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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 importance of this manuscript is manifested in:
· Effectively combining hermeneutics and formalist literary criticism, offering a multifaceted dissection of the proposed texts. (An interdisciplinary approach)
· Offering an in-depth examination of Manuel E. Arguilla’s “How My Brother Leon Brought Home a Wife,” “A Morning in Nagrebcan," and "Rice,” allowing for a nuanced understanding of their content and context. (Critical analysis)
· Showing the centrality of Afro-Asian literature to understanding the cultural and historical connections between Africa and Asia. (Contextual understanding)
· Outlining a nuanced portrayal of the Filipino spirit that transcends geographical boundaries. (Contribution to the field)
· Partially pointing out areas for potential future research, revealing the author’s broader understanding of the field and the paper's place within it. (Recommendations)
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The title should be reformulated. Though it is clear, concise, and to the point, but it is not problematic. It is somehow general. It is also confusing. The corpus as highlighted in the title is short stories, but “Rice” is dealt with as a poem in the study.  
	

	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 comprehensible, but the author should consider words limit of the abstract. The abstract is too long. Try to shorten it, centring on the main objective, methodology/approach, key findings, and implications of the study. It should not exceed 300 words in length. See (Instructions for Authors)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The manuscript is scientifically correct, but the author needs to:

· Address counterarguments. He should acknowledge and address potential counterarguments or alternative perspectives to strengthen the paper’s argument. This could involve discussing alternative interpretations or addressing potential limitations or critiques of the analysis.
· Re-write the introduction: The author should provide a clearer statement of the research objective in the introduction part. This will help readers understand the purpose of the study and the specific focus of the analysis. Also, the author should highlight the methodology followed.

· Consider word counts: See (Instructions for Authors)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The author needs to develop references. The number of cited references is not adequate, though they are up-to-date. The significance of the research topic necessitates adding more references/updated studies to have a comprehensive vision about the field, and more essentially to shun any hasty generalizations, springing from ignoring counterarguments embedded in other studies (not yet consulted). 
	

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


	· The author should improve clarity and organization. The paper needs some proofreading to improve readability. The author needs to:
· Avoid redundancy (through…)
· Pay attention to words choice (“thanks to” instead of “due to” …)
· Ensure that the paper’s structure is logical and coherent.

· Consider reorganizing some sections to improve the flow of ideas. (See the highlighted remarks in the manuscript).
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Overall Evaluation: The article must undergo major revisions before it can be resubmitted to the journal. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues
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