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1. The title is clear, and it is adequate for the content of the 

article. 
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The title is highly clear, descriptive, and adequate for the manuscript's content.  

 

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 5 

The abstract is well-structured and contains all mandatory elements of a scientific summary. 

There are some recommendations to make the text sound more scientific: 

This convergent mixed-methods study examined the role of spirituality in coping with 

infertility-related stigma among 384 women attending evangelical churches in Zou County, 

Benin Republic. 

Quantitative data analysis was conducted using SPSS version 25.0, and a matched mixed-

method approach was used for the qualitative data analysis. 

Results indicated that the Spiritual Transcendence scale was dominated by the Prayer 

Fulfillment subscale, and the integration of qualitative findings confirmed a prayer-centered 
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to excellent with Spiritual Transcendence (α = 0.90). The findings in this study divert from 
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Naab, F., van der Wath, A. E., Kyei, J. M. & Armah, D. (2025, Marsh 31). Spirituality as a 
coping strategy for infertility: A scoping review. Journal of Religion & Health. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10943-025-02302-w  
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