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PART 1


	
	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 paper is important to the scientific community because it helps explain how tools like WhatsApp are changing the way agricultural information is shared, especially in developing countries. It brings together research from the past 10 years and provides a clear picture of what is working well and what challenges remain. The paper also uses simple but strong ideas to explain how farmers learn, share knowledge, and adopt new technologies. Another key strength is that it connects traditional farming extension methods with newer digital approaches, demonstrating how real-time communication can help farmers make better decisions and learn from one another. At the same time, it does not ignore the problems, such as misinformation, limited access to technology, and a lack of proper guidelines. This makes the paper more balanced and useful for both researchers and policymakers. In addition, the paper offers practical suggestions, such as improving digital skills, involving experts, and creating better policies to support these tools. Because it combines ideas from agriculture, technology, and social systems, it can be useful for future studies and for improving how information is shared with farmers in real-world settings.
	





PART  2

	


	
	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

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

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

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper addresses a relevant and timely topic by exploring the role of WhatsApp in agricultural extension systems. It is well-structured, with objectives clearly stated, making it easy to follow. The background and literature review are strong, with good coverage of recent, relevant studies, and the paper does a good job of combining theoretical and practical perspectives.

One of the strengths of the paper is that it highlights both the benefits and challenges of using WhatsApp, rather than focusing only on the positive side. The discussion of issues such as misinformation, the digital divide, and inadequate moderation adds depth to the study. The conclusions are logical and supported by the findings, and the recommendations provided are practical and useful.

However, the paper could be improved by adding a bit more critical analysis in some sections, especially when comparing different studies. The methodology section could also be explained in slightly more detail to improve clarity. Overall, the paper is a solid contribution and can be accepted with minor revisions.
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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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