords are relevant (AI, decision-making, critical thinking, etc.), though adding terms like youth dependency or digital behavior would improve precision.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The introduction provides context and theoretical framing, but some arguments are repetitive and occasionally overly normative.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Objectives are clearly listed, specific, and aligned with the study.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Includes recent studies (2023–2026) and classical theorists. However, integration between sources could be more analytical rather than descriptive.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Mixed-method approach is suitable. However, methodological explanation lacks depth (e.g., no validity/reliability discussion).
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
No explicit mention of ethical procedures (consent, anonymity, etc.).


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Tables are clear and followed by interpretation, though some interpretations are overly theoretical rather than data-driven.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Tables are relevant and readable, but formatting and labeling could be improved for academic standards.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Good use of sociological theories (Marx, Weber, Giddens), but sometimes forced or not deeply connected to findings.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Conclusions generally align with findings, though some claims are slightly overstated.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
No explicit section discussing limitations (sample size, sampling bias, scope, etc.).
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Good mix of classical and recent sources, but formatting is inconsistent and some sources lack academic rigor.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is understandable, but grammar, phrasing, and repetition need improvement for academic writing standards.
	


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 clearly reflects the topic and sociological focus of the study.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

Suggestion for improvement including:

· Research methodology (sample size, tools used).
· Key findings/results (not just general discussion).
· A more neutral academic tone (remove strong subjective claims like “self-destroyers”).
· Structure it as: background → objective → method → results → conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestion for improvement:

· Remove absolute and non-scientific claims (e.g., “no machine can replace human minds”).
· Ensure accurate definition of AI.
· Use a more objective, evidence-based tone instead of philosophical or emotional assertions.
· Support arguments consistently with data or citations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (but needs improvement)
Suggestion for improvement:
· Add more recent peer-reviewed journal articles (last 5 years).
· Reduce reliance on websites and news articles.
· Improve citation formatting consistency (APA/MLA style).
· Increase the number of empirical research sources directly related to AI and youth.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript addresses a relevant topic by examining the younger generation's dependence on artificial intelligence from a sociological perspective. The author has clearly formulated the research objectives and attempted to link classical sociological theories with contemporary technological developments. The use of empirical data is also an added advantage, as is the discussion that attempts to connect the theoretical framework to phenomena occurring among the younger generation. Overall, this article makes a significant contribution to the academic discourse on the social impact of AI.

However, several aspects need improvement to meet stronger scientific standards. The abstract needs to be structured more systematically, clearly stating the research methods and main findings. Furthermore, several statements are subjective and overly absolute, and should be revised to be more neutral and evidence-based. The reference also needs to be improved as mentioned at Part 2.2. By making these improvements, the quality and credibility of this manuscript will increase significantly.
This manuscript is good but requires moderate revision as mentioned at Part 2.2.


	


PART  3: 

	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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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