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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	1.
Lack of Specific Research Gap Statement: Add a sentence explicitly stating the research gap and how this study fills it.

2.
Unclear Methodological Framework: The abstract mentions "analysis of government reports, academic studies, archival records, and policy reviews," but no methodological approach is defined (e.g., qualitative content analysis, case study approach, thematic analysis). Specify methodology in one sentence.

3.
Weak Conclusive Statement: Suggestion: Instead of a generic closing, highlight a key takeaway or policy implication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Redundancy in Theoretical Discussion: The introduction repeats some theoretical discussions that are later covered in the "Neoliberal Economic Reforms in India" section. Condense the introduction to avoid repetition, moving detailed theoretical discussions to a dedicated framework section.

Unclear Research Questions (RQs): While the introduction presents themes, explicit research questions are missing.  Clearly state the study's main research questions (RQs).

1. Lack of Comparative Context: The paper discusses India's neoliberal reforms but does not compare them with other countries. Add brief references to Latin America, Africa, or Southeast Asia where similar neoliberal transitions affected gender justice. Example: "Similar to India's experience, neoliberal reforms in Latin America (e.g., Chile) led to increased feminization of labor markets while weakening social protections (Eisenstein, 2015)."
2. Absence of a Conceptual Model: The study discusses gendered impacts without a visual conceptual model summarizing key neoliberal effects.Include a diagram or table summarizing:

· Neoliberal policies →

· Gendered economic consequences →

· Feminist responses
Major Concern: Unclear Methodology
The manuscript claims to use "government reports, archival records, and policy reviews" but lacks:

1. A clear sampling strategy (How were these reports selected? What time frame?)

2. A data analysis approach (Thematic analysis? Content coding?)

3. A case study justification (Why SEWA and #MeToo?)

Suggested Fix:
Add a methodology section covering:Data Sources: Specify which reports & studies were reviewed.Analytical Approach: Describe how qualitative data was coded and interpreted. Justification for Case Studies: Explain why SEWA and #MeToo were chosen as key feminist responses.

Example Addition:
"This study employs qualitative content analysis of policy reports (1991–2023), feminist organizational records (SEWA archives), and public discourse data (MeToo India Twitter trends). Case studies were selected based on their historical significance and data availability."

Insufficient Empirical Data to Support Claims: The manuscript makes strong claims about wage disparities and informal labor feminization but lacks hard quantitative evidence (e.g., employment statistics, wage differentials). Suggestion: Integrate data from India’s Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) or ILO reLack of Nuanced Feminist Critique of #MeToo in India:
· The discussion on #MeToo focuses on its impact but ignores critiques (e.g., caste exclusion, urban bias).

· Suggestion: Add a counter-perspective on how the movement primarily benefited urban, upper-caste women while neglecting Dalit and informal sector workers.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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