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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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 contributes valuable empirical data to the global conversation on endangered languages and intangible cultural heritage. The Hezhe people are rarely studied in the international literature; therefore, the field- based evidence offers important insights into minority language revitalization models. The study also demonstrates the practical connection between cultural policy, community participation, and linguistic
sustainability, which is useful for both researchers and policymakers. Overall, it fills a clear gap regarding micro- level revitalisation strategies in China.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope. But it's better if you can modify your title to sound richer in cultural heritage and language revitalization.
Optional alternative title:
“Revitalising an Endangered Language Through Intangible Cultural Heritage: Evidence from the Hezhe Ethnic Group in China.”
	

	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 is generally comprehensive, but it can be strengthened by:
· Explicitly stating the sample size (115 participants).
· Clarifying the main methodological tools (questionnaire + interviews).
· Adding 1–2 sentences summarising key quantitative findings.
· Removing repeated statements about training centres.
Very weak
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound.
The methodology is clearly described, the sampling is justified, and the results align with the stated objectives. The discussion logically interprets the findings within the broader literature on language endangerment and cultural heritage.
However, the manuscript would benefit from:
· Clearer presentation of quantitative data (tables or figures).
· Stronger linkage between results and linguistic theory.
· Add tables or figures to enhance the reader's understanding
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and include both foundational and recent works.
However, most citations come from Chinese domestic sources. Two or three additional international references on language revitalization could strengthen global relevance, for example:
· Fishman, J. (1991). Reversing Language Shift.
· Grenoble, L., & Whaley, L. (2006). Saving Languages: An Introduction to Language Revitalization.
Add literature outside China to internationalise your research and provide a richer understanding.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is generally understandable but requires moderate editing to improve clarity, reduce repetition, and correct grammar issues. Some sections are overly long and would benefit from concise restructuring.

Need proofreading to improve clarity, reduce repetition, and correct grammar issues.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Consider adding at least one table summarising demographic data of the 115 participants.
The Results section should include more quantitative percentages rather than narrative-only reporting.
The Conclusion is strong but could briefly mention limitations (e.g., limited geographical coverage, lack of longitudinal data).
Overall, the manuscript has value but requires minor to moderate revision for clarity.

Add tables summarizing your data to enhance the understanding of your research.
The manuscript is scientifically solid and provides an important case study but needs minor improvements in language, data presentation, and abstract clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	






[bookmark: _Hlk214876991]Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk214877093][bookmark: _GoBack]Denis Twinomugisha, Institute of Applied Sciences INES-Ruhengeri, Rwanda


Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

