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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 manuscript is on a very important but not well-studied topic: social entrepreneurship among tribal women in Odisha. It adds to the body of work on rural development, women's empowerment, and ways for people in marginalized places to make a living. The block-level research in Gajapati district offers detailed insights that are frequently absent in more extensive investigations. The findings are significant for policymakers, NGOs, and scholars, since they illuminate both obstacles and prospects for sustained social entrepreneurship within tribal contexts. The paper has important policy implications for growth that includes everyone and gives people power.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is straightforward, accurate, and a good fit for the study. It shows that the focus is on social entrepreneurship, the people (tribal women), the place (Gajapati district, Odisha), and the range of issues (barriers, possibilities, routes).
Suggested minor change: "Social Entrepreneurship and Empowerment of Tribal Women in Gajapati District, Odisha: Barriers, Opportunities, and Policy Pathways" — this version puts more emphasis on empowerment and policy.
	

	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 well-written, short, and organized. It gives a short summary of the goals, methods, results, and suggestions. It may, however, briefly list specific numbers (such "200 respondents" and "six blocks") earlier.
To make the conclusion stronger, the policy implications should be summed up in one sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically valid and methodologically sound. The mixed-methods design, which includes surveys, interviews, and FGDs, is valid and well-done. Statistical and qualitative analyses efficiently complement one another. However, results could be enhanced with more comprehensive inferential analysis (beyond descriptive statistics and chi-square tests). For instance, regression analysis might connect socio-demographic factors to entrepreneurial results.
The discussion ought to establish a more direct connection to the introduced theoretical frameworks (Capability Approach, Social Capital Theory, Empowerment Framework).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are good enough, largely relevant, and include a good number of recent works (2020–2024). Nonetheless, additional global studies on tribal and indigenous business could enhance the literature assessment.
There are formatting problems, such as missing page numbers, incomplete entries, and uneven capitalization.
	

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


	The English is clear, scholarly, and ready to be published. Minor grammar changes and making sentences shorter might make the text easier to understand (for example, don't use phrases like "at the same time," "however," or "on the one hand..." over and over). Figures and tables are fine, however the captions could be more specific.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures (e.g., Figure 1–3) need to include legends that explain them so that they stand on their own.
The policy ideas in Section 7 are good, but they should be clearly related to the problems found in Section 5.
The conclusion (Section 8) repeats some of the issues stated in the debate; it should be shorter and clearer.
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