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	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 examines how EFL students in Tanzania handle the English refusal speech act, which is a pertinent and little-studied area of applied linguistics. Successful communication requires pragmatic ability, but little research has looked at how African EFL learners execute refusals across social distance and power characteristics. This study offers fresh perspectives on speech act realization that might guide theoretical debates as well as real-world enhancements in EFL instruction by concentrating on University of Dar es Salaam students. Teachers, curriculum developers, and academics who are interested in interlanguage pragmatics, cross-cultural communication, and language policy in multilingual settings will find the findings useful.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Though a little strange in its phrasing, the current title makes sense. I recommend: Handling Refusal Speech Acts in English as a Foreign Language: Proof from Students at the University of Dar es Salaam. This version is more succinct, formal, and clear.


	

	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.


	Although the abstract is quite extensive, it is too descriptive. It ought to be changed to:

Emphasize the research gap clearly.

List the methods (sample, instrument, taxonomy, and analysis) in brief.

Provide accurate and consistent numerical findings, such as the percentages for direct, indirect, and adjunct tactics. There are currently some values in the abstract that do not match the results tables.

Include a final comment discussing the practical pedagogical consequences, such as the necessity of incorporating pragmatic instruction into EFL classes.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
Although the study has good conceptual underpinnings, it contains significant methodological and analytical flaws that need to be fixed:

Sampling: Information about the age, gender, and skill levels of the students is absent. It should be made clear if the selecting process is random, convenient, or purposeful.

Instrument: The Discourse Completion Task (DCT) scenarios and an explanation of the operationalization of power and social distance should be included as an appendix. Validity would be strengthened with a manipulation check, which verifies that participants perceived the desired status or distance.

Coding: The study uses Beebe et al.'s taxonomy, but it adds new categories (such "invoking the name of God") without providing a precise description. It is necessary to report intercoder reliability (e.g., Cohen's κ) and include a codebook with examples.

Analysis: Only descriptive statistics are used in this study. To find out if variations in refusal practices across situations are statistically significant, inferential studies (chi-square tests, logistic regression, or multilevel models) are required.

Consistency of results: Text and table percentages are not consistent (for example, the adoption of indirect strategies is stated as both 56% and 45%). Every computation has to be verified and adjusted.

Discussion: More clear connections between interpretations and sociopragmatics and politeness theory are needed. To prevent overgeneralization, phrases like "interlocutors did not care about face" should be softer.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although the references are largely biased toward older research, they do cover important classic works (Beebe, Brown & Levinson, Gass & Houck). Included should be more current studies (2015–2023) on African EFL learners, interlanguage pragmatics, and refusals. Citation year discrepancies also exist (e.g., Goffman 1967 vs 1995). Every reference needs to be consistent, and when feasible, DOIs should be included.


	

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


	The wording needs to be revised for consistency and conciseness, although it is generally comprehensible. Shorten lengthy lines, standardize academic vocabulary (choose "speaker/hearer" or "refuser/refusee," but not both), and designate informal learner examples as verbatim data. The readability of the work would be enhanced by professional proofreading.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study employs a large sample, offers real-world instances of learner refusals, and is contextually relevant. It highlights significant pedagogical issues and fills a vacuum in Tanzanian EFL research. Providing demographic and sampling information, including the DCT instrument as an appendix, adding coding reliability statistics, fixing inconsistencies in tables and percentages, applying inferential statistics, and revising the abstract, references, and language for clarity and precision are all areas that need improvement.
The paper could significantly advance the field of interlanguage pragmatics study with these changes.

Recommendation: Major Revision

Justification:

· The study addresses an important and underexplored issue in EFL pragmatics.

· The manuscript contains useful data and strong potential.

· However, methodological transparency, coding reliability, statistical rigor must be improved.

· With major revisions, the paper can be significantly strengthened and made suitable for publication.
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