
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	South Asian Journal of Social Studies and Economics

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_SAJSSE_156499

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	An Analysis of the Factors Affecting Cropping Intensity Across States of India

	Type of the Article
	Research Article







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 addresses a highly relevant and policy-driven issue concerning agricultural productivity and land-use efficiency in India. The focus on cropping intensity as a proxy for agricultural sustainability is particularly valuable in the context of food security and rural development. The study contributes by empirically examining key determinants such as irrigation, credit, mechanisation, and public expenditure, which are critical levers in agricultural transformation. However, the manuscript still lacks strong theoretical anchoring and global positioning. Strengthening its linkage to international literature and sustainability frameworks would significantly enhance its impact.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	3
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         3
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	          2
	

	15. 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
	          4
	





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.
	Yes, but it requires improvement. The current title is clear; however, it lacks analytical depth. It is recommended to refine the title by incorporating a stronger methodological and conceptual focus
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The abstract needs to be strengthened by clearly including the research gap, data scope (15 states, 2018–2024), methodological justification, key policy contributions. A more structured abstract will significantly improve clarity and scientific value
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially, Several methodological issues need attention. There are inconsistencies in the regression models (particularly Models 3 and 4, where coefficients appear illogical or inconsistent). Additionally, the use of stepwise regression is not adequately justified. The study also lacks essential diagnostic tests, including multicollinearity (VIF), heteroskedasticity, and residual normality, which are necessary to ensure robustness and validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The reference list is limited and not sufficiently up to date. It is recommended to include more recent studies (at least 70% from the last five years), particularly from Scopus Q1 journals in agricultural economics and sustainability. The theoretical foundation should also be strengthened by incorporating frameworks such as sustainable agriculture and the resource-based view or productivity theory.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No, The manuscript is based on secondary data from official and publicly available sources. There is no evidence of ethical concerns related to data collection, human subjects, or conflicts of interest. Therefore, no ethical issues are identified.
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic with potential policy implications; however, The main concerns include limited theoretical contribution, insufficient methodological rigor, lack of robustness testing, and weak engagement with recent international literature. Substantial revisions are required, particularly in strengthening the theoretical framework, improving econometric justification, and enhancing the discussion section.

Recommendation: Major Revision


	




Reviewer details:

Hengki Mangiring Parulian Simarmata, Indonesia

Page 2 of 2
V240326


