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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 is highly significant in the current academic climate. It confronts the prevalent narrative of crisis in English literature studies with a balanced, evidence-backed examination of both the decline and reinvention of the discipline. Its comparative approach, especially inclusion of Indian and UK contexts, makes it relevant for a global readership. By addressing structural, cultural, and pedagogical dimensions, the paper provides a comprehensive lens for reimagining English studies in the 21st century. The findings and recommendations will be valuable for educators, policymakers, and curriculum designers invested in humanities education.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is well-aligned with the content and intent of the paper. It effectively captures the central themes of resilience and reinvention within English studies.
	

	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.


	Mostly comprehensive. However, consider briefly stating the methodology (qualitative content analysis) directly in the abstract to enhance clarity. A single line summarizing the key findings on enrolment trends and resilience would strengthen it further.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is intellectually rigorous, grounded in well-researched sources, and methodologically sound. It carefully balances media reportage, academic perspectives, and policy documents, synthesizing them into a thoughtful narrative.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are both recent (2023–2025) and relevant. Sources range from The Guardian to academic publications like EPW and the REF21 report. For further enhancement, you may consider referencing Nussbaum’s *Not for Profit: Why Democracy Needs the Humanities* (2010), which was discussed in the text but not included in the reference list.


	

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


	Yes. The manuscript demonstrates excellent academic writing with fluent expression, coherence, and clarity. The tone is analytical yet accessible, making it suitable for an interdisciplinary audience.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is thorough, insightful, and offers tangible recommendations. Consider tightening sections 5.6 and 5.7, which feel slightly repetitive in their emphasis on the Indian context. Additionally, the suggestions and scope for further studies could be briefly prioritized or thematically grouped for better impact.
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