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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 addresses a timely and underexplored intersection between Artificial Intelligence and historiography within an African context, particularly Nigeria. It contributes to scholarly discussions on digital humanities by extending debates beyond Western-centric frameworks and foregrounding indigenous knowledge systems. The study is valuable for historians, digital humanists, and social scientists interested in decolonizing knowledge production and understanding how emerging technologies reshape historical inquiry. By
highlighting both opportunities and ethical challenges, the manuscript provides a balanced foundation for future empirical and policy-oriented research in AI-driven historical studies
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title “Digital Historiography: Artificial Intelligence and the Rethinking of Historical Knowledge in Contemporary Nigeria” is generally suitable, clear, and reflective of the manuscript’s scope and focus.
However, to slightly improve clarity and academic precision, the following alternative may be considered:
“Artificial Intelligence and Digital Historiography: Rethinking Historical Knowledge in Contemporary Nigeria”
This revision improves flow while retaining the original intent.
	

	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 largely comprehensive and well-structured, clearly presenting the background, aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. It effectively situates the study within historical and contemporary debates on historiography.
Suggestions for improvement:
· Minor language refinements are needed (e.g., grammatical consistency and clarity).
· The methodology section in the abstract could briefly specify the nature of the literature reviewed (e.g., conceptual, historical, or interdisciplinary).
· Reducing minor repetitions and tightening phrasing would enhance conciseness and scholarly tone.
No major deletions are required, only careful editing needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually sound and scientifically coherent within the humanities and social sciences framework. The arguments are logically developed and supported by relevant theories such as digital humanities and techno cultural theory. While the paper does not employ empirical data, its reliance on established scholarly literature is appropriate for a conceptual review article.
Greater clarity in linking theoretical frameworks directly to Nigerian case illustrations would further strengthen the scientific rigor.
The figures are relevant and supportive of the manuscript’s objectives, but clearer integration, improved captioning, and stronger analytical linkage would enhance their scholarly contribution.
	

	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, relevant, and reasonably current, with a good balance of classical historiography texts and recent studies on AI and digital history. The inclusion of African and Nigeria-focused sources is commendable.
Suggestions:
· Minor duplication should be corrected (e.g., repeated entries of the same author/year).
· Where possible, adding one or two peer-reviewed journal articles specifically on African
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	digital humanities or AI ethics in Global South contexts could further strengthen the reference base.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally understandable and appropriate for scholarly communication, but it requires moderate copy-editing. Issues include grammatical inconsistencies,
typographical errors, and occasional awkward sentence constructions. These do not detract from the core arguments but should be addressed to meet international journal standards.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Minor to moderate revision required before acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	






Reviewer details:
Prashant Kalshetti, D. Y. Patil Vidyapeeth, India




[bookmark: _GoBack]
