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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 on male perceptions and acceptance of Caesarean section (CS) in Northern Nigeria addresses an important topic but requires substantial revisions for clarity, methodological rigor, and interpretation of findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is ok
	

	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.


	  Overgeneralized claim (99.3% acceptance of CS) contradicts prior literature. 
  The research gap and theoretical framework (TPB) need better integration.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically what the authors address is an interesting topic 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	We recommend citing https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/10.1089/gyn.2023.0038
	

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


	Revision by a native speaker is needeed
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Methods
· Sampling method lacks detail (how were wards chosen?).

· Questionnaire validation (reliability, translation) is missing.

· CS acceptance scoring is simplistic.

2. Results & Analysis
· The reported high acceptance rate seems implausible—potential response bias?

· Regression analysis is weak; significant cultural and socioeconomic factors are likely missing.

· Education's lack of significance contradicts previous studies.

3. Discussion & Conclusion
· Findings are restated rather than critically analyzed.

· No deep engagement with prior studies or theoretical frameworks.

· Overgeneralization in conclusions without addressing study limitations.



Recommendation:
· Clarify methodology (sampling, questionnaire validation).

· Reassess CS acceptance rates (consider bias).

· Enhance statistical depth (interaction effects, multivariate models).

· Strengthen discussion (comparisons, contradictions, TPB integration).

· Refine conclusions (avoid overgeneralization).
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