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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 scientific community by providing a comprehensive and formal analysis of focus marking in Swahili cleft constructions, a relatively underexplored area in Bantu linguistics. Its detailed examination of focus positions, types, and the role of copula elements enhances our understanding of the syntactic and information-structural mechanisms in Kiswahili, offering valuable insights for linguistic theory and cross-linguistic comparison. Additionally, the study's empirical approach and formal framework serve as a foundation for further research on syntactic variation and discourse strategies in African languages.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and it reflects the content of the article. 

However, to make it more specific and engaging, an alternative title could be: “Focus Marking in Swahili Cleft Constructions: A Formal and Discourse-Functional Analysis of Information Structure”
	

	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 comprehensive, providing a clear overview of the research problem, methodology, key findings, and significance. 

However, I suggest a few improvements:
1. Mention explicitly that the data was spoken language data derived from a specific event, which underscores the naturalistic context of the analysis.

2. Consider tightening some sentences to improve readability, especially where multiple points are packed together.

3.Clarify that the study contributes new insights into the focus behaviors of Kiswahili, a Bantu language.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct, provided that the research methods and data analysis are properly conducted and documented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references should be up-to-date ( new) , ideally within the last 5- 10 years, to reflect current research trends and debates.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article appear to be generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. The sentences are well-structured, and the terminology used is appropriate for an academic audience/ readers. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The references require revision, since a significant number are quite old.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Do not appear to be any inherent ethical issues in this manuscript. 
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