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

	The topic is interesting for researchers in educational field. Research results could be useful for language teachers, too. 
	

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

	The title does not reflect the scientific filed of the work, namely education. The title should be include “education” or “language education”.
	

	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 not comprehensive as it does not shown any aim or methods of research. The conclusion “This would result in enhancing language proficiency” is not validated by empirical analysis carried out in the frame of the presented investigation.
The part of the abstract devoted to the importance of English is not clear: whether English is considered as a mother tongue or a foreign language? 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript does not have a scientific structure. The manuscript does not reveal any aim of the research. Methods of analysis are not included as well. Conclusions are not presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The list of references includes some recent works. However, the presented list of references is not fully linked with the implemented analysis as many refernces shown in the list of references are not cited in the text, e.g. Kohli&Sharma, 2022; Dutt, 2013; Zubair, 2022; Rexroth, 2024, etc. 
Some references cited in the text are not included in the list of references, e.g. Sano, 2016; Stevenson, year?; F.G. French, year?, etc
	

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

	
English is ok.
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