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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 is an important institutional question in agricultural development that the paper tackles: How can we understand the way in which farmer organizations (FPOs) facilitate smallholder integration in agribusiness value chains? The question is directly relevant to the ongoing policy debate in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa where, as part of national development plans, promotion of FPOs is now a core component of agricultural development strategy. 

Building upon a wide array of empirical literature, the paper aims to critically assess, both opportunities and constraints as well as policy dimensions, using evidence from India, Ethiopia, Kenya, China and East Africa. The paper, subject matter, and wide scope are, to a great degree, appropriate, however, it lacks the critical review level of a comprehensive literature assessment and consists, in a lot of sections, of little more than an organized summary of existing literature. 

With improved content and a stronger critical angle, the manuscript would make a solid contribution to the body of literature in collective action and smallholder agribusiness development.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	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
	4
	

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

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	       4
	

	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
	       3
	




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 the article is suitable, although not without a slight reservation. The title is informative and appropriate to a reasonable extent. The word "Review" placed at the end of the sentence seems a bit superfluous, given the indicated article type "A Review". Above all, the policy implications plank promises in the title is disproportionately weighted towards India. 

For those expecting globally comparative policy implications from the literature, the coverage may be somewhat biased and disappointing. The title could perhaps read, "Strengthening Agribusiness Value Chains through Farmer Producer Organizations: Opportunities, Constraints, and Policy Lessons from Developing Economies". 

It maintains the original structure, while more accurately reflect the coverage.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	To some extent, it is comprehensive. The abstract provides a structure of the article contents, however it primarily lists themes without reporting any findings from the review. 

The abstract mentions that the review "identifies major opportunities" and "highlights the need for integrated policy support", but doesn't specify what these findings actually are. It should tell the reader (e.g., that economies of scale and market access through digital platform are the key identified opportunities, or that weak governance and financial fragility are the main impediments). 

At present, it appears as more of an agenda for the paper rather than its conclusion. The last sentence sounds very generic and would fit almost any rural development literature review. Perhaps the authors should replace it and the preceding sentence with a summary of the main finding or two, for example, state which context presented the best evidence of FPO sustainability, or what one most prominent policy intervention was recommended based on the findings. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	

Yes it is, with a  serious caveat related to methodology. The manuscript presents a systematic literature search and describes the databases used, the selection and non-selection criteria as well as search terms in section 2.3. The article fails, however, to mention the number of articles selected upon retrieval, screened and final selection. This is the fundamental requirement for systematic reviews. 

Without reporting on how final selections were made-like providing PRISMA flow chart-the rigor of the selection process can't be assessed. It's even more striking, given that the paper does not list even 60 references, yet aims to critically analyse findings from 5 countries and roughly 10-12 topics. 

Moreover, the analytical sections also show limited rigor in their critical approach to literature: sections 3.1 through 3.5 contain well-cited assertions, yet the authors often only reiterates what the literature already says, without analyzing contradictions, gaps, and reasons why certain FPOs are more successful than others and how specific institutional designs explain success.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
On the whole, they are but with some gaps. There is a solid base of over 60 references from respected academic journals like Food Policy, World Development and Agribusiness, with the bulk dating from 2000 onwards, and with several from 2015 onwards, which is appropriate. 

However, references are weak on the Indian case which is extensively dealt with in the paper. It's hardly possible to write a literature review on Indian FPCs with only 2 mentions in the reference list (Ghosh and Maharjan, 2019, and Pandey and Singh, 2022), not referring to other empirical works such as those by institutions like ICAR, NABARD and IIM Ahmedabad. 

Moreover, there are two references cited in the text (Francesconi et al. 2014; Nghiem 2010) that do not appear in the reference list. Some references dating back to 1993 and 2002, that do not carry seminal importance, should be replaced with more contemporary articles.

	

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

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

	
No ethical issues, such as falsification or plagiarism or participant harm, were observed in this manuscript. The entire content is drawn from published literature and cites sources properly. It would be standard for the authors to submit a declaration of competing interests at this point.
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