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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 (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 makes a meaningful contribution by providing rare quantitative evidence on monopsony power in the coir spinning labour market in Kerala, using panel data from 40 primary societies over a long period (2010–2024), which is not commonly available in the existing literature that is largely qualitative or historical in nature. Its use of both log–log OLS and 2SLS panel regressions to estimate labour supply elasticity and to address endogeneity between wages and labour supply is methodologically appropriate and strengthens the credibility of the findings for the scientific community. The empirical results, especially the contrast between inelastic OLS wage elasticity (0.838) and higher 2SLS elasticity (1.50) along with the negative bonus elasticity, offer nuanced insights into worker responsiveness, income effects, and structural constraints, which are highly relevant for labour economics, development policy, and welfare debates in traditional industries. The paper is particularly likable for its clear linkage between theory (monopsony and neoclassical factor pricing) and policy implications, although the narrative could be tightened and the discussion of limitations and robustness checks expanded to further enhance its scientific impact and clarity for readers
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable in terms of sector, location, and focus on workers’ welfare, but it does not clearly convey the core methodological contribution, namely the estimation of labour supply elasticity and monopsony power in the coir spinning labour market. Since the abstract and methodology sections emphasise measuring labour supply elasticity using OLS and 2SLS to quantify monopsony conditions, explicitly reflecting this in the title would improve precision and discoverability
	

	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 largely comprehensive and captures the context, research gap, objective, data, methods, key findings, and broad policy implications, which is very useful for readers and indexers. However, it is somewhat long, contains a few grammatical issues, and could be made more focused by sharpening the objective statement, tightening the methods description, and presenting results and implications more crisply.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust in its core design because it clearly specifies a theoretically grounded monopsony framework and links it to an empirically estimable measure—labour supply elasticity—drawing on well-established references such as Manning (2003) and Langella and Manning (2021). The use of panel data from 40 coir primary societies over 2010–2024, combined with both OLS and 2SLS estimation, appropriately addresses potential endogeneity between wages, bonuses, and labour supply, which strengthens the internal validity of the results. The diagnostic tests reported for the instrumental variables (Kleibergen–Paap LM and Wald statistics, Cragg–Donald F, and Hansen J) indicate that the instruments are strong and valid, supporting the technical soundness of the 2SLS estimates. At the same time, the manuscript could further enhance its scientific rigour by more explicitly discussing potential limitations (e.g., unobserved worker heterogeneity, measurement of hours worked, or external validity beyond Alappuzha) and by clarifying some notation and language in the model specification section, but these are refinements rather than fundamental weaknesses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and reasonably recent for the core themes of monopsony, labour supply elasticity, and the Kerala coir industry, as it includes foundational works (Manning 2003, Kannan 1998, Isaac’s series) and several recent contributions such as Mukherjee (2018), Langella & Manning (2021), Wiltshire (2022), Bassier et al. (2022), and Yeh et al. (2022). This provides a solid blend of classic theoretical sources and up-to-date empirical literature on monopsony and worker power, along with sector-specific studies on coir and Kerala’s labour market
	

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


	The overall language quality is adequate for scholarly communication in terms of conveying ideas, structuring sections, and using appropriate technical vocabulary, so the manuscript is readable and the main arguments are understandable. However, there are recurrent grammatical issues, tense inconsistencies, and awkward phrases (for example, “use a log–log OLS model” instead of “uses”, missing articles such as “The Indian coir industry…”, and run-on sentences in the abstract and introduction) that detract from the professional polish expected in an international journal. Some sentences in the introduction and literature review are overly long or repetitive, and transitions between ideas could be smoother, which slightly obscures the otherwise clear analytical line. A careful language edit—focusing on article usage, subject–verb agreement, consistency of tense, and tightening of long sentences—would significantly improve clarity and readability without changing the substance of the paper.

	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses an important and underexplored issue by quantitatively estimating monopsony power in the coir spinning labour market in Kerala, using rich panel data and an econometric framework grounded in established monopsony and labour supply theory. The main strengths lie in the clear research gap, systematic literature review on coir and monopsony, appropriate use of OLS and 2SLS with diagnostic tests, and the policy-relevant interpretation of wage and bonus elasticities for workers’ welfare. At the same time, the paper would benefit from tightening the abstract and introduction, improving language and grammar, and expanding the discussion of limitations, robustness checks, and external validity beyond Alappuzha to enhance its overall scholarly impact. With these refinements, the study has the potential to make a valuable contribution to the literature on labour market imperfections in traditional industries and to inform labour and cooperative policy in Kerala.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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