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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides a valuable analysis of how online cartoons represent the ASUU strike, highlighting the role of multimodal discourse in shaping public perception. Its focus on the intersection of visual and textual elements offers new insights into media representation of political events. However, there are several areas for improvement. The title should include information about the country or language of the data, and the abstract should briefly address the underlying issue of the ASUU strike. Additionally, the problem statement should be included in the Background of the Study section. The Methodology section needs a clear rubric for data analysis, and the discussion should incorporate past studies to provide a more critical and comprehensive analysis of the findings. Overall, this study presents a novel perspective that enriches our understanding of political commentary in visual media.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	It would be beneficial for readers if the author included information about the country or language of the discourse/data being studied in the title. This additional detail would provide clearer context and enhance the relevance of the study.
	

	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. The author should spell out “ASUU” in full the first time it is mentioned in the abstract before using the abbreviation in the abstract and paper.

2. The first sentence of the abstract is overly long and lacks clarity. It would benefit from being broken down into shorter, more coherent sentences to improve readability.

“This work focuses on the semiotic study of some selected online cartoons reporting issues on the recent ASUU strike Language basically is seen as a tool for communication and the visual modes of communication have been employed in online media as a veritable means of communicating very serious issues metaphorically.”

3. The author should briefly mention the problem statement underlying the ASUU strike in the beginning of the abstract, as this context is crucial for understanding the significance of the study.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	1. Background of the Study: The author should provide background information about the ASUU strike to offer context for readers who may not be familiar with the situation or issues at hand in the country.

2. The subsection titled "Data Analysis" should be renamed to "Findings and Discussion" to better reflect its content.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	1. The analysis of data appears to be heavily reliant on the author's personal perceptions or judgments. While the author claims to have used O’Halloran’s (2008) Systemic Functional Multimodal Discourse Analysis, the methodology lacks a clear explanation or rubric of this approach. Additionally, there are no references to O’Halloran’s framework in the presentation of the findings, which undermines the transparency and rigor of the analysis.

2. The paper does not reference previous research when discussing the findings. Integrating relevant literature would strengthen the discussion by situating the study within the broader context of existing research and providing a more comprehensive analysis.
	

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

-
	1. Some of the references in the reference list do not follow the correct APA formatting.

2. The in-text citation of this source is incomplete, and the reference is absent in the reference list.
“The term text usually refers to a message which has been recorded in some way (writing, audio and video recording) so that it is physically independent of its sender or receiver (Chandler: 9).” (p. 5)
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The paper needs to be proofread as it has some errors.
1. Don’t use “etc” in the academic article.

“Cartoons play prominent role in correcting societal ills, entertainment etc( Oyedeji, 2013).” (p. 2)
	

	Optional/General comments


	I believe the manuscript requires major revision for the following reasons:

1.
The Methodology subsection needs a clear rubric or description detailing how the data is analyzed using O’Halloran’s Systemic Functional Multimodal Discourse Analysis framework, as proposed by the author. This will enhance the transparency and rigor of the research.

2.
The discussion of the findings should be strengthened by supporting, comparing, and contrasting them with past research. This will make the discussion more critical and contextually grounded.

3.
The manuscript should be thoroughly proofread to address issues related to language and ensure proper formatting of APA references.
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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)
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