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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 chapter is about the interaction of ethical frameworks, political institutions, and human development outcomes and how these things work together. It is a basic, but often fragmented, discussion. Through the use of the capability and rights-based approaches with the governance debates, the readers are enabled to go beyond the usual growth-centric metrics to a more comprehensive understanding of human rights, equity, and accountability. The issue is very relevant in terms of implementing the SDGs, as there will always be policy trade-offs (e.g., growth vs. sustainability, redistribution vs. incentives). If the layout of this article were more organized and the review method clearer, it could be a handy resource for graduate classes and policy dialogues.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	As it stands, the title is quite straightforward and transparent. If the author were to opt for a more insightful or interrogative angle, then the title might have been something like "Ethics, Politics, and Human Development: the Translation of Normative Frameworks into Policy and Outcomes."
	

	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.

	Strengths: This statement shows the range (morals/politics/HD), the importance (trade‑offs), and the reader.
Suggestions:
• Briefly outline 1–2 main claims that the chapter would provide evidence for, such as how the use of capability-based metrics changes the design of welfare programs.
• If you want to clarify the review method (databases searched, time frame, and inclusion criteria) as it is somewhat generic, you should make this information more specific.
• You could also consider reducing the number of times the ethics, politics, and HD triad is mentioned.
• Instead of finishing with a general statement, you could make it a point with a concrete contribution line (what this chapter adds beyond existing reviews). 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Conceptually solid and based on classic literature, the article has several problems that limit its strength:
Scope Drift of the 'Theoretical Framework' chapter moves to Human Resource Development (organisational level), while most of the chapter deals with society-level human Development. Hence, it is better to get rid of HRD content or insert a bridge that explains cross-level inference.
Structure and duplication: Introduction/Background is repeated multiple times and the material is also repeated (e.g., the later narrative sections). Try to merge the first Introduction with Background and make the latter a distinct section.
Methodological transparency: as a literature review, it should have a short method section (search strategy, dates, selection criteria, and how themes were derived).
According to the Use of Sources point, authors should stop using generic or aggregator citations (e.g., ResearchGate, “About Human Development”) and rather use original peer-reviewed or official sources; they should also provide comparative evidence for categorical claims.
Policy translation: add 1–2 brief mini-cases (e.g., conditional cash transfers; primary health coverage) for showing how ethics → politics → HD indicators link actually works.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Mixed. A few canonical sources are in place, but the recent literature is sparse, and several entries have errors or are incomplete. 
• Fix the typographic and formatting errors (e.g., Rousseau; removing the extra asterisk from Dahl; deleting the duplicate Montesquieu; checking the Dyson ISBN).
• Fill in the blanks of the currently used UN/UNDP citation placeholders with complete references (authoring org, year, title, publisher, URL/access date).
• Do not use ResearchGate as the only source of record when citing; instead, mention the original venue.
• To add literature of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) era, include works that deal with capabilities, inequality, state capacity, and governance measurement.
• Harmonize the formatting of the references (book titles in italics, publisher, year, DOIs/URLs where applicable).

	

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

	It can be read but requires editing for copy. Some common problems include run-on sentences or comma splices, capitalization inconsistencies, and the odd colloquial, among other things. Always use a consistent set of terms (i.e., human development/human resource development; autocracy/authoritarianism; rights-based/human right-based).
	

	Optional/General comments

	Appreciated: the intent to bridge ethics and institutional design; practical recommendations at multiple levels.
To strengthen: add a simple figure mapping ethics frameworks → policy levers → HD indicators; include a short ‘method box’; tighten duplicate sections; and end with a brief limitations/future‑research paragraph tied to the chapter’s actual synthesis.


Rationale: strong topic and canonical grounding; requires structural consolidation, a clear narrative‑review method, resolution of HRD scope drift, and improved sourcing/editing before acceptance.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No human‑subjects data are involved. One potential issue is overlap with a prior journal version
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