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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 manuscript makes a significant contribution to the field of Chinese art studies by focusing on the underexplored regional development of Guangxi’s red revolutionary-themed paintings. It advances theoretical understanding of how local cultural narratives interact with national political discourse and visual paradigms, thus enriching the broader study of art history, cultural identity, and narrative theory. The study’s interdisciplinary approach—linking art history, cultural studies, and semiotics—offers a model for analyzing other regional art forms in China and beyond. Moreover, it provides valuable insights into the processes of cultural localization and modernization in post-reform China, which are relevant for scholars of both art and socio-political studies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is precise and clearly reflects the focus 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.


	The abstract could be shortened slightly to improve readability.

Include one specific example or indicator of Guangxi’s stylistic transformation to make the research’s originality more tangible.

Consider adding a concise statement about the study’s methodology (“qualitative review and comparative analysis”) for clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically and conceptually sound. The theoretical grounding in narrative studies, visual semiotics, and regional art history is strong. The methodology (Ibrahim’s RQ construct classification and POD diagram analysis) is unconventional but logically explained and applied consistently. There are no apparent errors in reasoning, and the interpretations are well-supported by existing scholarship.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, varied, and generally recent, spanning works from 2005 to 2024.
	

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


	Simplify long sentences for readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Including one or two specific case studies (artists, works, or exhibitions) would ground the theoretical discussion more concretely.

The “POD” framework is original but may be unfamiliar to art historians; a brief methodological appendix could help readers understand its structure.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No ethical issues are apparent.
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