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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is significant for the scientific community as it addresses the underexplored area of gender dynamics in seaweed farming, particularly in Zanzibar, where traditional gender roles heavily influence economic participation. By highlighting the socio-economic and cultural barriers that limit men's involvement, the study contributes to a deeper understanding of how gender norms shape agricultural practices and livelihoods. Furthermore, the research provides valuable insights into the potential for community education and advocacy to foster inclusivity, which can inform policy-making and development programs aimed at enhancing economic sustainability in coastal communities. Overall, this work not only enriches the existing literature on gender and agriculture but also offers practical recommendations for promoting equitable participation in marine resource management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is good, but if you can suggest something, a more appropriate title might be: “Bridging the Gender Gap: Factors Influencing Men’s Participation in Seaweed Farming in Zanzibar, Tanzania.”

This title effectively captures the study’s focus on gender dynamics and the specific context of seaweed farming in Zanzibar, while emphasizing the goal of promoting inclusivity and addressing barriers to participation.
	

	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 of the article provides a solid overview of the study, including the context of seaweed farming in Zanzibar, the low participation rates of men, and the factors influencing this trend. However, to enhance its comprehensiveness, I suggest the following additions:
1. Specific Findings: Include a brief mention of the key findings from the logistic regression analysis, such as the most significant predictors of male participation. This would provide readers with a clearer understanding of the study's outcomes.
2. Implications: Highlight the broader implications of the findings for economic development and gender equality in coastal communities. This could emphasize how addressing men's participation can enhance household income and resilience.
3. Recommendations: Briefly mention the types of interventions suggested, such as gender-sensitive awareness campaigns and financial support, to give readers insight into potential solutions.
4. Research Significance: A sentence on the significance of the research in filling the gap in literature regarding men's roles in seaweed farming would strengthen the abstract.

Incorporating these elements would make the abstract more informative and engaging for readers, providing a clearer snapshot of the study's contributions and relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the provided excerpts, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. It employs a cross-sectional research design, which is appropriate for examining the factors influencing men's participation in seaweed farming at a specific point in time. The use of logistic regression analysis to identify predictors of participation is a suitable statistical method for analyzing binary outcomes, such as participation versus non-participation.

The manuscript also references relevant literature to support its claims, indicating a well-researched foundation. Ethical considerations, such as obtaining informed consent and ensuring participant confidentiality, are addressed, which is crucial for maintaining research integrity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided in the excerpts include a mix of recent studies and foundational literature relevant to the topic of seaweed farming and gender dynamics. However, the sufficiency and recency of the references can be evaluated as follows:
1. Recency: The references include studies from 2022 and 2023, which indicates that the manuscript is drawing on relatively recent research. This is important for ensuring that the findings and discussions are aligned with the current state of knowledge in the field.
2. Diversity of Sources: The references seem to cover various aspects of the topic, including socio-cultural factors, economic challenges, and methodological approaches. However, it would be beneficial to include more diverse sources, such as case studies from other regions or comparative analyses that highlight different gender dynamics in aquaculture or agriculture.
3. Additional References: To strengthen the manuscript, the following types of references could be considered:

a. Recent reviews or meta-analyses on gender participation in agriculture or aquaculture.
b. Studies focusing on successful interventions that have increased male participation in traditionally female-dominated sectors.
c. Literature on the economic impact of seaweed farming in other coastal communities, which could provide comparative insights.

Some specific suggestions for additional references could include:

1. A review article on gender roles in aquaculture published in the last two years.
2. Case studies from other countries that have successfully increased male participation in seaweed farming or similar sectors.
3. Research on the economic benefits of inclusive practices in marine resource management.


	

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


	Based on the excerpts provided, the language and English quality of the article appear to be suitable for scholarly communication. Here are some observations regarding the language quality:

1. Clarity and Precision: The writing is generally clear and precise, effectively conveying complex ideas related to seaweed farming and gender dynamics. The use of specific terms and definitions helps in understanding the context and findings.
2. Academic Tone: The manuscript maintains an academic tone appropriate for scholarly work. It uses formal language and avoids colloquialisms, which is essential for academic writing.
3. Cohesion and Structure: The excerpts show a logical flow of ideas, with appropriate transitions between sections. This structure aids in the reader's comprehension of the arguments being presented.
4. Grammar and Syntax: There are no glaring grammatical errors or awkward phrasings in the provided text. The sentences are well-constructed, and the vocabulary is appropriate for an academic audience.
5. Use of References: The integration of references into the text is done effectively, supporting the claims made and providing a scholarly context for the discussion.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Based on the excerpts provided, the manuscript appears to address ethical considerations appropriately. as a suggestion, while the manuscript appears to address key ethical considerations, it is essential for the authors to remain vigilant about potential ethical issues related to participant vulnerability, cultural sensitivity, and the impact of their findings. A thorough ethical review process and ongoing reflection on these issues throughout the research process are recommended to ensure ethical integrity.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the excerpts provided, there is no explicit mention of competing interests in the manuscript. As a suggestion, while the provided excerpts do not indicate any competing interests, it is crucial for the authors to proactively disclose any potential conflicts related to funding, affiliations, or personal interests. This transparency is vital for maintaining the integrity of the research and the trust of the academic community and the public. If there are no competing interests, a statement to that effect should also be included in the anuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	This article has no indication of plagiarism
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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