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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 examines a relatively understudied region, Kumaon District in Uttarakhand, and presents a descriptive overview of the socio-economic and psychological profiles of contract farmers. This will be beneficial for policymakers and extension professionals. The study's examination of attitudinal dimensions and their relationship to farmer characteristics will contribute to the literature on farmer adoption behavior. However, the article requires significant revision before it can be published in this journal.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is excessively long. Suggested title: "Contract Farming in Kumaon District, Uttarakhand: Socio-Economic Profiles and Attitudes of Farmers". Also, the word "dimension" in the current title should be used in the plural form, "dimensions".
	

	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 is excessively data-heavy. It is more of a word-for-word summary of Table 1 rather than a synthesis of the main findings. The abstract should briefly state the research objectives; explain the methodology; highlight only the most important findings (especially significant correlations); and conclude with the main takeaway or contribution of the study. The opening sentence of the abstract is a direct quote from Singh (2005) without quotation marks or citation, and this should be corrected.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Several scientific issues exist. 1. Research objectives are not clearly stated. 2. The purposeful selection of districts and blocks without stated criteria leads to potential selection bias that should be acknowledged. 3. Pearson's r was applied to many ordinal/categorical variables without justification; Spearman's rho should be considered or the selection should be defended. 4. Land ownership (r = -0.257) and exposure to mass media (r = -0.248) show larger coefficients than scientific orientation (r = 0.152, p<0.05), but were not marked as significant; this discrepancy should be explained. 5. The attitude measurement tool (scale structure and scoring) is not explained. 6. The term "physiological" is used instead of "psychological" (Section 3.1).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography is numerically sufficient (approximately 20 citations), but there are some issues. The citations are not current (pre-2010), with the most recent citation being from 2021. This is acceptable. However, there is a significant inconsistency: Gopala et al. are listed as 2017 in the bibliography, while they are cited as 2011 in the text (p. 4). To strengthen the theoretical foundation, current (post-2020) citations on attitudes and adoption behaviors in contract farming in India should be added.
	

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


	The overall quality of the English language needs improvement. There are recurring grammatical errors (e.g., “None of the participants were expected to own large tracts of land”; “it has been shown”; “This contradicted the reporting”). There are subject-verb disagreement errors. Sentence structure is sometimes awkward and unclear. The article should be thoroughly edited and reviewed by a professional English language editor before resubmission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	My recommendation is a major revision. While the topic is relevant and the data has significant potential, the article currently lacks clear research objectives, a literature review, sufficient methodological justification, and analytical depth. The conclusion reports findings inconsistently with the abstract. With serious revision, the data could become a publishable article.
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