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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.


	This​‍​‌‍​‍‌ paper goes into detail of a very important issue in world agriculture development that needs immediate attention. The authors have done quite a comprehensive review and meta-analysis of the recent research articles (2020-2025). Consequently, this manuscript is a useful guide to the changes in the research environment about extension personnel capacity. Changes in major themes, most productive countries/journals, and uncovered areas (e.g. truly fundamental themes that are capacity building frameworks having hardly been developed) that are very well highlighted in the article make it a consolidated evidence base for researchers, policymakers, and funding agencies to consider the next round of investments and collaboration in strengthening extension ​‍​‌‍​‍‌systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be more precise. It mentions "Management effectiveness" but the analysis often separates "capacity" and "management." A slight refinement could improve accuracy.

Suggested Alternative Title: "Capacity and Management Effectiveness of Extension Personnel: A Global Systematic Review and Bibliometric Analysis (2020-2025)"
	

	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​‍​‌‍​‍‌ authors of this paper have focused a very current and important global development issue. Through a systematic review and bibliometric analysis, the paper reviews and maps the changing research landscape for extension personnel capacity. In interpreting changing themes, identifying most influential countries/journals, and pointing out key gaps (e.g. very little work has been done on the basic themes like capacity building frameworks) the paper provides consolidated evidence to researchers, policymakers, and donors to prioritize their investments and collaborations.

The abstract briefly covers the major points of the paper and contains only one small contradiction. It says that the study reviewed the literature from "2020 to 2025," but the data reveals that some 2025 publications were included (Figure 6 indicates 7 articles for 2025). Considering that we are at the beginning of 2025, this should be explained properly. The abstract ought to clarify that the search was carried out until a certain point in 2025 or that the 2025 data is partial/consists of early access articles. Apart from that, the abstract is a good summary of the purpose, methods, main findings (peak in 2021, dominant countries, core themes), and ​‍​‌‍​‍‌consequences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The​‍​‌‍​‍‌ paper follows standard guidelines (PRISMA, bibliometrics in R) for the most part. However, in order to achieve scientific rigor, there are a few points that need clarification:
· Temporal Scope: Considering that a full 2025 dataset has been included, it is indeed extraordinary for a review to be done within the same year. Hence, the method section needs to clarify how 2025 publications were obtained (e.g. early access to the online version, date of the last search).

· Search Strategy: The three search equations are probably logical but they do raise a question. Tables 1-3 display "Results found after filtration", yet it is not clear if this filtration is the same as the PRISMA screening. The total number of filtered results (17+40+15=72) is close to but doesn’t correspond with the final 65 articles. The overlap/deduplication process definitely requires a detailed explanation.

· Thematic Map Interpretation: The lower-left quadrant is usually described as "Emerging or Declining Themes". It is typical, but the paper does not give a reason for certain themes (e.g., "climate change") to be considered as potentially "declining". The area definitely needs a more careful discussion.

· Data Availability: The phrase "Data... will be available upon request" does not clarify much. To be able to reproduce the research, the list of the final 65 articles (or their respective DOIs) must be made available as a supplementary ​‍​‌‍​‍‌file.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Certainly, ​‍​‌‍​‍‌ the references are enough and they are relevantly recent (mostly 2020-2024), hence they agree with the timeframe of the study. Some major foundational works (e.g., Swanson & Rajalahti, 2010; Rivera & Qamar, 2003) are referred to. The reference list rightly points to the highly cited works discovered by the analysis (e.g., Antwi-Agyei, 2021; Van Campenhout, ​‍​‌‍​‍‌2021).
	

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


	The​‍​‌‍​‍‌ language is for the most part appropriate for a scholarly paper. Present are a few grammatical inaccuracies and some slightly awkward expressions (for example, "The researchers effectively enhanced the systematic literature review by incorporating..." could be "The researchers augmented the systematic review with..."). The text would benefit from a very attentive proofreading, thoroughly cleaning it ​‍​‌‍​‍‌up.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The figures (Thematic Map, Word Cloud, etc.) are informative but their resolution/readability in the submitted document should be checked.

2. The discussion effectively interprets the bibliometric results but could be strengthened by more explicitly linking the "niche" and "basic" themes to concrete recommendations for future research.

3. The conclusion rightly calls for integrated approaches but could briefly mention the specific need for more research on management systems (performance incentives, supervision, funding models) as a counterpart to the strong focus on individual capacity building.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No 
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