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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Optional/General comments


	A critically review the research article titled "Analysis of man-days employed and constraints faced by agricultural labour households of north Karnataka”.
· The abstract is somewhat long and could be more concise with sharper focus on findings.

· Lacks a clear statement of the research gap (What has not been done in past studies?).

· Could benefit from a third objective focusing on policy implications or solutions.

· The methodology is descriptive, lacking econometric or inferential statistical techniques that would deepen analysis.

· Limited explanation on why F-test was chosen (and only used in one table).

· The F-test is under explained: interpretation of significance is superficial.

· Discussion is descriptive and lacks theoretical underpinning (e.g., no reference to labor economics theories or models).

· Limited critical reflection on contradictory findings from other studies.

· Lacks specific policy suggestions or actionable recommendations (e.g., what kind of training or wage reforms?).

· Missing references to government policy documents, international labor standards, or theoretical frameworks.

· Highlights “health weakness of women” but doesn’t explore gender-based wage gaps or unpaid care work burden.

· No discussion on how climate change exacerbates rainfed vulnerabilities.

· Define “discrimination in wages”- a top constraint: Is this gender-based? Caste-based? Region-based?

· Omits that 96.26% of rainfed laborers are causal workers.

· Group “addition to smoking, tobacco, and alcohol” as one constraint without exploring root causes.
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