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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 manuscript has significant contribution to the scientific community by developing a grounded, context-sensitive theory as Footprints of Resilience which explains how rural high school students suffer educational engagement despite persistent structural adversities like poverty, long commuting distances, and lack of transportation etc. The study extends resilience theory beyond individual traits to a dynamic process shaped by social, familial, and institutional interactions. In nutshell the study enriches qualitative resilience research and provides a transferable model for understanding and supporting marginalized learners in similar low-resource and rural settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title given is suitable. It is conceptually strong, clearly reflects the core construct (resilience), the target population (high school students in farming communities), and aligns well with the grounded theory outcome presented in 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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the study’s aim, design, context, methodology, key findings, and conclusion, which aligns well with expectations for a qualitative grounded theory paper. 

The methodology section is slightly dense for an abstract. Author may streamline by reducing details such as the exact number of participants or rounds of data collection, focusing instead on the multi-perspective and iterative nature of the design.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a qualitative research article. The study design, data collection, and analytic procedures are well aligned. With only minor clarifications recommended for strengthening transparency, it meets the standards expected for publication in a peer-reviewed academic journal.
	

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

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


	Yes, the language quality of the manuscript is clear, formal, and conceptually precise, with appropriate use of academic tone. In some sentences, particularly in the Methodology and Results and Discussion sections, are long and information-dense; selective sentence splitting could improve readability. Occasional repetition of phrases such as “despite adversity,” “persistent hardship,” or “structural constraints” could be reduced for stylistic conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	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:

Unindajyoti Choudhury, Pragjyotish College, India

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


