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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 addresses a critical gap in global public health by focusing on postpartum depression (PPD) in an under-researched, high-fertility context of Northern Nigeria. 

· It provides robust, empirical evidence on the specific information sources that are most effective for disseminating PPD knowledge, moving beyond assumptions to offer data-driven insights. 

· The study's major contribution lies in its development of a novel theoretical model, the Integrated Model of Culturally-Mediated Health Behaviour, which refines the Theory of Planned Behaviour by incorporating information source credibility and cultural resonance as central constructs. 

· This offers a valuable framework for researchers and practitioners designing health communication interventions in similar cultural settings worldwide.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is good and descriptive
	

	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 but could be improved for clarity and flow.

Suggestions for Addition/Improvement:

· State the Core Finding More Clearly: The abstract presents the statistical equation but should explicitly state the main finding in plain language, e.g., "Quantitative results identified healthcare providers as the single most influential source of PPD knowledge, followed by social media and radio."

· Clarify the Mixed-Methods Contribution: Briefly mention how the qualitative data (FGDs) enriched the findings, for instance, by "illuminating the role of stigma and the potential of indigenous media."

· Improve Readability: The sentence "Further results revealed that social media and radio were other major sources..." is a bit repetitive. It could be integrated more smoothly.

Suggestions for Deletion:

The line "Also, Indigenous media such as community radio and storytelling played key roles" feels tacked on. This important qualitative finding should be integrated into the main results narrative.
	

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

· The research design (mixed-methods) is appropriate for the research questions. 

· The quantitative analysis using SmartPLS-SEM is rigorous, with clear reporting of factor loadings, AVE, CR, and discriminant validity, demonstrating a reliable measurement model. 

· The hypothesis testing is clear, and the results are well-supported by the data. 

· The qualitative analysis is systematic and provides essential context that explains the quantitative findings.

· The development of the new theoretical model is a logical and valuable extension of existing theory based on the empirical results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and adequately recent. They include a mix of foundational texts (e.g., Ajzen, 1985; Lundgren & McMakin, 2018), key literature on PPD in similar contexts, and several recent works (2023-2025). The references support the study's context and theoretical grounding.
	

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


	· The language is good and generally suitable for scholarly communication. 

· The meaning is clear throughout. 

· There are minor grammatical quirks and occasional awkward phrasings (e.g., "PDK = β₁HP + β₂SM + β₃RD + β₄NP + β₅FF + β₆TV + ζ" in the abstract is technically correct but stylistically unconventional for an abstract). 

· A thorough proofread would elevate the polish, but the current quality does not impede understanding or scholarly rigor.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a strong, well-executed, and highly relevant piece of research. Its strengths are a robust mixed-methods design, clear and significant findings, and a substantial theoretical contribution in the form of a new integrated model. Points were deducted primarily for the need for minor polishing in the abstract's presentation and the manuscript's general language flow. With these minor revisions, this manuscript has the potential to be an excellent publication.
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