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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.
	
	


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
	3
	ok

	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
	ok

	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
	ok

	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
	ok

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	ok

	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
	ok

	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
	ok

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	ok

	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
	3
	ok

	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
	ok


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
	ok

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	This is a well-constructed, mechanistically-oriented critical narrative review. Its main strength is that it consistently resists the temptation to treat "diversification" as a monolithic concept and instead focuses on functional mechanisms (living-cover duration, legume nitrogen economy, disturbance, baseline resource limitation). That framing, especially the recurring counter-evidence from Garland et al. (2021) and Struijk et al. (2026), gives the paper real analytical spine rather than being a simple "diversification is good" survey. I'd lean toward a minor-to-moderate revision rather than reject or accept as is.

•
Section 2 describes real search strings, databases, and a defined period, which reads like the scaffolding of a systematic review, yet Section 2.5 explicitly declines to report screening counts or a PRISMA diagram. This is a defensible choice for a narrative synthesis, but the paper should state up front, in the abstract or introduction, why a fully systematic approach was rejected (e.g., heterogeneity of outcome metrics precludes meaningful pooling) rather than only justifying it methodologically in Section 2.1. As written, a reader could reasonably ask, "You did all this systematic-style searching — why not report how many records were screened at each stage?" Even an approximate account (e.g., "several hundred records screened; N primary/synthesis sources retained") would strengthen credibility without committing to full PRISMA reporting.

•
The paper is very good at flagging heterogeneity, but the overall rhetorical arc (mechanism → generally positive → caveats) is repeated so uniformly across Sections 3–6 that it risks feeling formulaic by the fourth iteration. Consider varying how sections are structured, or consolidating the "moderators matter" point once, prominently, early on (e.g., at the end of Section 1) so it doesn't have to be re-derived in each subsection.

•
Sections 4–6 draw on dozens of quantitative meta-analyses; Section 7 leans on a handful of reviews (Rosa-Schleich, Brannan, Davis, Raveloaritiana & Wanger). Given how central "translation constraints" are to the paper's stated objectives (Section 1.1), this asymmetry is a real gap. If the literature is genuinely thinner here, say so explicitly as a limitation specific to this section, rather than only in the general Limitations section.

•
Numbers like "6.6%," "15.5%," "56%," "69%," and "29.46%" are reported to two decimal places in places, which reads as false precision from meta-analyses that the text itself says have "substantial site-to-site variation." I'd recommend either (a) rounding to convey appropriate precision, or (b) systematically reporting the uncertainty (CI or range) alongside each point estimate, especially in the tables.

•
The note says it's "not a formal risk-of-bias score," which is honest, but a reviewer will ask: what distinguishes "moderate" from "moderate to high"? Even a one-paragraph statement of the criteria used (e.g., the number of independent meta-analyses in agreement, the presence of long-term field data, and the consistency of moderator effects) would pre-empt this critique.

•
The "five/seven propositions" synthesis in Section 8 is the strongest part of the paper — it's where the mechanistic argument actually gets stated as a testable claim rather than a list of positive associations. I'd consider promoting a condensed version of this to the abstract, since the current abstract undersells how sharp the mechanistic argument gets later.

•
The explicit distinction between crop richness and functional diversity, sustained across every section, is the paper's genuine contribution and is well-supported by contrasting citations (e.g., Tamburini/Beillouin positive averages vs. Garland/Struijk counter-evidence).

•
Section 9 (Future Directions) is unusually concrete and actionable rather than boilerplate — it specifies what should be measured, not just "more research is needed."
	ok

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	ok

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
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