

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Language, Literature and Education: Research Updates

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_6515

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The Trigger of Literary Appreciation: Frenzy or Analysis?

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter




	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript contributes meaningfully to the ongoing discourse on the transformation of literary appreciation in the context of virtual culture and digital media. It engages critically with postmodern shifts in art and literature perception, contrasting reflective analysis with the emergent phenomenon of mass-mediated frenzy. The paper draws on established theoretical frameworks including Bakhtin’s carnival, Barthes’ reader-response, and Eco’s semiotics, thereby offering rich interdisciplinary insights. It is valuable for scholars of literary theory, cultural studies, and digital humanities, highlighting the epistemic and phenomenological transitions in contemporary aesthetic appreciation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is apt and captures the central theme of the manuscript contrasting two key triggers of literary appreciation: “frenzy” and “analysis.”
	

	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 provides a clear overview of the topic and identifies the shift in literary appreciation due to virtual culture. However, it would benefit from:
· A clearer statement of the research objective and conclusion.
· Inclusion of 1–2 sentences summarizing key theoretical frameworks used (e.g., Bakhtin, Barthes).
Suggestion: Add a concluding line such as:
“The paper argues that virtual media-driven frenzy is displacing traditional reflective analysis as the dominant mode of literary appreciation, raising questions about the future of critical engagement with art and literature.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes. The manuscript is theoretically robust and logically structured. It engages with major literary theories and contextualizes them within contemporary cultural dynamics.
However, it would benefit from:
· More explicit articulation of the research methodology (e.g., analytical/descriptive).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant but mostly date from the 1970s to early 2000s. For greater contemporary resonance, consider adding 1–2 recent works (post-2015) on digital media, virtual reality, and literary appreciation. Suggested additions:
· Murray, J. (2017). Hamlet on the Holodeck: The Future of Narrative in Cyberspace. MIT Press.
· Manovich, L. (2018). Cultural Analytics. MIT Press.

	

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

	
Yes. The manuscript demonstrates a high standard of academic writing with precise vocabulary and sound syntax. Minor stylistic refinements (e.g., simplifying long sentences for readability) may be considered but are not mandatory.



	

	Optional/General comments

		
1. The paper is conceptually rich and theoretically informed.
2. Including specific case studies or examples from contemporary digital culture (beyond “Kolaveri song” or “Pandit film”) could further substantiate claims.
3. A stronger conclusion summarizing findings and implications for future research would enhance clarity and impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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