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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 manuscript is significant as it contributes to postcolonial and subaltern studies by foregrounding Mahasweta Devi’s role as both writer and activist. It provides valuable insights into how literature can function as an alternative historiography for marginalized communities, especially tribals in India. The work also highlights the intersections of folk culture, oral tradition, and resistance narratives, which broadens the scope of literary research in history, sociology, and cultural studies.
	

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

	
Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the focus of the manuscript. A shorter alternative could be: Rewriting Histories: A Historicist Reading of Mahasweta Devi’s Fiction
	

	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 comprehensive but slightly dense. It could be improved by using shorter sentences and including a clearer statement of objectives and methodology. Suggested keywords could also be expanded to include subaltern studies, oral tradition, postcolonial literature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is conceptually and thematically correct. The analysis is rooted in textual evidence and engages with critical voices like Spivak, Katyal, and Nihalani. However, the “historicist” framework needs to be more clearly defined and systematically applied throughout.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references include important primary texts and some recent scholarship. However, the referencing style is inconsistent and should be standardized (MLA preferred). It would also benefit from citing more recent works (2020–2024) on Mahasweta Devi, subaltern studies, and postcolonial historiography.
	

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

	
Yes, the academic tone is maintained. However, some sentences are overly long and repetitive. Editing for conciseness and clarity will improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript demonstrates strong scholarship and thoughtful engagement with Mahasweta Devi’s oeuvre. To enhance its impact, the author should:
	•	Define and apply the historicist framework more systematically.
	•	Reduce plot summary and expand critical analysis.
	•	Improve structure by adding clearer subheadings and transitions.
	•	Edit for grammar, repetition, and sentence length.

Overall, this is a well-researched paper that, with minor revisions, can make a valuable contribution to the volume.

This manuscript is well-conceived and makes a valuable contribution to the volume. Minor revisions related to structure, clarity of framework, and referencing will further enhance its scholarly quality.

	










	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? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No
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