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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	I do not find the present manuscript of scientific interests. By merely counting the number of words spoken, the study aims to explore how the quantity of speech reflects each character's prominence in the narrative, but it does not delve into how those words contribute to the play's broader themes or the deeper motivations behind the characters' actions. This approach offers an interesting perspective on the characters' roles in the play, but it leaves out the more nuanced analysis of why they speak or the thematic weight of their speech. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The title prepares the reader to understand how the Verbosity of characters in Shakespeare's The Merchant of Venice influences the development of themes and the portrayal of characters. However, the focus of this study is on determining which of four characters in the play utters the most words, without considering the significance of what they say. 
	

	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.


	No, the abstract clearly states that the main objective of the study is to statistically determine which of the four main characters—Shylock, Portia, Antonio, and Bassanio—has spoken the most in the play. It presents the results for each character and notes that two of them have an equal number of words. The other conclusions mentioned in the abstract are not directly related to the study’s primary objective.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	No, the introduction and review sections in this paper are not correct. While the introduction of an academic paper should provide background information on the topic and briefly outline the structure of the paper—giving the reader a sense of how the argument or analysis will unfold—the introduction in this paper simply offers a brief description of the play’s plot. Similarly, the review section does not align with the study's objective and is not relevant to the core focus of the research.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Counting the number of words a character speaks in a play can provide insight into their narrative role, but it does not necessarily offer direct or conclusive evidence of their engagement with the play's thematic issues- as the author/s of this study have attempted to do. Thematic significance is determined more by what a character says than by how much they say. Some characters may speak less or remain silent entirely, yet their silence can be thematically meaningful. It is also essential to consider the context in which a character speaks, which may be more important than the quantity of their speech. A character's thematic importance is often linked to how their words interact with the play's conflicts, ideas, and messages, rather than the sheer volume of dialogue. 
Instead of merely counting words, a more nuanced approach would be to analyze the content of a character’s speech in relation to the play’s overarching themes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	No
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	Yes

	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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