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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 critically timely and socially urgent topic: the relationship between social media use and adolescent mental health. The introduction of "digital dysphoria" as an organizing construct offers a novel conceptual framework that may help bridge the gap between epidemiological observations and clinical phenomenology. For researchers and clinicians working with adolescents, this review synthesizes a vast and rapidly expanding literature into an accessible format, while also providing theoretically grounded explanations for observed associations. The manuscript's comprehensive coverage of mechanisms (social comparison, FoMO, neurobiological reward pathways), differential vulnerabilities (gender, age, pre-existing conditions), and intervention strategies makes it a valuable resource for multiple stakeholders, including mental health practitioners, educators, policymakers, and platform designers. The inclusion of COVID-19 pandemic effects adds contemporary relevance, and the balanced discussion of effect size debates demonstrates scholarly rigor.
	Digital dysphoria is not yet a clinically codified disorder, but its conceptualisation offers a useful framework for understanding the qualitative dimensions of social media-related psychological harm that aggregate statistics alone cannot fully capture.

This review seeks to synthesise the extant evidence on the relationships between social media use and adolescent mental health, with particular attention to the emerging concept of digital dysphoria as a unifying framework. 


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	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
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	4
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	3
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	4
	Thank you for your contribution to the review

	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
	5
	Thank you for your contribution to the review


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 appropriately descriptive, captures the core innovation (digital dysphoria), and signals the narrative review methodology. No changes recommended.
	Thank you for the valuable comments

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract succinctly states the problem, introduces the key construct, summarizes the evidence base, outlines theoretical frameworks, and previews conclusions and recommendations. Excellent structure.
	Thank you for the valuable comments

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor reservations. The manuscript accurately represents the current state of evidence and appropriately acknowledges methodological limitations (correlational designs, reverse causation, residual confounding). However, have two concerns: (1) The manuscript presents "digital dysphoria" as an established construct without sufficient acknowledgement that it lacks formal operationalization and validation; (2) The discussion of effect sizes (e.g., Orben & Przybylski, 2019 vs. Haidt & Allen, 2020) could more explicitly acknowledge that the debate remains unresolved. These are minor issues.
	Thank you for the valuable suggestions 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list includes 30 high-quality sources, with excellent coverage of key studies from 2010-2022. The inclusion of foundational theoretical works (Festinger, 1954) alongside recent meta-analyses and longitudinal studies is appropriate. One suggestion: consider adding more recent (2023-2025) literature on platform-specific effects (TikTok vs. Instagram vs. Snapchat) as the evidence base is rapidly evolving.
	The reference list has been updated to include the most recent and relevant sources.

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. No ethical issues identified. The manuscript appropriately cites prior work, does not involve human subjects requiring IRB approval, and presents no fabricated or manipulated data. The discussion of vulnerable populations (adolescents with pre-existing conditions) is handled sensitively.
	Thank you for the valuable comments


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript represents a strong contribution to an important and contested field. The author demonstrates command of the literature and writes with clarity and scholarly authority. However, I have identified several issues that should be addressed before publication:

Major Concern (Should be addressed):

1. Lack of systematic search methodology: As a narrative review, the manuscript is not required to follow PRISMA guidelines, but the methodology section (Section 2) is notably thin. The author lists databases searched and keywords used but provides no information about: (a) how many records were identified, (b) inclusion/exclusion criteria applied at title/abstract/full-text stages, (c) whether any quality assessment of included studies was performed, or (d) whether the search was conducted by a single reviewer or with independent verification. For a review claiming to be comprehensive, this lack of transparency is problematic. I recommend expanding Section 2 to include a PRISMA-style flow diagram or at minimum a detailed description of the search and selection process.

Minor Concerns (Should be considered):

2. Construct validity of "digital dysphoria": The manuscript introduces digital dysphoria as a unifying framework but does not adequately address that this construct lacks empirical validation. The author should add a paragraph explicitly acknowledging that digital dysphoria is a proposed rather than established construct, and should outline specific research needed for validation (e.g., factor analytic studies, development of measurement instruments, discriminant validity from depression/anxiety).

3. Over-reliance on Twenge et al. (2018) : While Twenge's work is influential, it has attracted methodological criticism (e.g., from Orben & Przybylski, Odgers & Jensen). The manuscript cites these critics but could more fully represent the substantive disagreements about whether the 2012 inflection point represents a genuine causal effect or cohort effects.

4. Missing discussion of positive effects: The manuscript acknowledges that social media can have benefits (community building, self-expression, access to information) but these are mentioned only briefly. For balance, consider adding a short subsection on protective or positive effects, particularly for marginalized youth (LGBTQ+ adolescents, ethnic minorities, those with rare conditions) who may derive genuine support from online communities.

5. Citation error: In Section 5.2, Vannucci et al. (2017) is described as a study of "young adults" rather than adolescents. This is accurate as reported, but the manuscript should clarify the age range (emerging adulthood, typically 18-25) and note the limitation for generalizability to early adolescence.


	Thank the reviewer for this valuable suggestion. As this is a narrative review, the author did not maintain formal records of the number of articles identified or conduct PRISMA-based screening.
Thank you for the detailed review and valuable suggestions. 
Thank you for the detailed review and valuable suggestions. 
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