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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 manuscript addresses a relevant topic related to the use of social media in agricultural extension, particularly in the context of post-pandemic digital transformation. The integration of communication theory and digital advisory systems reflects an important direction for improving knowledge dissemination in rural areas. The topic may be of interest to researchers and practitioners working at the intersection of agriculture and digital communication. 
	

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

	The title is generally appropriate; however, it may be slightly misleading, as the manuscript does not present a formally structured or validated model. A more accurate title could be:  “A Conceptual Framework for Social Media Communication in Digital Agricultural Extension”
	

	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 provides a general overview of the chapter; however, it remains descriptive. It is recommended to clarify the specific contribution of the study and explicitly state that the proposed model is conceptual. The inclusion of more precise statements regarding the scope and limitations would improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is generally consistent with established communication theories. The proposed model lacks formal structure, operational definitions, and methodological validation. The work remains at a descriptive and conceptual level, without clear analytical development or evidence-based support.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally relevant and include recent publications. The chapter relies primarily on descriptive sources and would benefit from incorporating more empirical and data-driven studies on digital platform adoption, user behavior, and communication effectiveness.
	

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

	The language is generally understandable, there are grammatical inconsistencies, repetition, and stylistic issues throughout the manuscript. The text would benefit from careful language editing and improved clarity and conciseness.


	

	Optional/General comments

	The chapter presents a conceptual overview of social media communication in agricultural extension. While the topic is relevant, several sections are repetitive and contain generalized statements with limited analytical depth.  The proposed “model” and associated figures appear to represent general communication processes and practical considerations rather than a clearly structured conceptual or analytical framework. The figures, in their current form, do not meet the standards expected for scientific illustrations, as they lack structure, formal representation, and analytical depth. The chapter would benefit from clearer structuring of the proposed framework, including explicit definitions of components, relationships, and conditions of application. Inclusion of case-based analysis, empirical validation, or practical implementation examples would significantly strengthen the contribution. The manuscript demonstrates limited alignment with the “techniques and innovations” focus of the book, as it does not introduce a clearly defined methodological, technological, or computational contribution.
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	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)
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