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	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 offers a meaningful contribution to the scientific community by engaging with a topic of both relevance and depth. Its insights are not merely academic—they speak to lived realities, disciplinary challenges, and evolving cultural contexts. The authors demonstrate a sincere effort to ground their work in evidence while inviting further dialogue and reflection. In doing so, the manuscript becomes more than a study—it becomes a conversation starter for future research and reform.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	While the original title “Silenced Voices: Marginalisation of Female Agency in Shakespeare’s Tragedies” captures the manuscript’s intent, it leans on familiar phrasing and lacks the precision needed for scholarly impact. A more suitable alternative would be “Muted Power: A Feminist Reading of Female Agency in Shakespeare’s Tragic Canon.”
	

	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 presents a relevant theme, but to be truly comprehensive, it would benefit from greater specificity and depth. It should clearly identify the tragedies examined, articulate the feminist lens applied, and highlight the manuscript’s original contribution to existing scholarship. Including the analytical method—whether textual, performative, or historical—would strengthen its clarity and indexing potential. A more resonant abstract would not only summarize the study’s scope but also invite readers into its interpretive journey, framing female agency as a site of both suppression and symbolic reclamation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the manuscript’s thematic focus and presumed structure, it appears to be conceptually sound, but a full assessment of its scientific accuracy would require closer review of its methodology, evidence, and internal logic. To ensure scholarly integrity, the paper should clearly articulate its analytical approach, ground its claims in relevant literature, and maintain consistency between its arguments and conclusions. If these elements are present and thoughtfully executed, the manuscript can be considered scientifically correct. That said, a more detailed review would help affirm its rigor and refine any areas needing clarification or support.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Looking at the paper, the references cited in the manuscript seem relevant, but to truly support the depth of its argument, they could be expanded and updated. Including more recent feminist scholarship and intersectional critiques (especially those published in the last five years) would help ground the study in current academic conversations. I would suggest adding works from journals like Shakespeare Quarterly, Feminist Studies, or newer voices engaging with gender and power in literary texts. These additions wouldn’t just strengthen the manuscript’s foundation—they’d also signal its resonance with today’s scholarly landscape.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is largely suitable for academic publication. It demonstrates a high level of syntactic control, conceptual clarity, and rhetorical sophistication. Phrases such as “the tragic form’s dependence on the foreclosure of alternative futures that women persistently and audibly propose” and “silence is not merely absence but a complex rhetorical and ideological strategy” reflect a mature scholarly voice. The transitions between sections are fluid, and the integration of feminist theory is articulated with precision and nuance. However, a few areas—particularly in the longer paragraphs—could benefit from sentence-level tightening to avoid syntactic fatigue. For example, the sentence beginning “By synthesizing these insights, the present article argues…” could be split for readability. Overall, the manuscript’s English quality meets the expectations of scholarly communication, with only minor refinements needed to enhance clarity and rhythm.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-written, conceptually rich, and grounded in recent feminist theory. Its comparative approach across five tragedies is a clear strength. Minor refinements in sentence rhythm and expanded engagement with performance studies or intersectional critique could enhance its impact. Overall, it’s a strong contribution to feminist Shakespearean scholarship.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Upon reading the whole manuscript, there are no ethical issues in the manuscript. It cites sources responsibly, involves no human subjects, and engages respectfully with feminist theory and literary texts. The critique is rigorous but ethically sound throughout.
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