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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.
	The manuscript deals with autobiographical writing, identity formation, narratology and translation studies in the context of the two case studies of Educated by Tara Westover and its Chinese translation by Ren Aihong. The attempt to bring together three dimensions of identity with the strategies of narrative and translation offers a possible analytical framework. 
At present, however, the manuscript exaggerates its originality and does not justify the claim to it over the existing scholarship. The theory of categories and analytical procedures need much more development before any claim to the contribution can be accepted.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	                              3

	

	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
	                                   2

	

	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
It should have been 5 keywords as standard practice
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organised?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	                                 3
	

	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
	                                 4
.
	

	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
	                                  3
	

	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
	                                  2
	

	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
	                                    4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	 

	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


	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	



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.

	The title is appropriate and identifies the subject, corpus and translation dimension. It's quite long and could be shortened. The main thing is that the paper's title should clearly convey the actual methodology. The manuscript does not really constitute a broad empirical investigation in terms of “strategies”, but rather a qualitative textual comparison.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Revision required. The abstract should clearly indicate:
what the exact corpus was; how passages were identified for the corpus; how translation strategies were identified; how the categories were applied in the theoretical sense; how evidence for identity was “reconstructed.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
NO — there is a need for a significant reworking of the theory and methodology.

1. The conceptual problem with Genette: There is a problem with Genette's manuscript, because he seems to equate homodiegetic and heterodiegetic narration with changes in narrative perspective, e.g., from childhood to adulthood. These are categories that have to do with the role of the narrator in the story—not the narrator's point of view. A first-person narrator telling events in the past is still part of the story, and shifts in cognitive distance or time should not be interpreted as a shift from homodiegetic to heterodiegetic narration. This misapprehension underlies much of the paper, which makes this distinction. 
Suggestion: The authors should explain the concepts of voice and mood, focalization, and narrator position in the accurate categorisation of the selected passages by Genette.

2. The manuscript introduces a tri-dimensional model of connection between identity, narrative and translation strategy, but it is not presented how specific translation strategies (such as literal or adaptation) reconstruct identities. Relationships appear to be more related to the analysis than to textual evidence. The authors have to explain: a. what an identity-bearing textual unit is; b. how such identity can be identified in the source text; c. what the exact changes are in the Chinese translation; d. what type of translation operations lead to such changes; e. how these changes influence identity representation; and 6. why other interpretations are less convincing.

3. Small Sample: Insufficiently Justified 
The authors recognise that only two examples have been included for each translation strategy. These are not necessarily undesirable in a qualitative study, but the paper should explain how these examples were selected. There is no clearly described sampling methodology; none of the types mentioned (purposive sampling, representative sampling, corpus-based selection, frequency-based selection, theoretically-motivated sampling, or selection based on predetermined analytical criteria) is described sufficiently. If these criteria were not included, it would appear that the six strategies were picked after the fact to align to the proposed framework.


Manuscript deals with a topic that is relevant and could be publishable, but I would suggest that it be considered for Major Revision rather than acceptance as it stands. The main issue is not the topic but the theoretical and methodological soundness of the analytical framework. The treatment of Genette's concept of homodiegetic/heterodiegetic distinction is conceptually flawed, and this flaw extends to the core argument about perspective changes and identity formation. Furthermore, the methodology fails to provide sufficient information regarding the selection of the corpus and provides no foundation for the reproducible assignment of certain translation strategies to certain dimensions of identity. Additionally, the citation/reference system is quite flawed; many of the theorists mentioned in the manuscript are not cited in the reference list. If the fundamental problems are solved well, the study could be of assistance to the studies of autobiography, narratology, identity and literary translation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	No
A big drawback was found.

There is a relatively short reference list that includes some inconsistencies. More seriously, a few theorists are explicitly referenced in the body, but not in the reference list.

The list is:

Genette; Ricoeur; Stanzel; Hall; Giddens; Bhabha; Tajfel; Turner; Jenkins; Baker; Lakoff and Johnson; Catford; Nord; Nabokov; Newmark; Hatim and Mason.

In-text and reference list are not matched.
This is a serious scholarly-reference issue!

Some references require rethinking for their relevance. For example, the Yamamoto et al. (2025) paper is about autobiographical memory and social functions in people with autistic traits and doesn't seem to directly contribute to the main argument of the paper. The authors are to carry out a thorough Citation-Reference Cross-Check:

Each in-text citation should be included in the References section, and each reference included should be cited and should be meaningful to the study.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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