Table of Correction
	Abstract: The methodological description simplified “comparative and descriptive methodology” 
	Simplified to “comparative and descriptive methodology”. P. 1

	Introduction Issues: 
The introduction, gap in literature, reads as a historical overview, refereed to contemporary France, but their relevance to early Christian polemics could be clarified. The flow would improve if you separated. Debate on Islamophobia’s definition (modern context). 
Recommendation: Explicitly highlight how this study differs from existing works like Daniel (1993) and Tolan (2002). 
	All modifications and recommendations as mentioned were made p. 1-2

	Literature Review: Strengthen critical engagement by showing how these works converge/diverge, and where your study intervenes. • The review is descriptive but not fully analytical. It summarizes scholars’ contributions without synthesizing or highlighting contradictions. • Recent scholarship (e.g., Thobani, 2021; Arjana, 2015) is mentioned later in findings/discussion but could be integrated here for coherence. • The section could be reorganized chronologically or thematically (e.g., Byzantine, Latin West, Spanish/Andalusian contexts) to mirror the structure of your findings.
	Literature Review: turned into more analytical, synthesized and highlighting contradictions. 
The work of Thobani, 2021; Arjana, 2015) integrated into findings. 
The section completely reorganized chronologically
P. 2-3

	Methodology: The term “historical-critical methodology” is vague; specify whether you use discourse analysis, intellectual history, or hermeneutics. 
The criteria for text selection (“wide circulation, theological significance”) could be elaborated: how were these texts accessed (manuscripts, translations, secondary sources)? 
Ethical considerations (though historical) could acknowledge sensitivity in interpreting religious texts to avoid anachronism. 
Recommendation: Add 2–3 sentences clarifying analytical tools (e.g., discourse analysis of tropes, narrative analysis of Muhammad’s image). 

	The methodology was modified after the recommendation of reviewers, explaining that we used translations and secondary sources. P. 3

	 The Findings:	Some subsections (e.g., 3.3 on inferiority, 3.4 on irrationality/sexuality) are too detailed and could be streamlined. Long quotations (e.g., from Tieszen, 2013) may overwhelm the narrative. 
Ensure consistency in terminology: sometimes you use “Islam’s fear,” elsewhere “fear of Islam” or “Islamophobia.” 
Findings at times overlap with discussion (e.g., reference to Ulrich Schlüer’s 2009 campaign). That belongs in Discussion. 
Recommendation: Condense quotations, keep findings focused on medieval texts, and shift modern comparisons fully to the discussion section.

	3.3 and 3.4 were modified, focusing on the medieval texts. More quotations, modern comparisons fully to the discussion section.
P.3-8. 
The table reinforce the links between findings and Discussion

	Discussion: The discussion could be more analytical: instead of repeating findings, highlight why these tropes endured. For example: were they useful politically? Did they reinforce Christian identity?
 Contemporary statistics (53% of Americans view Islam unfavourably) need updating (Green, 2015 is dated). Consider citing Pew Research Center (2019/2021) for credibility
Recommendation: Strengthen comparative reflection: how medieval Christian discourse structured Western intellectual traditions that modern media/politics recycle.
	The discussion was revised after the useful recommendations of reviewers.
p. 8

	Conclusion: Slightly repetitive (“prejudices have endured… hostility… ignorance”).
Needs a forward-looking element: how does this historical awareness help address Islamophobia today?
Recommendation: End with stronger implications for contemporary scholarship, interfaith dialogue, or public discourse. 
	The conclusion was revised to avoid repetition and become more analytical.
P.9

	References: Clean up according to APA 7th guidelines; ensure URLs are active and DOIs included where available.
	The reference according to APA 7th guidelines; ensure URLs are active and DOIs included where available. Two citations from ebangi journal added. P.10

	Technicality: Formatting is inconsistent: numbering (e.g., 3.1, 3.2) is uneven in placement, and paragraphs are sometimes too long without breaks. Check the journal format.
	Solved 



