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	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 study addresses an interesting topic, which is the use of L1 in EFL classrooms, especially in Turkish context. It can provide insights to the audience regarding the learners’ perspective on the use of L1. The results of this study can be used as a reference to enhance EFL instruction and improve pedagogical practices in EFL classrooms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is a bit too broad. Adding context (Turkish University Student) would improve the manuscript’s scientific accuracy and discoverability. For example: Learner Perspectives on First Language Use in EFL Classrooms: A Study of Turkish University Students
	

	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 data analysis needs to be elaborated. The author mentioned quantitative and qualitative analysis, but did not provide further information about how the analysis was conducted.  For example, was it descriptive statistics? thematic analysis? or other method. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study discusses a significant issue in the Turkish EFL context. However, there are several suggestions to improve the manuscript:

Point 1: Contextual Background (English in Turkey) 

To improve the manuscript's readability for international readers, the author needs to provide more information on the Turkish sociolinguistic context in the introduction section. It would be beneficial for the readers to understand the level of English exposure in the daily lives of Turkish learners (Is English purely an academic subject or a functional tool in society?). This understanding is crucial for interpreting cognitive load and anxiety mentioned later in the study.

Point 2: Proficiency Levels and Learners’ Perspectives

The manuscript indicates that the research participants have a wide range of English proficiency levels (A2, B1, B2, C1).  However, the analysis does not account for how these differences might influence perspectives on the L1 use. It is suggested that the author include a discussion regarding the comparison. Do learners with high and low proficiency levels share the same perspective? 

Point 3: Construct Validity (WTC vs. General Perception)

There seems to be a missing link between the stated research aim mentioned in the abstract and the reported findings regarding 'Willingness to Communicate' (WTC).

WTC was mentioned in the abstract and included in the literature review. However, the results and discussion section were more focused on the general learner perspective of L1 use in EFL classrooms. A student may have a positive perspective, but it doesn’t mean that their WTC automatically increased (They are two different constructs). Since the complete questionnaire was not provided, it is difficult to see if the instrument specifically measured WTC or general attitudes. The questionnaire needs to be included in the appendix to ensure construct validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references need to be updated to more recent ones to strengthen the study's relevance to the latest debates on L1 use in EFL classrooms.
	

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


	Yes. Generally, the language is clear, and the academic tone is appropriate. Final proofreading would improve readability for international audience.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	-
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