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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important public health topic: male involvement in family planning, which is often overlooked in reproductive health programs in developing regions. Understanding the knowledge, perception, and attitude of married men in Agbor Metropolis can help tailor interventions to improve contraceptive uptake and maternal/child health. However, while the topic is highly relevant to the scientific community, the manuscript in its current form suffers from severe methodological inconsistencies, critical ethical omissions, and language issues that must be thoroughly addressed before it can be considered for publication.
	



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
	3
	

	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
	
1
	

	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
	4
	

	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


	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	2
	



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 clear, concise, and accurately reflects the scope of the study.
	

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

	
No, he abstract contains severe typographical and grammatical errors (e.g., "assessed as sess", "One research instruments was used", "The data collected was Pearson Product Moment Correlation"). It also fails to report the actual statistical findings of the hypothesis testing. It requires a complete rewrite for clarity, accuracy, and professional tone.
	


	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, There are glaring methodological contradictions that undermine the scientific validity of the paper:
1. Copy-paste error: The methodology states the population is "9000 married men" but later says they were selected from a "total population of 9000 midwives."
2. Statistical contradictions: The methodology states reliability was tested using Cronbach's alpha, but the next sentence claims the Pearson product moment correlation was used. Furthermore, the methodology states a t-test was used to test the hypothesis, but the results section (Table 4) uses a Chi-square test.
3. Data integrity concerns: The standard deviations in Tables 2 and 3 are unusually low (e.g., 0.07, 0.20) for categorical data (Yes/No/Not sure/Undecided). This is mathematically improbable and suggests potential data entry or calculation errors.
	


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

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

	No, There are multiple duplicate references in the reference list. For example, Dougherty et al. (2018) is listed three times; Dioubaté et al. (2021) is listed twice; and Durowade et al. (2017) is listed twice. The reference list needs to be carefully cleaned up and formatted consistently.
	


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

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

	Yes, The manuscript completely lacks an ethical considerations section. There is no mention of ethical approval from an Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Health Research Ethics Committee, nor is there any statement regarding informed consent from the participants. This is a critical omission for research involving human subjects and must be addressed.
	




Reviewer details:

Parishad Amirfathi, Ondokuz Mayis University, Turkey


Page 4 of 4
V240326


