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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	This manuscript contributes significantly to literary scholarship by offering an in-depth analysis of the sensory imagery in Andrew Marvell’s “To His Coy Mistress.” It enriches metaphysical poetry studies by demonstrating how imagery operates not merely as a decorative element but as a central rhetorical and philosophical tool. The paper successfully bridges emotional and intellectual readings of Marvell, adding value to both literary interpretation and pedagogical approaches to metaphysical verse. Furthermore, it contextualizes the poem within the carpe diem tradition, making it relevant to broader discussions of love, mortality, and temporality in early modern literature. Overall, the manuscript offers fresh interpretive insights and is a meaningful addition to existing critical discourse.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is relevant and accurately reflects the study’s focus on imagery and its impact. However, it could be made more concise for academic precision.
Suggested alternative title:
“Sensory Imagery and Persuasive Power in Andrew Marvell’s ‘To His Coy Mistress’”
or
“The Role of Imagery in Expressing Time, Love, and Mortality in Marvell’s ‘To His Coy Mistress’.”
	

	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 comprehensive, clearly summarizing the study’s purpose, methodology, and conclusions. It effectively situates the poem within the metaphysical and carpe diem traditions.
Minor suggestions:
· The last sentence could be shortened for clarity, as it is somewhat repetitive.

· Include a brief mention of the methodology (“qualitative textual analysis”) earlier in the abstract to emphasize academic rigor.

· Correct minor spacing issues (e.g., sensual imagery , love → sensual imagery, love).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its literary-critical approach. The argument is well structured, supported by textual evidence and established criticism. The use of secondary sources is relevant and integrated effectively. The analysis demonstrates a coherent understanding of metaphysical poetry and interpretive theory. Only minor stylistic editing may be required to enhance flow and avoid redundancy in certain analytical sections.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and include both classical and recent sources (up to 2023). This ensures a balanced integration of foundational and contemporary scholarship.
Suggestion: Include one or two recent articles from peer-reviewed journals (post-2020) on metaphysical poetry or carpe diem themes for greater contemporary engagement.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is formal, articulate, and appropriate for scholarly communication. However, some sentences could be shortened for conciseness, and minor grammatical adjustments (comma use, parallel structure) would improve readability. The overall English proficiency is high and meets the standards of academic publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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