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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The significance of this manuscript lies in its ability to address a common ground between the chosen text using theories such as subalternity and hegemony. This article presents a compelling and well-structured exploration of subaltern resistance in postcolonial Indian literature, offering a nuanced comparative analysis of Mahasweta Devi, Arundhati Roy, and Manoranjan Byapari. The integration of Spivak’s subaltern theory and Gramsci’s concept of hegemony provides a strong theoretical foundation, and the selection of texts—spanning fiction, autobiography, and hybrid narrative forms—demonstrates thoughtful curation and genre diversity.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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 the article is highly comprehensive in terms of its ability to hint at the analysis, results and methodology to the readers. However, the long sentences (the one that begins the essay with 4 lines) can be trimmed to ensure understanding. Details of the formatting and citation style are better avoided in the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It provides enough details about the methods and theories used for the analysis and details the results in an easily comprehensible way. 
	

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

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


	Yes, the language is suitable for scholarly communication. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Over all the article is well written one.  However, that article would benefit from the following improvements.
Citation formatting needs revision to align with MLA 9 standards, particularly in edited volumes, journal articles, and online sources.

Stylistic consistency in terminology (e.g., “subaltern,” “hegemony”) and formatting (e.g., italics, quotation marks) should be maintained throughout.

Increased references of the textual quotations could enrich the discussion on the material impact of literary resistance.

Minor redundancies in the references and occasional repetition in phrasing could be regularized for clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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