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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 (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.


	This study explores the knowledge re-semiotization strategies employed in the English translation of Commonly Used Zhuang Medicinal Herb Color Atlas, a Zhuang medical monograph. It focuses on ethnic medicine translation, an area that has received relatively little attention in translation research. The study identifies three common translation issues in the target text and puts forward targeted solutions to address them, thus making a meaningful contribution to both multimodal translation studies and the international communication of ethnic medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title clearly reflects the content and focus of the paper. But it is general. I suggest a slight revision：Re-semiotization Strategies in the Multimodal Translation of Zhuang Medicine: A Case Study of a Color Atlas
	

	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 outlines the research object, methods, and key findings but it lacks two critical points: 

1. a clear statement of the research purpose; 

2. a brief summary of the significance of the proposed strategies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific sound. The focus of this study is the re-semiotization strategies used in the multimodal translation of Zhuang medicine.

The theoretical framework is strong and appropriately relies on key concepts of multimodal translation (Kress, 2001) and re-semiotization (Iedema, 2003; Jakobson, 1959). It effectively applies these concepts to the specific context of Zhuang medicinal texts, thereby avoiding disconnection between theory and practice.

The case analysis of Commonly Used Zhuang Medicinal Herb Color Atlas is clear, demonstrating logical consistency and practical relevance by linking identified translation issues (register reconstruction, academic semantic gaps, symbol substitution) to targeted strategies (symbol transference, supplementation, reconstruction).The case under study is appropriate, as its multimodal features closely match the research focus.

 However, i think there are some problems. The study places more emphasis on theoretical background and less on detailed analysis:

1. three key translation issues are identifies and are stated as central challenges. However, these three issues are directly stated in the text rather than derived through analysis.  The author does not explain how these problems were identified.

2. three re-semiotization strategies are introduced as core solutions, but the case analysis does not clearly demonstrate how each strategy responds to the three problems mentioned. And the current analysis focuses on what was translated rather than  providing a critical explanation of why this strategy was used or how it helped resolve a specific issue.  The part of analysis is more like a list of translation phenomena than a problem-solving framework.This is a gap between the problem identification, strategy proposal, and case illustration. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover foundational works (Jakobson, Kress) and recent literature (2022–2024). However, it lacks some foundational works in re-semiotization in translation, such as the work of O’Halloran and re-semiotization in health or scientific domains.
	

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


	The expression of this study is generally understandable. The readers can grasp the core arguments. However, there are some probloms on expression, such as grammatical errors:

1. “there have a classification framework”should be “there is a classification framework” 

2. “there has examined on the importance” , should be like: studies have examined the importance, 

3.“Someone provided an overview”, the subject is vague and should be revised to “Scholars have provided an overview” for accuracy are better. 

There are also inconsistencies in terminology expression, such as using both “re-semiotization” and “resemiotizing” in different parts, which need to be unified.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Jing ZHOU, Anhui Xinhua University, China

