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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.


	The intersection of civic education, youth participation, and arts-based pedagogy in the Global South seems to be highly relevant and timely issue. The Authors focus on visual and digital tools for strengthening democratic literacy and civic imagination among secondary school students in South-East Nigeria, and this contributes meaningful empirical evidence to an under-researched educational context. 

Their findings offer valuable implications for curriculum reform, teacher training, and policy development in civic education. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Well, the title in its general form is clear, informative, and well aligned with the focus of the study, and it’s appropriately reflecting the key constructs of the study: civic imagination, visual and digital art, democratic literacy and the geographical context. 

However, we have observed that democratic literacy is measured more explicitly than civic imagination in the quantitative analysis. The authors probably should consider either strengthening the empirical measurement of civic imagination or slightly adjusting the title for full methodological alignment.
	

	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 comprehensive and does effectively present the purpose, methodology, sample, main findings, and implications of the study. 

The abstract does not reflect the right numbers observed at the article: It reports 480 students from 12 schools, while the methodology and results sections clearly use 360 students from 6 schools. It mentions a CIDLS scale with Cronbach’s α = 0.89, whereas the methodology describes a CDLS scale with α = 0.84. The instrument name and reliability values should be made consistent. Also, it gives the impression that civic imagination is quantitatively measured, whereas most results focus on democratic literacy. The authors should clarify this distinction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the study has a solid conceptual base, we’re proposing that a significant methodological clarification is required. Major scientific modifications need to be addressed: 

1) as mentioned previously serious methodological inconsistencies regarding sample size and number of schools (abstract vs methodology vs results); 

2) unclear operationalization of civic imagination, which is central to the title but not clearly measured as a distinct variable; 

3) insufficient description of the quasi-experimental design, particularly the presence or absence of a control group and the assignment procedure; 

4) the discussion introduces Multimodal Literacy Theory and Dewey’s Experiential Learning Theory without fully integrating them into the initial theoretical framework; 

5) an absence of ethical considerations, despite research involving minors and civic-political topics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The use of Jenkins, Mihailidis, Kress & van Leeuwen, Dewey, Piaget, and Vygotsky are appropriate at the educational context. Some references could be streamlined to avoid repetition, particularly the multiple Jenkins citations. 
	

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


	Some repetitions and minor terminological inconsistencies remain (e.g. civic imagination, democratic literacy, civic engagement). A light professional language editing would further improve clarity and coherence. Otherwise, the paper is readable and well-structured.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important educational problem and proposes an innovative pedagogical solution. However, we recommend major revision before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There is no mention of informed consent from students or their parents, nor any explanation of how confidentiality and anonymity were ensured. 
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