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Peer-reviewer statements
Peer-Review: Anonymous

Conflicts-of-Interest: No

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The title of “Correlation of gynecomastia among patients with nonalcoholic fatty liver

disease: A cross-sectional study” has been conducted an interesting topic to enlarge the

field of nonalcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) in clinic by author. Gynecomastia is

possibly presented in men with obesity but in general it is easy to omit without

symptoms as usual. NAFLD also performed commonly due to lifestyles or other

associated pathogenic factors in reality. This manuscript investigated the potentially

influential factors such as sex hormones in clinical syndromes between the NAFLD and

the gynecomastia in men. There were enough NAFLD patients to collect with or without
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gynecomastia by author’s efforts. Hence, it is meaningful to observe several clinical

presentations and determinations among these patients in the field of NAFLD and

gynecomastia. Certainly, it needs several improvements to strength the scientific issues

as the following lists. 1 The title should include the critical effect of endocrine

abnormality in view of the content of this manuscript. Maybe it can be improved into

“Correlation of gynecomastia among patients with nonalcoholic fatty liver disease by

regulation of endocrines: A cross-sectional study”. 2 The flowchart of sample screening

should be added according to the data collection section of this manuscript. 3 Based on

these parameters presented in this manuscript, the subgroup should be applied to

perform the examined index including clinical presentations, biochemical values, and

hormones in the table 1, 2, and 4 which can display a convenient effect for readers. 4

Author should demonstrate the sample difference between gynecomastia and

non-gynecomastia in NAFLD patients can not affect the analysis comparison results

using normal distribution in the results section. 5 In table 1, 2, the legends should be

presented as NAFLD patients with or without gynecomastia. 6 In figure 1, the specific

values of different hormones should be displayed in the ROC curve.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
1．The study collected data throughout the entire year of 2024, with a total of 997 patients.

Is the data collection and time frame reliable? The authors need to provide further

explanation. Additionally, it seems that the ethical review approval was obtained in 2025.

Does this pose a conflict? The authors need to clarify this. 2. It is necessary to provide a

detailed flowchart of the population screening process, indicating the total population,

the excluded population, and the missing population, to make the data in the paper

more convincing and reliable. 3. Subgroup analysis authors should create a forest plot to

make the paper clearer. 4. The author should clearly define the diagnostic criteria for the
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severity of NAFLD (mild, moderate, and severe), such as liver fat content or

echogenicity grading. Additionally, the diagnostic criteria for GYN should be specified.

Are these diagnostic criteria in line with the guidelines, or are they based on the doctor's

years of clinical experience? 5. There are many abbreviations in the text that need to be

defined when they are first used. Merely marking the full forms below the table is not

sufficient. The author should be meticulous about the use of abbreviations. Additionally,

the author should avoid repeating the same abbreviation. 6. In most papers, the font of

the table should be bold, and the P value should be italic. 7. If the author obtained

NAFLD through ultrasound, it should be emphasized that ultrasound diagnosis of

NAFLD cannot distinguish between simple steatosis and NASH, which may affect the

accuracy of the results. 8. If possible, the author could discuss the guiding significance of

this study for the future of clinical practice in combination with the ROC curve, as well

as the differences between the cutoff value of this study and those of previous studies. 9.

The method section mentions SPSS 26, but the result section refers to SPSS 27. The

version needs to be unified. 10. The author should unify the expression of 95%

confidence intervals throughout the main text. 11. If permitted, it would be appropriate

to discuss the bidirectional relationship between GYN and metabolic syndrome, which

could echo the author's discussion.
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