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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 major public health concern, the impact of social media use on adolescent mental health, at a time when rates of youth depression, anxiety, and self harm are rising. The review makes a useful contribution by introducing the concept of digital dysphoria as a framework to describe the negative emotionaleffects linked to prolonged exposure to algorithm driven online environments. It brings together epidemiological data, theoretical models, and policy perspectives into a single, organized synthesis, which strengthens its relevance and practical value. The topic is timely and clearly relevant to clinicians, educators, policymakers, and researchers who need a structured understanding of how digital environments influence adolescent mental health.


	 


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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	     5
	

	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
	      5 
	


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 clearly reflects the topic, scope, and type of article. The phrase "Emerging Epidemic" is strong but defensible given the documented rise in adolescent mental health problems linked to digital environments. It signals urgency without overstating the scientific claims. No revision appears necessary.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract summarizes the main goals of the manuscript, the conceptual framing around digital dysphoria, and the major themes discussed in the review. It captures the key elements, including variation by gender, patterns of use, the role of the COVID-19 period, and the need for coordinated responses. The abstract aligns well with the structure and content of the full manuscript and prepares the reader for what follows.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Overall, yes. Most claims are supported by peer reviewed studies, and the acknowledge known limitations in the field, especially around causality and interpretation of effect sizes. Two minor issues should be addressed. First, digital dysphoria should be clearly described throughout as a proposed conceptual model rather than an established diagnostic category. This distinction is important to prevent misunderstanding among clinical readers. Second, the manuscript would benefit from inclusion of newer literature published between 2023 and 2026, particularly studies examining post pandemic trends and platform specific effects.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	 The reference list is strong in quality and includes widely recognized sources. However, there is a noticeable gap between the stated literature search period and the most recent cited studies. The methods section reports searches through April 2026, yet the latest citation appears to be from 2022. This mismatch should be corrected. Updating the references to include recent regulatory developments, large cohort studies, and updated meta analyses from 2023 onward would strengthen the credibility of the review.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No ethical concerns are evident. The manuscript is a narrative review and does not involve human subjects, clinical interventions, or identifiable personal data. There are no visible conflicts of interest or ethical violations in the content presented.
	


PART 3. 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Recommendation : Minor Revision
Key reasons for minor revision rather than acceptance as-is:
1. Literature must be updated to cover 2023–2026 to match the stated search date

2. "Digital dysphoria" needs clearer framing as a proposed conceptual construct, not an established clinical diagnosis, in the main body text

3. Minor strengthening of global/LMIC perspective recommended given the book's international audience

This manuscript is well written, clearly structured, and addresses a highly relevant topic in adolescent mental health. The introduction of digital dysphoria as a unifying concept is thoughtful and adds conceptual clarity to a fragmented area of research. The authors demonstrate familiarity with major themes in the literature and present them in a way that is accessible to clinicians and researchers.

The main editorial issue is the mismatch between the stated search date and the reference list. This creates uncertainty about how current the review actually is. should either update the manuscript with recent literature or revise the stated search period to accurately reflect the time range covered. A second point is the need to consistently frame digital dysphoria as a proposed conceptual model rather than an established clinical entity. Minor expansion to include examples from non Western regions would also strengthen the global relevance of the chapter. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after targeted revisions that address currency and conceptual clarity.
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