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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.


	The manuscript addresses a topic that is genuinely relevant right now, especially as climate-change communication continues to expand across different media platforms. Metaphor is a major component of how climate issues are framed, and looking specifically at popular science journalism is an angle that hasn’t been examined very much. So in terms of relevance, the study has something to contribute. Although the dataset is small, the analysis still offers insight into how readers might come to understand climate problems through metaphorical framing. Overall, the work has value for people working in linguistics, discourse studies, and climate communication.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear enough, but it feels too broad.  Since the focus is specifically on Knowable Magazine, the title could be more informative. Something like “Conceptual Metaphors in Climate Change Reporting: An Analysis of Knowable Magazine Articles” would help readers know immediately what kind of texts you are analyzing. But the current title isn’t “wrong”—it’s just a bit generic.


	

	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 summarizes the main findings, but it leaves out a few things that would help readers understand the study better:

· It doesn’t clearly state what gap in the literature you are addressing.

· The method is mentioned, but very briefly.

· The implications are mentioned only in a general way.

Adding one or two sentences about the motivation for studying metaphors in this specific journal, and a clearer indication of the analytical procedure, would strengthen the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the study is theoretically grounded and uses a well-known framework (Lakoff & Johnson). The analysis itself is reasonable. However, there are a few methodological weaknesses that should be acknowledged more openly:

1. Corpus size – Only seven articles were used. This is fine for a small exploratory study, but it should be stated clearly as a limitation.

2. Metaphor identification – It isn’t clear what criteria were used to identify metaphors. Did you follow a protocol (e.g., MIP, MIPVU), or did you mark them based on your own judgment? A short explanation would improve transparency.

3. Single annotator – It appears there was only one person marking the metaphors. That’s acceptable for a small study, but you should acknowledge the lack of inter-annotator reliability.

4. Quantitative analysis – The results rely mainly on frequency counts. There is nothing wrong with descriptive statistics, but some of the interpretive claims seem stronger than what the numbers can support. I suggest toning down statements about “dominance” or “patterns” unless they are very clearly supported.

In short: the study is sound but needs clearer methodological description and more moderation in its conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover the main classical works, but there are a few issues:

· There are some duplicates and minor formatting inconsistencies.

· Several important studies on climate-change metaphors and science communication are missing (e.g., Nerlich & Jaspal, Flusberg et al., Atanasova & Koteyko). Including a few recent papers would help update the literature review.

This section just needs some tightening.


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but the writing could benefit from smoothing and reorganizing in several places. Some sentences are wordy or repetitive, and a few paragraphs try to cover too many ideas at once. A thorough language edit, mainly for flow and clarity, would make the paper easier to follow. The tone is already academic, but the structure can be sharpened.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an interesting and timely study, especially given the growing public attention to climate change and the role of popular science outlets in shaping public understanding. The theoretical basis is solid, and the examples chosen for discussion are appropriate. The main improvements needed are:
(a) clearer explanation of how metaphors were identified,
(b) acknowledgment of the limitations of the dataset,
(c) some reorganization for brevity, and
(d) updated references.

With these revisions, the paper should be suitable for publication.
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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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