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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 critical gap in addiction research by proposing an integrated conceptual framework that bridges social, psychological, and neurobiological determinants through the lens of "pursuit of euphoria." The paper is important for several reasons: First, it responds to the growing recognition that addiction research remains fragmented across disciplinary boundaries. Second, the proposal to use euphoria-seeking as an integrative motivational construct could generate novel hypotheses about the transition from voluntary substance use to compulsive addiction. Third, the framework has translational implications for prevention strategies, personalized treatment approaches, and evidence-informed public health policies. Fourth, the paper synthesizes evidence from diverse fields into a coherent narrative that could stimulate multidisciplinary research. Despite significant limitations requiring revision, the manuscript addresses a topic of substantial scientific and public health importance.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

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

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

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

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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 (Good)
	

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

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	



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 is suitable and accurately reflects the content. However, it could be more concise and impactful. Suggestion: Consider "The Pursuit of Euphoria: An Integrated Biopsychosocial Framework for Understanding Substance Abuse" (removing the subtitle redundancy).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract provides a good overview but has several weaknesses: (1) It does not clearly state what is novel about the proposed framework; (2) It lacks specificity about the methodology; (3) The sentence about overcoming "conceptual silos" is vague without concrete examples. Suggestion: Revise to include: (a) the specific gap the framework addresses; (b) a brief statement of the methodology; (c) the key contributions of the framework; (d) specific implications for research and practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The scientific content is generally accurate in terms of established addiction neurobiology and psychology. However, there are concerns: (1) The "pursuit of euphoria" construct is not adequately operationalized; (2) The framework is presented as explanatory when it is largely descriptive; (3) Causal claims are made without sufficient evidence; (4) The relationship between "euphoria-seeking" and established constructs like incentive sensitization or allostasis is unclear. Suggestion: Frame the framework more modestly as a heuristic for integration rather than a causal model.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are numerous but raise concerns: (1) Several references appear to have future publication dates (e.g., Arif et al., 2025; Arias-Carrión et al., 2026; Barratt et al., 2025); (2) Some references are incomplete or formatted inconsistently; (3) The methodology does not report how sources were selected for inclusion. Suggestion: Verify all references for accuracy and publication status; remove or clearly mark preprints/in-press articles; follow a consistent citation style.
	

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

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

	NO. There are no apparent ethical issues regarding plagiarism, data fabrication, or research misconduct. The manuscript acknowledges AI use in a transparent manner. However, the use of AI tools should be more specific about what was used for what purpose.
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Fikadu Getachew Mideksa, Oromia Police College, Ethiopia


Page 3 of 3
V240326


