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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 addresses a timely and increasingly relevant topic that has received growing attention in both psychological and digital health research. Its value lies in bringing together evidence from multiple disciplines, including psychology, behavioral science, and digital media studies, to provide a comprehensive perspective on doomscrolling and its potential role in anxiety-related processes among young adults. The review successfully highlights how individual psychological vulnerabilities interact with algorithm-driven digital environments, offering a broader understanding of anxiety in contemporary society. By identifying important conceptual, methodological, and intervention-related gaps, the manuscript provides a useful foundation for future research aimed at developing evidence-based strategies to promote digital well-being and mental health.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is informative and likely to attract readers interested in digital mental health, behavioral psychology, and emerging technology-related challenges.
	

	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: 4 = Good
The abstract provides a clear overview of the topic, objectives, methodology, major findings, and conclusions of the review.
However, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly specifying the inclusion criteria or timeframe of the reviewed literature and by presenting the main findings in a slightly more concise manner
	

	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: 5 = Excellent
Comment:
The selected keywords are likely to enhance the discoverability of the article in academic databases and facilitate indexing within relevant research fields

	

	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
Comment:
The background section could be strengthened by providing a more detailed conceptual discussion of doomscrolling and distinguishing it more clearly from related constructs such as problematic social media use, excessive news consumption, and behavioral addiction.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Comment:
The objectives of the review are clearly stated and consistently reflected throughout the manuscript. 

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Comment:
The literature review is directly relevant to the topic and successfully integrates evidence from multiple disciplines, including psychology, digital media research, behavioral science, and mental health. 

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Comment:
The literature review includes a substantial number of recent references, with many studies published between 2023 and 2025. 

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Comment:
The authors identify the databases searched (PubMed, PsycINFO, Web of Science, and Google Scholar) and provide general information regarding the search terms used. However, the literature search methodology lacks sufficient detail to ensure transparency and reproducibility. 

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Comment:
The manuscript goes beyond simple description. However, the review would benefit from a more critical comparison of conflicting findings, stronger evaluation of study quality, and deeper discussion of alternative interpretations of the evidence.

	

	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

	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Comment:
The manuscript clearly identifies several important gaps in the current literature, including the lack of standardized definitions and measurement tools for doomscrolling, the limited availability of longitudinal and experimental studies, insufficient understanding of neurobiological mechanisms, and the underexplored role of social media algorithms. 

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Comment:
The conclusions are logically derived from the literature presented throughout the review and remain consistent with the stated objectives. 

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Comment:
The manuscript discusses several important limitations. However, the paper could be strengthened by providing a more explicit limitations section discussing the constraints of the review methodology itself, including potential publication bias, database selection, and study heterogeneity.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Comment:
The manuscript cites a substantial number of recent and relevant sources. Nevertheless, given the rapidly emerging nature of doomscrolling research, greater emphasis on high-impact empirical studies, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses where available would further strengthen the evidence base.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Comment:
Overall, the manuscript maintains a clear academic style and effectively conveys its key arguments.

	




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 appropriate, informative, and effectively captures the main focus of the review

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the background, objectives, literature sources, key findings, and conclusions of the review. It effectively summarizes the significance of doomscrolling and its association with anxiety among young adults. However, the abstract could be further strengthened by briefly clarifying the review methodology and presenting the main findings in a more concise manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and presents findings that are consistent with the current literature on doomscrolling, digital media use, and anxiety-related outcomes. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The reference list is generally sufficient, relevant, and up to date for a review on an emerging topic such as doomscrolling and anxiety in the digital era. 

	

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

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

	NO
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