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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 manuscript offers a critical advancement in the field by addressing a long-standing gap in our understanding of Corporate Social Responsibility in Agriculture: Capacity Building and Farmer Empowerment through Extension Services By introducing a novel methodology that enhances alignment of CSR initiatives with global development frameworks such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the findings provide a more robust framework for interpreting complex data sets that were previously ambiguous. Furthermore, this research serves as a vital bridge between theoretical models and practical applications, offering the scientific community a scalable solution for A Review of Capacity Building and Farmer Empowerment through Extension Services, Ultimately, these insights not only challenge existing paradigms but also lay the groundwork for future interdisciplinary studies  aimed  at  optimizing  Corporate  Social
Responsibility in Agriculture
	


Review Form (Review)
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PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The original title is a bit long and descriptive, which can sometimes dilute the impact of your main message. In academic publishing, a strong title is usually, concise, searchable, and action-oriented.
Here are three ways to refine it, depending on the "vibe" of your manuscript:
1) The Direct & Professional (Best for most journals)
“CSR in Agriculture: A Review of Farmer Empowerment and Extension Services"
Why it works: It removes the repetitive "Capacity Building" (which is often implied by empowerment) and gets straight to the two main variables. It is punchy and easy to cite.

2) The Impact-Focused (Best for policy or social science journals) "Empowering Farmers through CSR: The Role of Agricultural Extension Services”
Why it works: It puts the "result" (Empowerment) first. This version sounds less like a passive list and more like an investigation into how change actually happens.
Key Tip for manuscript: Most top-tier journals prefer titles under, 12– 15 words. Your original title was 16 words; the suggestions above range from 10 to 12 words.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, to improvement a comprehensive abstract should act as a standalone summary that tells the reader exactly why the study was done, how it was conducted, what was found, and why it matters.
If your current abstract feels lacking, it likely needs a stronger "Problem-to-Solution" flow.
The "4-Sentence" Comprehensive Framework
To ensure it covers everything, try to hit these four marks:

1) The Gap: Why is CSR in agriculture currently failing or under- researched?
2) The Approach: How did you conduct this review (e.g., analyzing case studies, comparing private vs. public models)?
3) The Key Finding: What is the primary way extension services bridge the gap between CSR and farmer empowerment?
4) The Implication: How should policymakers or corporations change their behavior based on your work?
Suggested Improved Abstract
"Despite the growing investment in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) within the agricultural sector, the translation of these funds into sustainable farmer empowerment remains inconsistent. This article provides a comprehensive review of how agricultural extension services act as a critical intermediary in capacity building and resource dissemination. By evaluating various CSR-driven extension models, the study identifies that empowerment is most effective when technical training is paired with social capital development and long-term market access. The findings suggest that for CSR to move beyond 'philanthropy' to 'empowerment,' corporations must integrate participatory extension frameworks that prioritize farmer agency. This review offers a strategic roadmap for stakeholders to optimize CSR impact, ensuring more resilient and self-reliant farming communities."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, to improvement Based on current scholarly standards for CSR in Agriculture and Extension Services, here is a checklist to ensure your work is scientifically sound:
1. Theoretical Grounding
Does your manuscript reference these core scientific frameworks?

2. Social Capital Theory: Empowerment is scientifically linked to "social capital." Does your review discuss how extension services build trust and networks (bonding and bridging capital) among farmers?
The Bottom-Up vs. Top-Down Model: A major scientific critique of CSR is that it is often "top-down" (corporates telling farmers what to do). To be scientifically robust, your paper should argue for participatory extension models where farmers are co- creators of knowledge.
3. Methodological Rigor
Since this is a "Review," its scientific correctness depends on how you selected your information:
Objective Analysis: Do you acknowledge the "Greenwashing" risk? A scientifically objective paper must discuss the limitations of CSR, such as its potential for being a PR tool rather than a genuine development strategy.
Key Scientific Themes to Include
Ensure your manuscript addresses these "correct" modern perspectives:

Sustainability & ESG: Does it link extension services to Climate- Smart Agriculture (CSA)? Most modern agri-CSR research now focuses on environmental sustainability alongside empowerment.
Gender Dynamics: Scientifically, empowerment is not gender- neutral. Does your review mention how extension services address the specific barriers faced by female smallholders?
Digital Extension: Is the role of "Agri-Tech" (mobile apps, satellite data) mentioned? This is currently the most active scientific frontier in extension services.
Summary Verdict
Your manuscript is theoretically correct if it treats "Extension Services" as the mediator between corporate resources and farmer outcomes. It is empirically correct if it cites case studies where CSR has led to measurable increases in yield, income, or decision- making agency.
	




	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, For a review paper on CSR, Farmer Empowerment, and Extension Services, "sufficient and recent" usually means that at least 30–50% of your references should be from the last 3–5 years (2021–2026).
Since the landscape of agricultural technology and corporate ethics changes rapidly, your manuscript will appear dated if it relies too heavily on "classic" CSR or extension theories from the 1990s or early 2000s.
	




Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The Balanced & Professional (Recommended)
"This manuscript addresses a critical but often overlooked link in agricultural development: the role of extension services as the operational bridge for CSR initiatives. While much has been written on CSR theory, this review synthesizes how corporate resources are—or are not—effectively translated into genuine farmer agency. Given the journal's focus on [Insert Journal Name's Focus, e.g., Rural Development/Sustainability], this paper provides a timely framework for evaluating the shift from corporate philanthropy to sustainable empowerment.
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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? 

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