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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This study contributes to the growing body of literature on social media addiction in adolescents by examining the moderating role of self-esteem in the relationship between peer pressure and problematic social media use within the Nigerian context. By focusing on in-school adolescents in Lagos State, the study provides valuable empirical evidence from a non-Western context, addressing a significant gap in the existing literature. The findings enhance theoretical understanding of how individual psychological factors interact with social influences to shape digital behavior. The study also offers practical implications for school-based interventions and promoting mental health among adolescents.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study variables, population, and analytical focus. It appropriately communicates the moderation framework employed in the study.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and well-structured, clearly outlining the study background, methodology, key findings, and implications. However, minor improvements are suggested:

 - Clarify the direction of the peer pressure effect earlier to avoid confusion, as the result contradicts the initial hypothesis.

 - Briefly state the sampling technique (e.g., convenience/multistage sampling) for greater methodological transparency.

Overall, the abstract adequately represents the content of the manuscript
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, and the research design, statistical analyses, and interpretation of results are generally appropriate. The use of hierarchical regression to test moderation is methodologically correct. However, some areas require clarification, such as the rationale for the negative association between peer pressure and social media addiction, and more explicit justification of cultural explanations. Additionally, reporting consistency (e.g., standardized vs. unstandardized coefficients) should be improved for clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are largely sufficient and include a good mix of classical theories and recent empirical studies.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for academic communication. However, the manuscript would benefit from professional language editing to address grammatical errors, inconsistencies in tense usage, spacing, and minor typographical issues. Improving sentence structure in the methodology and discussion sections would enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The moderation effect, while statistically significant, explains a relatively small additional variance (ΔR² = .005). This should be acknowledged more critically in the discussion.

Tables could be better formatted for clarity and consistency with journal style.

The manuscript is scientifically sound and makes a meaningful contribution, but requires minor revisions related to clarity, language quality, and ethical reporting before acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are evident. However, the manuscript should explicitly state whether ethical approval was obtained from a relevant ethics committee and how informed consent (and parental consent) was handled, given that the participants were minors.
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