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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The manuscript offers a significant contribution to the scholarly understanding of India’s evolving foreign economic policy in the Indo-Pacific region. It presents a well-structured comparative analysis of India’s use of minilateral forums like Quad and I2U2 versus bilateral trade agreements to pursue strategic and economic objectives. Given the increasing prominence of Indo-Pacific geopolitics, the study is timely and relevant. It expands existing literature by examining India’s dual-track diplomacy through a detailed analysis of trade data, strategic interests, and policy behavior, using both empirical and theoretical lenses.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the scope and focus of the manuscript.
	

	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 is generally well-structured and clearly outlines the study’s purpose, methods, key findings, and implications. However, the sentence structure in a couple of places is slightly unclear due to grammatical issues (e.g., “...combining policy document analysis, trade and investment data analysis, and to assess…”). A minor revision for clarity and grammar is suggested.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is grounded in relevant academic theories and provides a well-substantiated analysis using trade data and policy documents. It balances theoretical discussion and empirical evidence well, although a brief explanation of the limitations or challenges in data selection would strengthen the methodology section.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are well-curated, spanning scholarly literature and recent policy studies, mostly from the last 5 years. However, inclusion of 1–2 additional region-specific sources from ASEAN perspectives on Quad/I2U2 could further enrich the context.


	

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


	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communication?
The English language is largely appropriate for scholarly communication. Some minor grammar and phrasing issues (e.g., sentence repetition and awkward transitions) should be addressed in a light editorial revision to improve flow and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper could benefit from a clearly marked section on methodology, outlining the source and scope of data used for the trade figures and policy content. A short discussion of the limitations and future research directions would enhance the academic rigor.
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