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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 addressed a relevant issue at the intersection of youth agripreneurship, digital marketing adoption, and poultry egg commercialization in South-East Nigeria. The potential value of this paper lies in providing commodity-specific and region-specific evidence on how young poultry egg marketers perceive and use social media platforms, especially Facebook and WhatsApp, for marketing purposes. This study may be useful to agricultural economists, extension workers, digital agriculture researchers, and policymakers interested in improving youth participation in agribusiness. However, the paper’s scientific contribution, in its current form, is weakened by methodological weaknesses, unclear model specification, overclaiming of “effect” based on perception data, and insufficiently rigorous interpretation of regression results.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	3
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No, not fully. The abstract currently contains the basic elements of a research abstract. However, it is too crowded and insufficiently polished. You should clearly state the research gap, sample size, method, key statistical results, and core implication without excessive numerical detail. The phrase “willingness to exploit the model” is unclear and should be corrected. The abstract should not overclaim that social media affected quantity sold unless actual quantity data were measured.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, not yet. The paper has scientific merit, but the author/authors should correct several methodological and analytical issues. First, the willingness-to-exploit index is not sufficiently transparent, and the equations appear incomplete or poorly formatted. Second, the study claimed to analyze the effect of social media platforms on quantity of eggs sold, but the data appear to be based on the respondents’ perceived effects using a Likert scale, and not actual sales quantity. Third, the regression interpretation needs correction, especially the gender variable, because a dummy-coded variable cannot be interpreted as “male and female youths increase willingness.” The author/s should revise the methodology, clarify variable measurement, report diagnostic tests, and align conclusions with the actual data collected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No! The paper has a reasonable number of references, and several are recent. But, the reference base is not strong enough for a scientific article because it relies partly on web-based or non-peer-reviewed sources. The authors should add more peer-reviewed studies on digital agriculture, youth agripreneurship, agricultural marketing, social media adoption, and technology acceptance. The paper would also benefit from foundational theory sources such as Technology Acceptance Model, UTAUT, Diffusion of Innovation, or digital platform adoption literature.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No. 
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