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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.
	This manuscript addresses a specific and practical issue in second language acquisition: the challenges Zimbabwean students face when learning the Chinese degree adverb "tai". It provides empirical data by categorizing common grammatical errors—such as omission, redundancy, word order, and mixed errors—based on a survey of 100 students across HSK levels 1 to 5. The findings, along with the suggested targeted teaching strategies, offer valuable insights and practical solutions for educators teaching Chinese as a second language to speakers of Shona.
	


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
	4-The title is clear and accurately reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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
	3-The abstract states the research objective but requires grammatical and stylistic revision.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The keywords are well-chosen and fully relevant to the topic.
	

	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
	2-The background information is improperly organized and needs a more logical structure.
	

	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
	3-The research objectives are mentioned but could be articulated more explicitly.
	

	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
	2-The literature review relies heavily on outdated and non-academic sources.
	

	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
	3-The chosen methods fit the study, but their description is overly superficial.
	

	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
	N/A-Ethical considerations are not discussed, though they may not be strictly required for this type of linguistic survey.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-The presentation of the results is disorganized and difficult to follow.
	

	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
	2-The tables are improperly formatted.
	

	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
	2-The connection between the current findings and existing literature is weakly analyzed.
	

	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
	3-The conclusions generally follow logically from the presented data.
	

	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
	3-Study limitations, such as pandemic restrictions and sample size, are only briefly mentioned.
	

	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
	2-The reference list is insufficient, outdated, and contains non-scholarly websites.
	

	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
	2 The manuscript contains numerous grammatical and technical errors, requiring rigorous professional proofreading.
	


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. The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO-While the research objective is identifiable , the abstract contains grammatical errors (e.g., using "to a great extend" instead of "extent") and awkward phrasing. It should be thoroughly proofread and rewritten to improve readability and ensure a proper academic tone.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. A significant portion of the references are outdated, dating back to the 1980s and 1990s. More importantly, the author cited non-academic sources, such as a link to "Baidu Zhidao" (a public Q&A platform), which is completely unacceptable for a peer-reviewed research article. The author must remove non-academic links and include more recent, peer-reviewed literature from the last 5-10 years.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO.
	


PART 3. 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents an interesting empirical study on second language acquisition, but it currently suffers from improper English language proficiency and severe formatting issues. The tables need complete restructuring, and the reference list includes non-scholarly web sources (e.g., Baidu Zhidao) and outdated books. I recommend a "Major Revision" focusing heavily on professional language editing (proofreading), proper data visualization, and updating the bibliography before it can be considered for publication.
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