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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 manuscript broadens the scope of rhetorical criticism as it applies to lyric poetry, employing constitutive rhetoric to illustrate how language shapes moral roles and obligations (e.g., "Nothing in the world is single"). It critiques the distinction between invitational and forceful rhetoric and advocates ethical communication that honours individual autonomy. This analysis encourages reflection on everyday persuasion in relationships and cautions against framing love as an obligation. It promotes the perspective that non-reciprocity can be seen as a legitimate expression of agency rather than a failure, with implications that extend to familial and social connections.  

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is very relevant. This is because the text effectively encapsulates the central thesis: the poem's speaker employs rhetorical strategies—such as analogy, repetition, and apostrophe—to reconceptualize unrequited love not as a natural divergence but as a moral betrayal. Also, the manuscript demonstrates how imagery drawn from nature and the notion of divine "law" transform the beloved's silence into an ethical shortcoming, which aligns seamlessly with the concept of "emotional betrayal.
	

	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 thorough for a humanities study in rhetorical criticism, effectively addressing aims, design, methods, results, and conclusions, and is concise (approximately 250 words). It aligns well with standard literary abstract guidelines, which prioritize topic description, framework, argument outline, and key insights without citations or the introduction of new information. The author should eliminate minor redundancies to achieve more concise phrasing (e.g., "specifically sought to explain" overlaps with the aims and could be condensed into a single sentence).

Revised Abstract

Aims: This study explores the theme of persuasion in Percy Bysshe Shelley’s Love’s Philosophy (1820), emphasizing how analogy, repetition, and apostrophic address frame emotional non-reciprocity as moral betrayal rather than mere choice.  

Study Design: Qualitative rhetorical criticism.  

Methodology: A close textual analysis treated the poem as persuasive discourse, identifying appeals to logos, pathos, and ethos, and examining the role of constitutive rhetoric in positioning the beloved and the reader.  

Results: Analogy normalizes reciprocity, repetition reinforces inevitability, and apostrophe weaponizes silence as evidence, transforming persuasion into coercion.  

Conclusion: Love’s Philosophy unveils the ethical arguments inherent in lyric poetry, representing refusal as a form of failure—an idea that resonates in cultures, such as Filipino relational norms, that place a high value on obligation. Rhetorical criticism thus reveals the power dynamics at play in intimate discourse.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript demonstrates scholarly accuracy within the interpretive framework of rhetorical criticism, a qualitative method in the humanities that emphasizes textual evidence and theoretical application rather than empirical "scientific" validation. It effectively quotes and analyzes Shelley's "Love’s Philosophy" (1820), accurately employing established concepts such as the role of apostrophe in lyric address and the principles of constitutive rhetoric.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient for a focused rhetorical criticism study, providing a balanced mix of foundational texts, lyric theory, and cultural scholarship that directly supports the analysis. However, the Author  should incorporate 3–5 recent works (2020–2026) to bolster recency and specificity like as follows:
Ramazani, J. (2023). Poetry in a Global Age. University of Chicago Press. – Updates lyric theory for global/cultural resonance, enhancing Filipino links.​

Sng, Z. (2022). "Rhetoric of the Lyric 'You'." PMLA, 137(3). – Directly on apostrophe's persuasive ethics in Romantic poetry.

Newman, J. (2024). "Constitutive Rhetoric in Intimate Discourses." Rhetoric Society Quarterly, 54(2). – Applies Charland to emotional obligation, mirroring betrayal framing.​

Enriquez, V. G. (2021 reprint). From Colonial to Liberation Psychology. UP Press. – Deepens utang na loob/pakikisama for Filipino relational ethics.

Perloff, M. (2025). "Lyric Address in the Anthropocene." New Literary History, 56(1). – Recent take on nature analogies' coercion, tying to Shelley's imagery.​


	

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


	The manuscript's language and English quality are well-suited to scholarly communication in literary and rhetorical studies. It demonstrates the formal tone, precise terminology, and structured argumentation expected in humanities journals. The prose is clear, academic, and critically engaged, effectively unpacking complex ideas (such as constitutive rhetoric and apostrophic address) through evidence-based reasoning, a balanced use of active and passive voice, and smooth transitions. Sentence length varies for improved readability, avoiding casual phrasing while maintaining accessibility. Citations are seamlessly integrated, supporting claims without overwhelming the text and aligning with norms in literary criticism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Areas for Improvement

- Minor issues are present but do not compromise publishability.

  - Occasional wordiness or repetition (e.g., "transforms into" or "frames as" appears frequently—consider varying with synonyms like "recasts" or "positions").

  - Some subtle non-idiomatic phrasing (e.g., "evolves into an issue to be addressed through language rather than through action" could be tightened to "becomes a linguistic rather than behavioral concern").

  - Rare instances of awkwardness (e.g., "affection may be sustained not solely through mutual desire but through persuasive narratives that frame perseverance as commitment" is strong but could be streamlined to "affection persists via narratives recasting perseverance as commitment").

Recommendations

- Proofread for conciseness: Aim to trim 5-10% by merging sentences, particularly in the methodology section.

- Ensure consistency: Standardize the use of italics for titles of poems (such as *Love’s Philosophy*) and confirm the use of en-dashes in citations.

- Enhance critical engagement: Although it is already strong, consider amplifying with phrases like "This challenges X view by..." to create sharper connections
	


	PART  2: 



	Overall, the manuscript is nearly ready for journal submission with light revisions, comparable to peer-reviewed rhetorical criticism
	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 detail)

No, the manuscript does not have major ethical issues; it conforms to scholarly standards for literary and rhetorical criticism, which is interpretive rather than empirical research involving human subjects, data fabrication, or causing harm.
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