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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 contribution that this manuscript offers to the study of rhetoric and the criticism of lyric literature is significant because it shows how Romantic poetry may be seen not as expressive art, but as ethically binding persuasive speech. Through a constitutive rhetoric and invitational ethics analysis of the canonical poem by Shelley, the paper presents a versatile model of analysis that is applicable to poetic address and the formation of moral obligation and limiting the autonomy of silent subjects, which would have extensive repercussions in the field of rhetorical criticism, literary studies and also the emergent discipline of critical love studies. The paper also adds to the current discussions on disciplinarity of the ethics of persuasion by demonstrating how the forms of aesthetics can normalize coercion, and so providing a bridge between the longstanding dichotomy between rhetorial theory and the interpretation of literature. By thus doing it escalates an appeal to scholars in the humanities to be more attentive to the ethical interests imbraced within seemingly innocent aesthetic habits.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	It is a well structured and internally coherent abstract though not comprehensive at the moment. It has an appropriate way of conveying the recherche objet, procedure and results. Nevertheless, it has four distinct weaknesses that restrict its inherent capacity to locate the research in wider academic discourses and to inform about the complete intellectual value of the manuscript. 

Gap 1: No interaction with current criticism (the so what? problem) The abstract states the findings as though the poem has never been read in that manner, which is not the case as this reading contributes or interferes with the current scholarship of Shelley. The readers who are not in the field would be unable to understand whether this work supports, opposes or adds to the previous interpretations. This undermines the research.
Gap2: The Philippine framing is missing 

Gap3: Not mentioned in the corpus or scope.

Gap 4:  Terminology needs to be explained.
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