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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 relevant topic by comparing health marketing strategies across countries with different levels of development. The subject is timely and potentially useful for public health communication and policy. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The topic is relevant and timely. However, the manuscript’s is weakened by limited methodological clarity.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
The abstract introduces the topic and the general comparative focus, but it remains too broad for an original research article. It should more clearly state the sample, data sources, analytical procedures, and main findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4
Keywords are fine. They adequately capture the scope of the study and should support discoverability in the relevant databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The background is reasonably thorough but runs considerably longer than it needs to. The same points about digital divide, resource constraints, and context-dependence are made three or four times across different paragraphs. More pressing: Objective 5 ends mid-sentence — a basic proofreading failure that should not reach peer review.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The objectives are listed, which is a start. But they are quite broad, the study offers no formal hypotheses that the data could be used to test, and Objective 5 is typographically incomplete. Objectives 3 and 5 in particular feel underdelivered in the actual results.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
The references are partly relevant, but the literature review needs stronger focus and more recent sources.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1
This is where I have the most serious concern. The authors claim to collect primary data through surveys and interviews, but the methodology section provides no description of the survey instrument, sampling frame, number of respondents, geographic coverage, or how qualitative interview data were analysed.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A
Not directly applicable given the secondary sources used.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The twelve tables provide useful cross-regional comparisons. 
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
Tables are relevant and decently constructed. But the manuscript refers to Fig 1 through Fig 12 in the body text, and none of these appear as embedded graphics anywhere in the document. They appear to have been accidentally omitted.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The discussion is the most readable section, but it largely recaps what was already said in the introduction and literature review. 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
The conclusion is too brief and too general. The authors need to be more explicit about what, specifically, this study adds to what was already known.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
There is no limitations section, which is a significant omission. 
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
The references are partly relevant, but the literature review needs stronger focus and more recent sources. The paper would benefit from additional recent studies on health communication, social marketing, digital health adoption, and health literacy. The institutional reports used in the tables should also be cited more fully and consistently.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The manuscript is understandable, but the English requires substantial editing.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The title is generally relevant.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. It should state the specific methodology, key findings, and principal conclusions. None of these appear with any precision in the version.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not fully.The study design, data sources, and analytical procedures are not explained clearly enough.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The reference list contains numerous citations unrelated to health marketing (supply chain, green energy, leather manufacturing, organic food). Reference 1 (Acheampong et al., 2023) is also missing journal name, volume, and page numbers. A full audit is needed, and coverage of core social and health marketing literature should be strengthened.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses a meaningful topic and has some potential practical relevance. However, the paper has major weaknesses in methodological transparency, empirical substantiation, terminology, and scholarly presentation. These are substantial problems, but they appear to be repairable in principle if the authors are willing to undertake major revision and reconstruction of the study. The reference list also contains a notable number of citations from unrelated fields (supply chain, green energy, leather manufacturing) that should not have passed a basic relevance check. I recommend major revision with a detailed point-by-point response required .
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