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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 article offers a valuable contribution to researchers working on The Faerie Queene. Its interdisciplinary approach to the relationship between allegory, space, and architecture makes the study particularly unique in the context of Renaissance literature and cultural space studies. The article is a comprehensive study that examines the allegorical function of castle architecture in Edmund Spenser's The Faerie Queene within an interdisciplinary framework. The author discusses the continuity extending from the medieval romance tradition to Renaissance allegory through spatial representations; positioning castles not merely as physical structures but as symbolic nodal points where virtues and vices are expressed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the article is suitable of the paper’s contents.
	

	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 should briefly explain the purpose, methodology, analysis findings, and conclusion of the article. It is unnecessary to provide the meaning of each word "castle" in every book examined. General comments on the analyses could be included, allowing for a more detailed explanation of the author's findings and interpretations. A single sentence summarizing the conclusion is insufficient. The abstract needs to be revised.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	One of the study's strengths is its examination of six books, revealing the functions of castles on moral, spiritual, political, and social levels. This approach makes it possible to evaluate the allegorical architecture of the work holistically. However, there are missing sections that make the article difficult to understand and read. 

To enhance the analytical power of the introduction, the research question and the original contribution of the study should be expressed more clearly and directly. As it stands, the introduction is insufficient to highlight the importance of the subject. It should be clearly emphasized exactly what kind of gap this study fills in the existing Spenser literature. It should be explicitly stated in what ways the comparative and holistic allegorical system of castles differs from previous studies. Furthermore, placing the theoretical framework used in the introduction (concepts such as allegorical space, architectural symbolism, functional contrasts) earlier with brief definitions would facilitate the reader's grasp of the methodological approach from the outset. Whether the study is descriptive or primarily interpretive could be made clearer in the introduction. Providing information about the article's methodology (how each book will be approached and the axes around which the analysis will proceed) will help the reader understand the direction of the text. Such a roadmap will be particularly useful for a long analysis that progresses book by book.

The article lacks a theoretical framework. It proceeds to the analyses after the introduction. The literature review provided in the introduction is insufficient for an article. Adding a literature review section and writing a broader literature review to support the analyses is essential. Specifically, defining the concepts of "allegorical space," "architectural symbolism," and "functional opposition" will prepare the reader for the analysis section.

The article lacks a methods section. The analysis section, which follows the introduction, does not clarify the criteria or framework for analysing the six books mentioned. The absence of a methods section in an article is a significant problem. A methods section should be added, and the analyses should be rewritten within that framework.

While the inclusion of six different books in the analysis section of the article enriches it, the analyses are disorganized. The absence of a theoretical framework, the lack of a stated methodology, and the author's deviation from the main topic in the analyses, all contribute to the article's disjointedness. The narrative and descriptive descriptions of the books are excessive, and the spatial analyses and evaluations are lost amidst the stories. In the Sixth Book, the plot is more dominant than the spatial data. The spatial data needs to be written and analysed in accordance with the methodology and theoretical framework. 

A comparative table of the spatial data, which will be written in the previous section, could be included in the results and discussion section. Identifying the common and different headings of the spatial data for the six different books and presenting them in a table would demonstrate a systematic analysis by the author and facilitate the reader's understanding of the text. 

The conclusion section needs to be rewritten. The conclusion section is merely a continuation of the findings. When the theoretical framework is written, the gap in the literature, the reason for writing this article, the purpose and methodology of the article are clarified, and the analyses are reconsidered, the contribution of the article to the literature will become apparent. The conclusion section should explain how this article contributes to the literature, how it can guide future research, and the author's comments in light of all the analyses and findings within the article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The theoretical framework and methods section should be added, and the reference list should be expanded. The references should be arranged alphabetically (A to Z).
	

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


	Some paragraphs contain quite long sentences; they could be broken up to improve readability. The distinction between "castle" and "palace" is repeated here and there. This discussion could be summarized at a later point and briefly revisited in subsequent sections. Key concepts such as "functional opposites" and "structural embodiment" should be used consistently with the same terminology.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no ethical issues.
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