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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.


	The study is of public health importance aimed at improving maternal and child health, especially in low-income countries. Males play important roles in family decision-making, including health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not suitable for the content of the manuscript. A better title will be “Socio-Cultural Barriers and Strategies for Male Involvement in Maternal and Child Health in Nigeria: A Narrative Review”.  This highlight both barriers and strategies while clarifying the type of review.
	

	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 not comprehensive. The introduction should include global and regional statistics of the maternal mortality ratio, infant as well as under-five mortality. 

The last sentence in the introduction, “this review looks at how male education and involvement affect maternal and child health in Nigeria,” should be deleted as it implies an interventional study. The Keywords are like sentences. They should be rephrased.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient. In the reference list, number 6 is on blood groups and Rhesus disease, which is not relevant to male involvement, though it was cited in-text as male involvement. Number 11 is poorly formatted (“Azuh D, Fayomi O, Ajayi, Lady, Azuh D…” appears twice). Number 30 is outdated (2014), as well as number 40 (2011). The referencing style is inconsistent (some DOIs are in capital letters, while others have full URLs). Strict uniformity is advised. The Vancouver in-text citations in 3.2.1 and 4.2, e.g. “according to Sharma et al.,17” Ozohu-Suleiman,34, Okoye et al.35 should follow standard practice. The first six authors should be listed before the 'et al.' at first mention, with the year the article was published. Subsequent citations should then be listed as in the manuscript with the year of publication. Alternatively, authors can rephrase the statement and include only the number as in the reference list. Authors should review the rest of the manuscript and correct other in-text citations.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The rationale for the review is stated but not clearly articulated. The knowledge gap should be stated. The methodology is insufficient: There is no mention of a timeframe for the literature search, no mention of the number of articles retrieved, screened, included, or excluded. No details of the selection process (PRISMA or flow diagram). No mention of the quality assessment tool used to evaluate the included studies. The review is not comprehensive, and the approach is more of a narrative review.  The methodology should be expanded and standardised if the study is a systematic review. Results and discussion are interwoven without clear boundaries. The review narrates barriers and strategies but does not synthesise evidence systematically. A critical appraisal of interventions is missing, such as which interventions had a proven impact, which failed, and why. The conclusion does not explicitly reflect the findings. Headings are inconsistently capitalised (e.g., “methods” is lowercase, others are in upper case). The title reflects a balanced focus on both barriers and pathways, but the manuscript emphasised more of the barriers. The section on engagement strategies is shorter and less critically analysed.

The review is more of a general narrative than a structured, evidence-based pathway analysis. There are no models, conceptual frameworks, or synthesis tables that show how barriers connect to engagement strategies.

The word “exploring” in the title indicates depth and possibly original analytical framing, but the manuscript mainly describes existing studies instead of deeply exploring or comparing pathways There are many grammatical errors. There should be consistency in using either the UK English or the US English.
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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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