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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 addresses a long-standing and central debate in applied linguistics regarding the relative merits of qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-methods research. By systematically reviewing recent studies (2015–2025), it provides a timely overview of methodological trends and helps clarify how different paradigms shape research outcomes and interpretations. The study is particularly valuable for early-career researchers and graduate students who often struggle with methodological choices. Moreover, its advocacy of methodological pluralism aligns well with contemporary movements toward integrative and flexible research designs in applied linguistics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable. It accurately reflects the scope, focus, and comparative nature of the study.
· A Comparative Analysis of Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed-Methods Research in Applied Linguistics
· Methodological Paradigms in Applied Linguistics: A Comparative Review of Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches
	

	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 largely comprehensive and clearly states the purpose, scope, methodology, and main findings of the study. It successfully highlights the comparative nature of the research and its emphasis on methodological pluralism.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and grounded in well-established theoretical and methodological literature. The research design, objectives, and analysis are logically aligned. However, some improvements are recommended:

· The methodology section would benefit from more detail on the coding procedure, inter-rater reliability (if any), and how analytical categories were operationalized.

· Some sections (especially 2.2 and 4.2) contain conceptual overlap or labeling inconsistencies between “qualitative” and “quantitative,” which should be carefully revised for accuracy.

· The discussion occasionally relies on general claims; stronger links between specific reviewed articles and conclusions would enhance rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient, relevant, and recent, with many authoritative sources (e.g., Creswell, Dörnyei, Duff, Bryman). The inclusion of sources up to 2023 is commendable.

Suggested additional references (optional):
· Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (2010). Mixed methodology: Combining qualitative and quantitative approaches. SAGE.

· Ortega, L. (2012). Epistemological diversity and moral ends of research in instructed SLA. Language Teaching.

· Paltridge, B., & Phakiti, A. (2015). Research methods in applied linguistics. Bloomsbury.

These could strengthen the theoretical discussion on epistemology and mixed methods.
	

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


	The overall language is understandable but requires substantial revision for scholarly publication. Issues include:

· Grammatical errors (e.g., subject-verb agreement, article usage)

· Repetition and overly long sentences

· Inconsistent terminology and formatting

· Informal phrasing in some sections

A thorough professional language edit is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is well structured and addresses an important topic.
· Greater conciseness would improve readability, especially in the Results and Discussion sections.
· Tables summarizing the reviewed articles (methodology, focus, key findings) could significantly enhance clarity and impact.

	


	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? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

NEZA Jean D’Amour, Rwanda

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

