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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 is important for the scientific community because it adds new knowledge to an area that has not been widely explored. It helps researchers understand the topic from a fresh and meaningful perspective. The findings can guide future studies and encourage new questions. Overall, the work contributes to a deeper and more accurate understanding of the subject.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is suitable.
It clearly shows the themes and the multi-dimensional approach.
	

	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 meaningful, but it is a bit long and dense.

You may add 1–2 lines about methodology to show how the analysis is done.

Add a short line about key findings or insights to make it more complete.

You can remove some very poetic or philosophical phrases to keep it clear and academic.

Make sure the abstract clearly states the purpose, approach, and main conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically correct. 

The design, sample, instruments, and statistics are appropriate.

The results match the data and the conclusions follow logically.

A few numerical descriptions (e.g., in Table 5 text) seem inconsistent and may need correction.

Interpretation of ANCOVA results should be checked carefully because some p-value explanations appear contradictory.

Overall, the study is clear, structured, and based on accepted scientific methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are useful, but a few more recent sources would strengthen the article.

Add 1–2 latest journal papers related to feminist theory, river literature, or sociological analysis of women.

Include a recent book or article on polyphonic narrative analysis if available.

Overall, the list is good, but expanding it slightly will improve academic depth.
	

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

	The language is generally clear and scholarly.

Some sentences are very long; they can be shortened for better clarity.

A few phrases are highly poetic; academic tone should be maintained.

Minor grammatical and structural edits will improve readability.

Overall, the quality is suitable but can be refined for smoother scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	There are no major ethical issues in this manuscript.

It does not involve human participants or personal data.

It is mainly a literary and theoretical analysis.

Just ensure all sources are properly cited.
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