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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.


	This article systematically reveals the central role of women in the transmission of living heritage in Rajasthan. Research on cultural heritage from a gender perspective remains relatively limited, which endows this study with notable practical significance and academic value. Through illustrative case studies, the paper demonstrates that women are not only guardians of tradition but also active agents of cultural innovation and economic development, thereby establishing a vital linkage between sustainable development and heritage preservation. Moreover, it proposes concrete measures—such as education, economic empowerment, and policy support—to enhance women’s agency, offering valuable theoretical insights for strengthening women’s subjectivity in heritage conservation and community development policies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	This title is appropriate, as it effectively encapsulates the research content and central theme of the paper.
	

	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 this article is complete in both content and logic. However, since the paper employs some case studies as supporting evidence, it would be beneficial to add 1–2 sentences briefly outlining the methodology. Such minor revisions could significantly enhance the impact and academic weight of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.


	I consider this article to be scientific, as it not only presents the author’s viewpoints but also substantiates them with ample case studies involving people, events, and objects. However, I would suggest adding annotations in the main text corresponding to Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3, so that researchers or readers can more accurately grasp the connections between the content.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.


	The literature section includes both classic references and recent works from the past three years; therefore, no major revisions are needed at this stage.
	

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


	The English level of this article generally meets the standards for publication in international academic journals.
	

	Optional/General comments


	While the article addresses a topic of considerable social significance and value, its impact is somewhat diminished by instances of repetitive language. For example, the following two sentences express nearly identical ideas regarding women’s underrecognized contributions:“The preservation of this heritage is an active process, and at its heart, women play a foundational, yet often uncredited, role in its transmission and evolution.” “The preservation of living heritage in Rajasthan is significantly influenced by women's traditional practices and knowledge, which are often overlooked in broader conservation efforts.” Similar redundancies occur elsewhere in the manuscript, such as the repeated phrase “composers, tellers, and listeners” within the same paragraph. Condensing and reorganizing such statements would improve readability and rhetorical effectiveness. Additionally, while the mention of a “feminist perspective” in the final paragraph of Section 1.1 raises relevant conceptual considerations, the text does not substantively integrate feminist theory or methodology. Finally, the article mentions multiple times that the study analyzed... and revealed..., especially in the introduction. It is recommended to optimize the text to avoid logical confusion.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Ying Zhou, Yancheng Institute of Technology, China

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

