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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.
	Based on data gathered from 199 scientists throughout the state, this manuscript systematically explores the characteristics of innovative behavior among scientists working in six Agricultural Universities of Karnataka, making it significant for the scientific community. The contributes essential empirical evidence in the field of agricultural and behavioural research, an area where inventive behaviour plays a critical role in innovation, problem-solving, and technology dissemination. The research provides important insights that can help scientists, academic administrators, and policy makers better understand the elements. Furthermore, the findings can serve
as a reference for future studies and assist researchers in strengthening knowledge generation and innovative
practices within the agricultural sector.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The existing title, "Dimensions of Inventive Behavior," may be less clear to readers since it is a little too general and fails to adequately describe the study's context andscope. In addition to improving the study's visibility and relevance for the scientific community, a more descriptive title would better convey the study's topic.
	

	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.
	Although the abstract is often sufficient, it would be more thorough and understandable if it were organized to succinctly describe the study's introduction, methods, main findings, and limitations. A structure like this would enhance readability and make it easier for readers to understand the scope and significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the paper is scientifically somehow sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript's references are sufficient. However, the author might think about utilizing reference management software like Mendeley or Zotero to make it more academic, professional and scholarly presentation. The article would also look more polished and professional if the references were arranged in alphabetical order to enhance clarity and comply with conventional academic formatting.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, the article's language and English quality are appropriate for academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The work is overall good research, but some changes are needed, especially with regard to the title and content arrangement. To improve professionalism, it is advised to use reference management software (such as Mendeley or Zotero) and arrange the references alphabetically for clarity. The text would be more thorough and educational
for readers if it included a brief explanation of the study's limitations and potential future research areas.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

There are no ethical issues identified in this manuscript.
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