
Review Form (Research)
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Language, Literature and Culture Studies

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJL2C_156784

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Representation of Disability in Japanese Anime Series Violet Evergarden (2018): Beyond Narrative Prosthesis and Conventional Literary Tropes

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is significant for the academic community as it advances interdisciplinary dialogue between disability studies, literary theory, and media studies through its analysis of Violet Evergarden. By challenging the concept of narrative prosthesis, it contributes to a more nuanced understanding of how disability can be represented beyond reductive and stereotypical frameworks. The study also highlights the growing importance of anime as a serious subject of scholarly inquiry within global cultural studies. Furthermore, it promotes inclusive and ethically responsible approaches to representation, which are essential for shaping future research in contemporary literature and visual media.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 Good 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      Excellent 
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	   Excellent 
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 Excellent 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory 
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus on disability representation in Violet Evergarden and highlights its theoretical framework. It demonstrates strong academic relevance by referencing key concepts like narrative prosthesis and literary tropes. However, the title is slightly long and may be improved for clarity and readability. A more concise version could be: Representation of Disability in Violet Evergarden (2018): Beyond Narrative Prosthesis and Literary Tropes.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive as it clearly outlines the aim, methodology, theoretical framework, and key findings of the study on Violet Evergarden. It effectively communicates the research focus on disability representation beyond narrative prosthesis and conventional tropes. The inclusion of Critical Disability Theory and the Social Model of Disability strengthens its academic rigor. However, it could be slightly improved by making the language more concise and explicitly stating the broader significance or implications of the findings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its theoretical grounding, use of qualitative methodology, and application of frameworks such as Critical Disability Theory and the Social Model of Disability to Violet Evergarden. The arguments are coherent, logically structured, and supported by relevant scholarly literature, particularly in its discussion of narrative prosthesis and disability representation.
However, as a humanities-based study, “scientific correctness” should be understood in terms of conceptual rigor and interpretive validity rather than empirical verification. Minor improvements could include clearer methodological detailing (e.g., selection of episodes/scenes) and tighter citation consistency to enhance academic precision.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient to support the theoretical framework and core arguments, including key works in disability studies and literary theory. They also include some recent sources (e.g., 2023), indicating engagement with current scholarship. However, the list could be strengthened by adding more recent and anime-specific research to enhance relevance and depth.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	There are no evident ethical issues in the manuscript, as it is a qualitative, text-based analysis of Violet Evergarden and does not involve human participants, sensitive data, or experimental procedures. The study appropriately engages with published sources and theoretical frameworks without indications of plagiarism or misuse. However, the inclusion of a clear “no competing interests” statement and proper citation consistency would further strengthen its ethical transparency.
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