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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 constitutes an important piece for the scholarly community, as it provides a systematic and detailed analysis of methods of correlation, including classical, nonparametric, robust, and time series residual diagnosis. Many practicably oriented researchers misuse methods of correlation, too often being content to apply Pearson's r without properly considering assumptions or other measures to use; the paper aims to redress this gap by including detailed description, assumptions, restrictions, and directions for the choice of appropriate methods. Cross-disciplinary coverage including psychology, economics, education, health sciences, and business ensures that the paper will be valuable to a range of professionals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “CORRELATION METHODOLOGIES REVISITED: FROM CLASSICAL STATISTICS TO CONTEMPORARY RESIDUAL DIAGNOSTICS” is generally suitable and descriptive.
	

	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 systematic and clearly outlines the scope, coverage, and importance of the article. It indicates the set of correlation methods studied, ranging from conventional to advanced diagnosis methods, and highlights their implication in practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article shows scientific accuracy in definition, formulas, and descriptive explanation of methodology. Classical, nonparametric, robust, and time series approaches are accurately described, including assumptions and limitations properly indicated. No grave errors are discovered.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive, covering both classical and modern sources.
	

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


	The general language is clear, scholarly, and suitable for academic writing. However, there are some places of long sentences and redundancy that may be improved to make the writing more concise and accessible.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some subsections exhibit inadequate transitions. For instance, the shift from parametric methodologies to residual diagnostics appears to be quite jarring.

Include at least one example dataset (real or simulated) with demonstration that various methods have different outputs.
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