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	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 manuscript is very important for the field of descriptive and theoretical linguistics. It provides novel empirical data on the less-studied Central Malayo-Polynesian language, Lamaholot, specifically the Lamalera Dialect. The key finding that the marking system defies established typological criteria for distinguishing clitics and affixes suggests the need to refine existing theories on morphosyntactic categories. It therefore makes a significant contribution by expanding the global typological map of affixation/cliticization phenomena.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable, as it accurately describes the content.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive, covering the core findings. I suggest adding a sentence to explicitly state the theoretical implication—that the LLLD marking system challenges the existing clitic vs. affix distinction criteria (e.g., Dixon’s five parameters) that is discussed in the body of the paper. This would strengthen the novelty claim in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and robust in its empirical data presentation. The analysis is systematic, and the examples convincingly support the claims made about the function and distribution of proclitic and enclitic marking. The logical structure of the argument, while needing minor theoretical refinement (as noted above), is sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references appear sufficient and include recent works. However, to strengthen the theoretical discussion of the precategorical form and the clitic/affix distinction, the authors might consider citing additional core typological works on bound morphology, such as recent papers by Hengeveld & Mackenzie (on parts of speech) or classic works by Zwicky & Pullum or Klavans on cliticization.
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from a final detailed proofread by a native speaker. There are occasional issues with article use (a/the) and consistency in terminology, but these are minor and do not impede comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript contributes important descriptive data to a lesser-studied language. The authors should be proud of the systematic approach to data collection. The suggested revisions are intended to elevate the theoretical framework to match the high quality of the empirical work.
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