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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	I read this manuscript with real care and a sense of urgency in that sense; it tackles questions that matter deeply for communities, policymakers and scholars who refuse to accept tourism as only an engine of profit rather than a force that must be governed for justice. The paper’s global sweep and its attempt to weave bibliometric mapping with a systematic synthesis give it an immediate place in the literature: it has the potential to be not just a map of scholarship but a compass for future, actionable research. If sharpened methodologically and reframed slightly in its policy ambitions, this manuscript could become a standard reference for those trying to align tourism with sustainable development, equity and climate resilience.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title as it stands communicates the essentials, but a small change would make the work’s scope and ambition unmistakable. I suggest a title that foregrounds both the time frame and the normative purpose of the review so readers know immediately what to expect: for example (for your suggestions), Global Socio-Economic Impacts of Tourism (2000–2024): A Bibliometric and Systematic Review for Equity and Resilience. That tweak signals the temporal bounds, the methods, and the paper’s normative commitment to equity all in one line, which matters when readers scan dozens of titles and decide what will inform their research and policy work.

	

	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 conveys the study’s aim, source database and main conclusions, but it needs to be reworked into a compact, reproducible snapshot. A reader should not have to hunt through the methods to see how many records were retrieved, how many ultimately drove the thematic synthesis, or exactly when and how the database search was executed. 

Please tighten the abstract into one narrative paragraph of about 200–250 words that names the WoS search string and search date, reports raw counts of retrieved versus included items, and briefly states the unique contribution of the paper namely, the combination of large-scale mapping with a community-focused reading that surfaces inequality and leakage as under-addressed structural problems. Make the language leaner to stand on clearly reported numbers.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	On scientific rigour, the manuscript is promising but not yet fully convincing in its reproducibility and interpretive integrity. The methodological choices, the exact Boolean query, the inclusion and exclusion criteria, the thresholds used in the bibliometric mapping, and the coding procedures for thematic analysis need a precise, replicable description. Without that detail, the paper risks being read as impressionistic rather than systematic. 

I also urge greater humility in causal language: many of the patterns described are patterns of association that vary by context, and the manuscript should make the conditionality of its claims explicit. Strengthen the PRISMA-aligned flow reporting, provide the full search string and date as an appendix, report software versions and parameter choices for tools like VOSviewer, and describe intercoder checks for thematic coding. These additions will transform the manuscript from a valuable literature tour into a piece of scholarship that others can extend and test.
Beyond methodological tightening, concrete directions for the field — not just gaps but blueprints. First, the field needs a common set of indicators and an open database: I recommend the authors propose and begin the scaffolding for a standardised 'Tourism Equity Index' that captures distributional outcomes (local wage shares, leakage rates, gendered employment patterns, and access to ecosystem services). Publishing the included-study dataset, code for bibliometric maps, and thematic coding frame on an open repository (with a DOI) would signal commitment to reproducibility and invite cumulative work. 

Second, the study should call explicitly for multilingual, multi-source evidence searches in future reviews. Scopus, regional indexes and gray literature matter for low- and middle-income contexts where much of the practical knowledge sits in government reports and NGO evaluations. Third, there is enormous potential in pairing bibliometrics with new data streams: remote sensing to track land-use change, mobile phone mobility data to measure seasonality and visitor dispersal, and value-chain analyses to quantify leakage. 

Suggesting a research agenda that pairs qualitative longitudinal community studies with quasi-experimental or natural-experiment designs would push the field toward causal inference, for example, using phased policy roll-outs or infrastructure changes as identification strategies to measure real socio-economic impacts. Fourth, embrace participatory and decolonial methodologies: recommend co-authorship or co-coding with scholars and community representatives from the regions studied, and stress the inclusion of Indigenous knowledge systems when assessing cultural impacts. 

Finally, propose a mechanism for rapid policy translation — a short toolkit or policy brief template for governments and community organisations that synthesises evidence into concrete governance measures (community benefit agreements, local procurement targets, or conservation financing instruments).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The literature review and references are broad, but the manuscript would gain authority by explicitly anchoring its reporting standards and analytic tools in well-known methodological guides and by expanding its theoretical lenses. Referencing systematic review reporting standards, key bibliometric method papers, and recent syntheses on tourism, climate and inequality will strengthen both the methods and the interpretive frame. 

At the same time, the authors should audit the reference list for regional balance and currency; where important regional or non-English work exists, the paper should be transparent about its inclusion strategy or explain why those literatures are absent.

	

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


	Language and presentation are close to publication quality in places, but the manuscript needs careful line editing to achieve the clarity its subject deserves. Sentences that now run long and compound several ideas should be split; figure and table captions must be self-standing and explain technical terms such as 'total link strength'. Consistency in journal titles, author names, and DOI formatting will improve the manuscript’s professional finish and make it easier for readers to retrace the evidence.

	

	Optional/General comments


	I recommend acceptance pending major revision, not as a reproach but as an invitation: the authors have assembled a powerful dataset and framed a humane agenda. With clearer, reproducible methods, a stronger commitment to open data, operational recommendations, such as a Tourism Equity Index, integration of remote and mobility data, commitments to multilingual and gray-literature inclusion, and stronger community co-production, this manuscript can shape research priorities and policy debates for years to come. 

I would be glad to help draft a tightened abstract or a short policy brief derived from the paper’s findings if the authors want to translate their careful scholarly work into immediate policy impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are evident in this manuscript. 
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