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	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 significant as it fills a notable research gap in the study of red revolutionary-themed painting development in Guangxi, a region that has been relatively underexplored in Chinese art scholarship. Its analysis, which integrates periodization, narrative transformation, and visual style evolution, offers a conceptual framework for understanding how national discourse and local identity mutually shape artistic expression. The findings have the potential to enrich studies of modern art history and open new avenues for comparative regional research. Therefore, this article serves as a valuable reference for scholars interested in the interaction between regional art and national narratives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The alternative title, “From National Epic to Local Narrative: The Evolution of Red Revolutionary Painting in Guangxi since China's Reform Era,” is considered more representative as it clearly reflects the central theme of the article namely, the transition from national to local narratives within Guangxi’s revolutionary art. The title is more concise, balanced between historical and artistic aspects, and easily comprehensible to an international readership. Moreover, its structure and choice of wording convey a strong yet engaging academic tone, effectively capturing the overall focus and scope of the study.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is comprehensive and clearly presents the research objectives, scope, methodology, and contribution to the study of revolutionary art in Guangxi. It effectively highlights the two main focuses narrative transformation and visual style evolution which form the core of the paper. However, the abstract could be improved by briefly emphasizing the significance of this research within the broader context of modern Chinese art, clarifying the practical or theoretical implications of the findings, and refining the language to make it more concise and accessible for international readers. With these minor enhancements, the abstract would become more focused, engaging, and representative of the study’s academic value.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, this manuscript is well-structured and demonstrates a logical flow of thought supported by relevant literature. The author effectively connects theoretical perspectives, historical context, and visual analysis in a systematic way to explain the narrative transformation and stylistic development of red revolutionary-themed paintings in Guangxi. The chosen approach is consistent with a qualitative descriptive method based on a literature review, making it appropriate for a mini review article.

However, the paper would be academically stronger if the author provided a brief explanation of the criteria used for selecting the reviewed literature and clarified how the analysis process contributed to forming the main conclusions. Overall, the manuscript meets scientific standards and offers a meaningful contribution to the study of art and visual culture in China.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, the list of references in this manuscript is adequate and relevant to the topic discussed. The author has included a range of recent sources, particularly from 2020 to 2024, demonstrating an effort to stay updated with the latest developments in the study of revolutionary art and visual culture. The inclusion of several international references also enriches the analytical perspective.

However, the reference list would be stronger if complemented with additional theoretical works that discuss art study methodologies and narrative theory within the context of visual culture. For instance, Mieke Bal (2017), Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of Narrative could strengthen the theoretical foundation of the narrative approach, while Nicholas Mirzoeff (2020), How to See the World may offer broader context for visual interpretation in the global era. With such additions, the theoretical framework of the article would appear more cohesive and comprehensive.


	

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


	Overall, the use of English in this article is quite good and easy to understand. The writing style is formal and adheres to academic standards, allowing the ideas and research findings to be clearly conveyed. The author also demonstrates a strong command of technical terms and concepts relevant to the field of study.

However, there are a few areas that could be improved to make the writing flow more smoothly and sound more natural, particularly in the use of overly long sentences and transitions between paragraphs. A light edit by a native English speaker or an academic editor would help refine the writing style and enhance readability. In general, the language quality of this article is suitable for scholarly communication, requiring only minor editorial adjustments.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript offers a valuable contribution to the study of art and visual culture, particularly in understanding the development of revolutionary-themed art in Guangxi. The author presents a well-structured and insightful discussion, demonstrating a strong grasp of the dynamic relationship between national narratives and local identity.

However, the paper would be even stronger if the connection between the analytical findings and the theoretical framework were explained more clearly, so that the main argument appears more cohesive. Some sections could also be simplified to improve the flow and make the text more accessible to an international audience.

In general, the article is well-written and has great potential to enrich academic discussions on modern art, especially regarding the relationship between visual expression and socio-cultural context in China.

The manuscript demonstrates strong academic value with an interesting and relevant topic that contributes to the study of art and visual culture, particularly in the context of revolutionary art in Guangxi. It is well-structured, logically argued, and supported by up-to-date references, reflecting a solid scholarly effort.

However, a few aspects could be improved especially by clarifying the connection between the theoretical framework and the analysis, and refining the writing style to make it flow more naturally for an international readership. With these minor revisions, the manuscript is suitable for acceptance and publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Based on the review, no ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The article is a mini review that relies solely on literature sources and does not involve human participants, animals, or any sensitive data requiring ethical approval. The author has also properly cited all references, demonstrating adherence to academic and publication ethics standards. Therefore, this manuscript can be considered free from research ethics concerns or violations of scientific integrity.
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