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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	By using Norm Theory to standardize terminology translation, this study is important as it describes Zhuang's intangible cultural heritage (ICH), and serves a model that may help its global visibility. It also contributes to linguistics, translation studies, and cultural preservation initiatives.   


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is relevant and suitable.
	

	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 can be more compresenhive by expressing the methodol;ogy more clearly , for example data sources, and analytical approach.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript becomes more scientoific if the following recommendations are applied to the manuscript:

1-reorganize the manuscript based on the structure of a scholarly manusctipt: introduction, literature review, method, results and discussion, and conclusion.

2- support and improve each section by relative materials, for example, in the Introduction section, state the research question(s) clearly and clarify the contribution of your study to the field. In Literature review section, explain the framework you applied for the study in a separate subsection, and so on.   
Some arguments need to be supported by scholarly quatations, for example section 2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3. apply it to all sections.
2- For each section relating to the practical path, it is better to give more examples to highlight the importance of terminology in translation as the author(s) claimed that this is a comparative evaluation. this section requires more improvements
3- Based on what criteria you determined the suitability of each translation. that is, how did you determine which translation is the best? 

4- Dedicate one section/subsection to Discussion and support your discussion with recent studies in the fiels. Highlight the similarities and differences between your study and other studies to strengthen your argument. 

5- The conclusion section should be improved. Add practical implications, limitations of the study, and also provide some helpful recommendations for those the results of the study should be usefull
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are nrecent. 

Some references were missing, for example, Cen et al. (2023); Gong Chuyin (2014); Wei & Ma (2019); Fu & Meng (2024); Li (2021); Ren, Wang & Fan (2024) in the reference list; and Ma, M.Z. (2025) and Yang, D. N., & Liao, M. J. (2016) in the text. recheck your reference carefully. 
The reference list should be revised. state the edition of each book you used. for eample Bassnett (2013), Toury (2012), Toury (2021). apply to all.
	

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


	The language needs to be edited to improve the quality of the manuscript.  
	

	Optional/General comments


	Here, there are some additional recommendations that need to be applied to the manuscript:

1- In each section, when you name a researcher or a scholar for the first time,you need to add the yesr alongside the name (for example, section 3. Toury (???)). apply this to all sections.

2-Do not refer to a scholar by his/her first name (use Bassnett instead of Sussan in section 3.1) apply to all


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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