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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 (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 makes a valuable contribution to the discourse on feminism in Africa by examining how Generation Z redefines feminist ideologies within urban and rural contexts. Its focus on the role of digital media and the interplay between cultural traditions and gender equality provides insights relevant to both scholars and policymakers. The study also addresses a gap in African feminist scholarship by anchoring its analysis in Postcolonial Feminist and Intersectionality theories, thereby enriching global discussions with localized perspectives. Overall, it adds to the understanding of generational shifts in gender discourse and their implications for social transformation in Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is generally suitable. However, the phrase “Feminist Dominance” may come across as ambiguous or even politically loaded. A more precise title such as “Reimagining Feminist Perspectives among Generation Z in Africa” or “Generation Z and the Reimagining of Feminism in Africa” could make the article more accessible.
	

	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 comprehensive, summarizing objectives, methodology, findings, and implications. However, some sentences are dense. Simplifying the statistical reporting and highlighting key findings in clearer language would improve readability. For example, instead of “r = 0.65, p < 0.05,” the authors might write “a strong and statistically significant relationship.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is methodologically sound, employing mixed methods with a robust sample of 250 participants across five countries. The use of both Postcolonial Feminist Theory and Intersectionality Theory is appropriate and enhances the analytical depth. Nonetheless, the manuscript could strengthen its discussion by more critically engaging with African feminist scholarship, particularly womanism, which it mentions briefly but does not fully explore.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are numerous and recent, covering works from 2018–2025. They include a strong mix of African and international scholarship. Still, it would benefit from engaging more with African feminist theorists such as Oyěwùmí (1997) or Nnaemeka (2004), whose works are foundational in African feminist discourse.
	

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

	The language is clear and largely suitable for scholarly communication. Minor issues of grammar and redundancy (e.g., “that that” on p. 2 of the abstract) should be corrected. The authors also tend to repeat similar arguments in multiple sections, which could be tightened for conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is well structured, with clear objectives, methods, and findings.
The tables are effective but could be formatted more neatly for readability.
Greater engagement with indigenous African feminist voices would strengthen the study.
The conclusion and recommendations are practical but could benefit from sharper policy implications.

The manuscript is strong in scope, methodology, and relevance. With some refinements—particularly in title clarity, deeper engagement with African feminist scholarship, and slight improvements in language—the paper would be ready for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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