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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.
	By analysing the difficulties Zimbabwean learners encounter when using the Chinese degree adverb “tai,” this manuscript advances research on second-language acquisition by emphasising cross-linguistic interference from Shona and English. It enhances mistake analysis in applied linguistics by offering a precise categorisation of typical learner errors and their causes. The study also provides useful pedagogical insights to enhance Chinese language instruction in underrepresented environments. In general, it successfully connects multilingual language education theory and practice. 
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 4: Good
Since it identifies the target demographic (Zimbabwean students) and focuses on the Chinese degree adverb “tai,” the title is generally pertinent and obvious, making the study’s scope evident. To improve clarity and academic tone, it should be somewhat improved for grammatical accuracy and conciseness (e.g., “A Comparative Study of the Use of the Chinese Degree Adverb’ Tai’ among Zimbabwean Students”). 
	

	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
	Rating 3: Satisfactory
The abstract provides some information by summarising the research’s subject, goal, and overall focus. However, it presents important components like methodology, essential findings, and particular contributions in an unclear, succinct, and incomplete manner. Its comprehensiveness and academic quality would be improved by adding unambiguous outcomes, improving grammar, and improving structure. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 3: Satisfactory
In general, the keywords (e.g., comparison research, degree adverb, Chinese, Zimbabwean students, errors) are relevant to the study’s focus. To improve discoverability and academic precision, they may be made more explicit and easier to search for by adding terms such as “second language acquisition,” “error analysis,” or “cross-linguistic influence.”
	

	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
	Rating 3: Satisfactory
The background provides pertinent information on learning Chinese and the difficulties Zimbabwean students encounter, particularly regarding the adverb “tai.” Nevertheless, it lacks consistency, a logical flow of concepts, and a clear structure. Strengthening the structure, improving the clarity of the language, and incorporating more targeted academic references would enhance its overall quality and readability.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 4: Good
The study’s objectives are elucidated through the research questions, which focus on the classification of errors, their underlying causes, and potential remedial strategies. But these goals are not clearly stated as formal objectives or hypotheses, which makes the overall focus a little less obvious. Making things clearer and organising them systematically would improve the study academically. 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 2: Needs Improvement
The literature review contains pertinent materials on language acquisition and grammar; however, it is limited in breadth and lacks contemporary references. Many of the sources are outdated or improperly integrated into a coherent debate, which makes the debate less academically rigorous. Adding more recent studies (from the last 5 to 10 years) and thinking more critically about the material already out there would make it much more useful. 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 4: Good
The study approach is generally suitable, as it uses questionnaires, interviews, and analysis of students’ work to examine error types and their underlying causes. These methodologies align well with the study’s error analysis goals. The description of techniques and data analysis might be more thorough and organised to make things clearer and more methodologically sound. 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 2: Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not explicitly talk about ethical issues. When conducting research with people, it’s crucial to discuss informed consent, privacy, and the rights of the people involved. Adding a clear statement about ethical protocols would make the study more credible and demonstrate adherence to research standards. 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 3: satisfactory
Some tables and explanations accompany the results and help convey the findings. However, the presentation lacks clarity and consistency; some explanations are either vague or overly lengthy. The results would be easier to understand and more useful if they were better organised, labelled, and explained.


	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 3: Satisfactory
The provided tables effectively illustrate the distribution of errors across various student levels. However, improvements in clarity and formatting are necessary, as some labels and explanations lack clarity and consistency. Enhancing the table headings, captions, and overall alignment with the topic would make the tables more helpful and easier to read.


	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 2: Needs Improvement
The discussion concentrates on the results but does not effectively link them to other research. There is an absence of engagement with previous findings, and comparisons or theoretical interpretations are insufficiently developed. Strengthening the connection between the results and relevant scholarly work would make the discussion more comprehensive and valuable to academics. 


	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 4: Good
The evidence provided generally supports the results, particularly in identifying common types of mistakes and their causes. However, to enhance overall validity, the relationship between specific data points and broader claims needs further clarification.


	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 2: Needs Improvement
The report does not sufficiently address its limitations. It overlooks key factors such as sample size, scope, and potential biases, which are not critically examined. Adding a dedicated section discussing these constraints would improve clarity and enhance academic rigour.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 2: Needs Improvement
The references provided are useful; however, their limited quantity and outdated nature hinder their effectiveness. Many sources are ancient, and there is insufficient emphasis on recent research in second language acquisition and error analysis. Specifically, studies published in the past five years, which focus on current theories and practices in the field, are lacking. Incorporating more recent and peer-reviewed sources into the reference list would significantly enhance the academic rigour and credibility of the study.


	

	15. 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
	Rating 2: Needs Improvement
The manuscript effectively conveys its key points, but the language is often difficult to understand due to grammatical errors, confusing wording, and inconsistent sentence structure. These issues hinder readability and may obstruct comprehension of important topics. Substantial language editing and proofreading are needed to enhance clarity and improve the manuscript for academic purposes.
	


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, with minor revision
The title is generally appropriate, as it clearly communicates the study’s focus and intended audience. However, it could be enhanced by greater clarity and a more formal tone, better aligning with academic standards. 

A suggested revision is:

“A Comparative Study on the Use of the Chinese Degree Adverb ‘Tai’ among Zimbabwean Students.”


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract lacks sufficient detail. It would benefit from a clear and concise outline of the research goal, methods, major findings, and conclusions. Furthermore, enhancing the wording for clarity and adopting a more academic tone would significantly improve its overall quality. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, revision is needed
The manuscript has a strong scientific basis regarding its subject, methodology, and the use of error analysis in second language learning. However, the overall scientific quality could be enhanced by increasing transparency about the methods used, incorporating more current and relevant literature, and ensuring that data analysis and interpretation are conducted with greater accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, there are a few references, and they are outdated. Including more up-to-date sources from the past 5–10 years, especially from peer-reviewed journals in second language acquisition, applied linguistics, and Chinese language education, would strengthen the work. Additionally, enhancing the paper's credibility as an academic piece would involve referencing more sources and engaging with them more critically in the debate.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes, the manuscript does not clearly address important ethical concerns. It lacks clear statements about whether participants provided informed consent, whether student data was kept confidential, and whether an ethics review board approved the study (if required). Since the study involves people (students), it should include a section explaining how participants’ rights were protected, how the data was securely collected and managed, and whether participation was voluntary. To adhere to standard research ethics, these details must be included.
	


Reviewer details:

Endang Mastuti Rahayu, Universitas PGRI Adi Buana Surabaya, Indonesia

Page 4 of 4
V180326


