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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The author must define tribes from a sociological and anthropological perspective. 

The difference between tries and scheduled tribes must be made clear. Likewise, 
there is a difference between the indigenous and tribes. Importantly, the constitution 
of India does not define Tribes or Scheduled tribes as such. 

2. The author must give a proper picture and context of the tribes in India through an 
academic perspective. Presently, the author has given a layman's perspective. 

3. The abstract talks about using "Experimental Research Design". However, it is not 
reflected in the article anywhere. 

4. The term "Tribal's" has been used in several places. It is wrong. 
5. It is not clear how the researcher could know the selected villages had tribal 

farmers. 
6. Since the researcher had records on landholding, the sample's selection could have 

been scientific instead of the lottery. It has influenced the simple selection and 
findings as suggested in the landholding and income sub-headings of the article. 

7. Variables like cosmopolites and fatalism are wrongly defined and interpreted.  
8. Variables like the farmer's age have not been interpreted for reasons like migration 

or non-farm activities of the younger generation, for which the findings remain 
inconclusive. 

9. The education level of farmers is not interpreted with the help of the availability of 
educational institutes over time. Further, whether higher educated people in the 
village are involved in non-farm activities is not inquired, for which the interpretation 
remains vague. 

10. The author has selected the tribal farmer families predominantly. So statistical 
interpretation of a higher percentage of farming activities was inevitable. Rather, the 
author should have analysed why tribal people have been resorting to other 
economic activities with proper data. 

11. As mentioned above, the selection of respondents based on landholding was 
erroneous. Further, there should have been a cross tab between landholding and 
income range from farm activities. 

12. Counting farming experience is unnecessary in that depending on the farmer's age, 
the years of experience will vary. Since farming is a traditional occupation, a person 
who resorts to farming takes it up as his first option for livelihood. If not educated, 
the entry age will be even lower. 

13. Variables like social participation, sources of information, innovativeness, change 
orientation are not defined properly. Further, the criteria for classification like low, 
medium and high level are not defined at all. Thus all these interpretations remain 
vague and superficial. 

14. The article needs a major revision and relooks at data.  
15. There is also a need for revision in terms of certain terms and language, and 

expressions used to attain the standard of a scientific researched article. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details) 
 

 
 
 

 
 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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