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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.
	What stands out about this paper is how clearly it brings together scattered research on tourism's impact on local economies worldwide. Using data from 283 papers published between 2000 and 2024, pulled from Web of Science, the study maps patterns in job creation, earnings, small business formation, income gaps, and community life across continents. Instead of just listing findings, it highlights which publications, nations, researchers, and themes - like sustainable practices or weather shifts - are most tied to these topics. That detail shows why scholars are drawn to work here: it matters not only in classrooms but also during debates over future policies. Looking closer, the work pins down open areas in studies while pointing to proven methods for building fairer, longer-lasting
travel rules where people live. Because of this, it becomes a useful starting point - not just for new research, but also for efforts shaping actual policies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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.
	Key short comments: 
1. Swap out the broad mention of "qualitative and quantitative analysis" for something clearer - this work blends bibliometric checks like WOS data, co-author networks, keyword shifts, and patterns with a themed review of 283 papers.
 2. Include the last count of included studies - 283 - and, if room remains, mention the key selection standards: WoS, English, articles or reviews. Group the many effects - both good and bad - into simpler clusters so things are easier to follow.
 3. End with a clear mention of two or just one major shortfall, tying your theme directly to helping shape fairer, greener tourism rules.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Go into greater detail about how parameters were set within bibliometric mapping - such as minimum citation or occurrence thresholds, along with choices in normalization approaches. Explain the process behind forming thematic groups during your systematic review. Be open about possible biases in selection, like limiting analysis to only English sources or sticking strictly to Web of Science data, or ignoring grey publications. Consider how
these boundaries might shape what conclusions can be drawn across studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Should room be available, it could be useful to include a couple more recent, often-cited studies - especially if they strengthen both ideas and approaches. A good place might be somewhere near recent favorites, just to keep things balanced. One option could be a piece that ties together theory and real-world observation in an insightful way. Another might help expand the discussion along a different angle without breaking flow. After all, updating this section could make the whole collection feel fresher and more connected to current thinking.
1. A fresh look at how science mapping works in tourism or social sciences - setting up their blend of mixed- methods using bibliometrics and systematic reviews.
2. A high impact review on sustainable or community based tourism that explicitly links socio economic and environmental dimensions, to reinforce the sustainability and policy relevance angle.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	1. Now and then, the document slips into clumsy word choices, small spelling or syntax slips, plus uneven article use or number consistency - like "has a negative impacts" or "Both the qualitative and quantitative analysis helps..." - that could tighten up with expert polish.
2. A few sentences stretch too far, making things hard to follow. Shortening or rearranging them might help in the Introduction and Discussion parts. Clarity can get better if things are kept more balanced.
3. So here’s what happens next - get the text sharpened up through a fluent English speaker who knows how academics talk, do that first, then decide later if changes are needed at all.
	

	Optional/General comments
	I recommend this manuscript for major revision. The topic is timely and important, and the mixed bibliometric– systematic approach has clear potential value for the tourism and socio‑economic development literature.
However, several substantive and structural improvements are needed before the paper can reach publishable quality
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	No
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