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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 manuscript provides an important contribution to the scientific community by critically examining how farmer producer organisations can influence smallholder economic outcomes through collective action, market coordination, and improved access to services. Unlike studies that assess organisational success only through membership growth or financial performance, this review highlights the importance of linking organisational capability, market relationships, and the benefits farmers actually receive. The manuscript synthesises evidence from India and international cooperative experiences to clarify the conditions under which producer organisations can create, retain, and distribute value among smallholders. By identifying current knowledge gaps and proposing priorities for future research, this work offers a more balanced framework for evaluating the long-term role of farmer producer organisations in sustainable agricultural development.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
The title, Economics of Farmer Producer Organisations: Collective Action, Market Power and Smallholder Transformation, accurately reflects the manuscript's central themes and scope. It clearly communicates the focus on the economic mechanisms through which farmer producer organisations influence collective action, market relationships, and smallholder outcomes. The title is concise, informative, and appropriately represents the critical and analytical nature of the review.
	

	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
	5
The abstract provides a comprehensive overview of the manuscript by clearly presenting the background, objectives, methodological approach, key findings, and broader implications of the review. It effectively summarises the critical assessment of farmer producer organisations, including their potential benefits, limitations, and the conditions required for sustainable smallholder outcomes. The abstract accurately reflects the manuscript's main arguments by highlighting the importance of distinguishing value creation, value retention, and distributional impacts. It gives readers a clear understanding of the study's scope and contribution.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The selected keywords are appropriate and closely aligned with the manuscript's main concepts, scope, and analytical framework. Terms such as agricultural cooperatives, transaction costs, countervailing power, collective marketing, working capital, member governance, and gender inclusion effectively represent the key themes discussed in the review. These keywords improve the article's discoverability and help readers interested in producer organisations, collective action, and smallholder development find the work easily.
	

	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
	5

The background information is sufficient, logically structured, and provides an appropriate foundation for understanding the economic role of farmer producer organisations. The introduction clearly explains the challenges smallholder farmers face, the rationale for collective organisation, and the distinction between organisational formation and demonstrated economic outcomes. It also identifies important research gaps related to market power, governance, sustainability, and distribution of benefits. The background is well organised and establishes a clear context for the critical review presented in the manuscript.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The manuscript clearly states its objectives and aligns them well with the overall scope of the review. The study explicitly aims to examine how collective action creates economic value, under what conditions farmer producer organisations can strengthen market relationships, and whether these benefits contribute to sustainable improvements in smallholder livelihoods. The objectives are coherent and provide clear direction for analysing organisational, market, and household-level outcomes. They effectively guide the critical synthesis and identification of future research priorities.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The literature review is highly relevant and supports the manuscript's objectives. It incorporates evidence from agricultural economics, cooperative research, organisational studies, and smallholder development literature to critically examine the role of farmer producer organisations. The review effectively identifies both established findings and unresolved questions, particularly regarding market power, governance, financial sustainability, and equitable distribution of benefits. The selected literature provides a strong foundation for the manuscript’s analytical framework and supports a balanced evaluation of the potential and limitations of producer organisations.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The literature review incorporates recent, relevant studies and includes essential foundational works to provide appropriate theoretical context. The manuscript considers publications up to 2026 and integrates recent evidence on farmer producer organisations, cooperative performance, governance, financial sustainability, inclusion, and market linkages. The combination of recent empirical studies and established
	

	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
	5
The literature search methodology is clearly explained and provides sufficient information regarding the review design, information sources, search strategy, eligibility criteria, and study selection process. The manuscript describes the databases consulted, publication period considered, search terms used, and the approach adopted for screening and evaluating relevant studies. The methodology aligns appropriately with the objectives of the critical narrative review and provides transparency in the evidence synthesis process.
	

	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
	3

The manuscript provides a strong critical analysis of the existing literature rather than simply summarising previous studies. It evaluates different perspectives on farmer producer organisations by examining the conditions under which collective action, market power, governance structures, and financial mechanisms contribute to smallholder outcomes. The review identifies inconsistencies, limitations, and evidence gaps in previous research while distinguishing between organisational activities and demonstrated impacts. This critical synthesis strengthens the manuscript's scientific contribution and provides a balanced understanding of the opportunities and challenges associated with farmer producer organisations.
	

	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
	5
The manuscript clearly identifies important research gaps and proposes relevant future directions. It highlights limitations in current evidence, including the need for stronger longitudinal studies, transaction-level data, mechanism-specific evaluations, and improved understanding of how organisational capabilities translate into sustainable smallholder benefits. The review also identifies unresolved issues related to governance, financial sustainability, inclusion, and market relationships. These future research priorities are well connected to the critical analysis and provide meaningful guidance for advancing research on farmer producer organisations.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived at?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The conclusions are logically derived from the evidence and critical analysis presented throughout the manuscript. The authors appropriately synthesise the findings by recognising both the potential benefits and the institutional challenges associated with farmer producer organisations. The conclusions are consistent with the review objectives and are supported by the discussion of collective action, market relationships, governance, financial sustainability, and smallholder outcomes. The manuscript avoids overgeneralisation and provides a balanced conclusion that highlights the conditions required for producer organisations to achieve meaningful and sustainable impacts.
	

	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
	5

The limitations of the manuscript are appropriately discussed and acknowledged. The review clearly recognises constraints in the available evidence, including variations in organisational models, differences in research designs, limitations in causal interpretation, and the need for stronger longitudinal and transaction-level studies. The manuscript also transparently distinguishes between analytical synthesis and empirically validated findings. By addressing these limitations, the paper offers a balanced interpretation of the literature and identifies directions for future research.
	

	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
	5

The manuscript uses high-quality and relevant references from peer-reviewed academic sources, along with appropriate institutional documents for contextual information. The cited literature includes established theoretical contributions and recent empirical studies from agricultural economics, cooperative research, organisational studies, and smallholder development. The references are carefully selected to support the critical analysis and provide a reliable evidence base for evaluating farmer producer organisations. The manuscript also distinguishes between peer-reviewed evidence and institutional materials, ensuring appropriate interpretation of different source types.
	

	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
	4
The manuscript is written in clear, coherent, and academically appropriate language. The arguments are presented in a logical sequence, with consistent terminology and effective transitions between sections. Complex concepts related to collective action, market power, governance, and smallholder transformation are explained in an accessible manner while maintaining scientific rigor. The overall writing style facilitates understanding for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners interested in agricultural organisations and rural development.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (Authors must write their feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	yes
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