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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	The topic of social media influence on business and society is important for current digital research trends. Understanding online behavior, communication patterns and business adaptation is valuable for scholars in information science, communication studies and marketing. The manuscript attempts to link empirical data with theoretical observations which is relevant for future studies on digital transformation. 
However, it has methodological weaknesses and outdated literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is relevant but somewhat unclear. It covers pervasive reach broadly but does not reflect the empirical survey or the dual focus (business and real-life behavioral impacts). 
A Specific title is recommended instead of general thematic.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract contains background information that belongs in the introduction. It is too long, lacks structure and does not clearly present:
1. methodology
2. sample size
3. key findings
4. implications
This reduces scientific clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript has many scientific weaknesses:
1. Methodology lacks clarity: No sampling technique, no reliability testing, no justification of sample size.
2. Analysis is descriptive only: No statistical tests, no inferential analysis, despite having numerical data.
3. Literature review issues: Repetition of the same citations, outdated sources (mostly pre 2013), inconsistency in use of academic and non-academic sources (newspaper articles mixed with scholarly literature).
4. Missing theoretical framework: No connection to established theories such as Uses and Gratifications, TAM, or Media Dependency Theory.
Therefore, the manuscript is not scientifically strong.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	1. All references starting with a question mark (?) not following any style.
2. Many references are outdated (2005–2012).
3. Several citations are repeated multiple times like Hepp et al., 2010.
4. Some entries are incomplete or incorrectly formatted.
5. The manuscript lacks recent scholarly works (2020–2024) on social media.
Therefore, same references are repeated again and again,  insufficient and not recent.

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	No. The manuscript has many grammatical errors, spelling issues (quantative, safty), inconsistent capitalization and informal phrasing. Paragraphs are very long and lack academic tone. These issues impact clarity and readability.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript contains numerous spelling errors, including incorrect academic terminology. For example, the word quantative appears multiple times, whereas the correct spelling is quantitative.
  Figures mentioned (Fig. 1–17) are not properly embedded or formatted.
  The conclusion is general and not well tied to research objectives.
  Important sections (limitations, implications, theoretical contribution) are missing.


	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

No major ethical violations appear, but methodology lacks ethical disclosure
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