Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Education, Society and Behavioural Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JESBS_134912

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Influence of Health Literacy on the Utilization of Family Planning Services in Akheri Ward, Arumeru District, Arusha-Tanzania

	Type of the Article
	


	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 manuscript addresses a critical and often underexplored determinant of family planning uptake—health literacy. By focusing on a rural Tanzanian context, it provides valuable evidence on how access to and understanding of health information can influence reproductive health decisions. The use of mixed methods enriches the scientific understanding of both the quantitative prevalence and the qualitative drivers behind family planning behaviors. These findings are important for the scientific community as they highlight the need to integrate health literacy into public health strategies to improve maternal and child health outcomes globally.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In my opinion, the article title is a bit misleading because the author is not measuring the influence of Health Literacy using the validated scale. Moreover, the author has not presented the influence of Health Literacy on “Utilization” of FP services. So, I suggest this alternate title: “Perceptions of Pregnant Women in Tanzania on the Influence of Health Literacy in Family Planning Use”. 
	

	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.


	I believe the abstract of the article is overall comprehensive as it outlines the study objective, methods, key findings, and conclusion. However, it could be further strengthened with a few refinements to enhance clarity and flow, and to better align with the typical scientific abstract structure. Please see below my suggestions:
a) Under the background section, the Author could briefly highlight why health literacy is important in reproductive health.

b) While the Author mentioned perceptions (e.g., 94.8% agreed), consider also adding key scientific data on actual utilization and/or behavior if available.

c) The qualitative findings could be synthesized into a broader theme or insight (e.g., misinformation, myths, decision-making dynamics

d) The final sentence is good but could be made stronger by indicating how findings could be used (e.g., for policy, program design, education strategies)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, but it would benefit from revisions as mentioned below to strengthen its scientific rigor, clarity, and consistency:
· Sentences like “Several studies has been conducted…” should be corrected to “Several studies have been conducted...”

· Avoid casual phrasing and repetitions like “The author states that…”—this breaks scientific tone.

· Some in-text references (e.g., “Speizer et al., 2022; Mhina, 2024”) are not cited in a standard format.

· Ensure that all cited studies are listed in the reference section and follow a consistent style (APA, Vancouver, etc.).

· The manuscript doesn’t explicitly state the study design (e.g., cross-sectional, descriptive, etc.).

· There is no mention of inclusion/exclusion criteria for the pregnant women surveyed.

· The role of the key informant interview is mentioned but not analyzed or contextualized adequately—how was qualitative data integrated?

· Although the sample size is calculated correctly, there is no mention of how the data was analyzed statistically.

· Ethical approval and informed consent are not discussed, which are crucial for studies involving human participants.

· The manuscript contains several grammar and punctuation errors (e.g., missing spaces before citations, inconsistent use of past/present tense).

· The structure could be improved by clearly distinguishing sub-sections (e.g., “Study Design,” “Ethical Approval,” “Limitations”).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are partially sufficient, but they need significant improvement in terms of recency, completeness, and consistency. For example, a few recent references (e.g., 2022) were used, but many are outdated (2010–2015), and newer literature from 2023–2024 is missing.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally understandable, but not yet suitable for high-quality scholarly communication without revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Muhammad Ishaque, Pakistan

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


