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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.

	The manuscript has a potentially publishable theoretical contribution, but substantial revision is required. The authors should clarify the methodological status of the paper, explicitly articulate the proposed contrastive cohesion framework, distinguish cohesion from coherence, moderate the binary opposition between narrative and scientific discourse, and strengthen the critical engagement with competing perspectives.


	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The phrase “Re-evaluating the Rigor” may imply an empirical evaluation, whereas the manuscript is primarily conceptual/theoretical in its current form. The title could therefore be made slightly more precise by emphasizing its conceptual or comparative nature.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The abstract is not fully comprehensive because it does not clearly specify the methodological approach used to develop the framework. It also does not explicitly state the analytical procedure, scope of the literature examined, or limitations of the study. Since the manuscript presents itself as a study that develops a framework, this methodological information would improve the abstract's completeness.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = 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
	4 = Good 
The background is substantial and relevant, but clearer articulation of the research gap, contribution, and a reduction of repetition would strengthen its organization
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The objectives are identifiable and consistent with the manuscript's argument, but they should be stated explicitly and operationally to improve precision and methodological clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The literature is relevant and substantial, but a more critical synthesis, clearer identification of the literature gap, and stronger justification for the proposed framework would raise the rating to Excellent.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The literature is reasonably up-to-date and includes several recent sources, but a stronger and broader integration of current scholarship would make the literature review more contemporary and robust.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
The authors should add a methodological explanation of the literature search and synthesis process. If the manuscript is intended as a conceptual/theoretical article rather than a systematic or scoping review, this should be explicitly stated, together with a transparent explanation of how the key literature was identified, selected, and critically synthesized.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
The authors should add a methodological explanation of the literature search and synthesis process. If the manuscript is intended as a conceptual/theoretical article rather than a systematic or scoping review, this should be explicitly stated, together with a transparent explanation of how the key literature was identified, selected, and critically synthesized.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript identifies the broad research problem and gestures toward further investigation, but the specific research gap and actionable future research agenda need to be articulated much more explicitly.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The conclusions are broadly supported and logically connected to the manuscript's argument, but they require stronger methodological grounding and more carefully qualified claims.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
The paper discusses limitations related to narrative inquiry, but does not adequately discuss the limitations of the study itself.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The reference base is generally strong, relevant, and academically credible, but it needs greater reliance on verified peer-reviewed journal literature and careful verification of recent/unpublished references before it can be considered excellent.
	

	14. 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
	4 = Good
The manuscript is understandable and maintains an appropriate academic register, but substantive language editing and reduction of repetition are recommended to improve precision, readability, and overall scholarly presentation.
	




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 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No 
The manuscript presents a coherent theoretical argument, but its scientific correctness is not fully established in its current form because the study does not clearly specify a research methodology, literature-search/selection procedure, or systematic analytical procedure for developing the proposed contrastive cohesion framework. In addition, some broad claims, particularly that narrative and scientific cohesion constitute “equally legitimate” epistemic systems, should be more carefully qualified and supported.
The authors should therefore clarify the methodological basis of the study, operationalize the proposed framework, strengthen its evidential/theoretical justification, and moderate claims that extend beyond what the analysis can demonstrate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Add more recent, verified peer-reviewed journal articles (preferably 2021–2026) and reduce reliance on unpublished sources where possible.
	

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

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

	No
	


Reviewer details:

Muhammad Hasyimsyah Batubara, Indonesia
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