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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.


	This article addresses a significant but relatively under-researched segment in India of rural labour households (RLHs) with a comparative analysis between two  states (Punjab and Bihar). By combining primary field survey data with disaggregated analysis across labour type (ALH/NALH), social category, source of credit, purpose of borrowing, and interest rate structure, the study offers empirical insights into the nature and intensity of rural indebtedness. The state-level comparison strengthens the contribution by highlighting how agrarian development trajectories influence credit access and borrowing patterns. The findings are particularly relevant for development economists, rural finance scholars, labour economists, and policymakers concerned with financial inclusion, agrarian distress, and credit market dualism in India. The study contributes to ongoing debates on institutional versus non-institutional credit and the structural reproduction of indebtedness among asset-poor households.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the empirical scope and geographic focus of the study. It appropriately signals that the evidence is based on primary field data.
	

	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 clearly states the problem, objectives and comparative focus. However, key quantitative findings are missing. Also add sample size and one concluding policy-oriented sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is empirically grounded and methodologically coherent, but there are certain scientific limitations. The study does not employ inferential analysis (e.g., chi-square tests, regression analysis, logit/probit models) to examine determinants of indebtedness. This limits analytical depth. Also, data were collected in two different years (Punjab: 2021; Bihar: 2023), which may introduce temporal bias.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and largely appropriate for the subject. However, there is limited use of post-2020 empirical studies on rural credit and financial inclusion.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language editing before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Repetition in Results and Discussion

Occasional typographical errors (e.g., repeated “Source: Source:”).

Long sentences that reduce clarity.

Study area map is missing.
Clarify definition differences between ALH and NALH early in the paper.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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