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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 important for the scientific community because it provides a systematic and empirically grounded analysis of focus marking in Swahili, a topic that has received limited detailed attention in information-structure research. By situating Swahili cleft constructions within Lambrecht’s Information Structure Theory, the study strengthens cross-linguistic comparisons between Bantu and non-Bantu languages. The findings offer new insights into the interaction between syntax and discourse, particularly the role of the copula as a focus-marking device. In addition, the study lays a solid foundation for future research in Bantu linguistics, language documentation, and applications in language teaching and computational linguistics.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is generally suitable. It clearly reflects the main focus of the study—information structure, focus marking, Swahili, and cleft constructions—and it is appropriate for an academic audience in linguistics.

However, it could be made more precise and stylistically polished by highlighting the empirical and analytical scope more explicitly.


	

	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.


	Although the abstract contains a lot of information, it does not present it in a well-balanced and systematic way. Much space is devoted to general background and cross-linguistic discussion, while some essential elements of a strong abstract are either unclear or missing. In particular, the research objectives/questions are not explicitly stated, the methodology is only briefly mentioned without clarity, and the main contribution of the study is not sharply summarized. As a result, the reader may struggle to quickly understand what exactly was done, how it was done, and why it matters.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	he references used in the manuscript are largely sufficient and relevant, especially with respect to classical and foundational works on information structure, focus, and cleft constructions (e.g. Lambrecht 1994, 2001; Kiss 1998; Krifka 2007). The inclusion of studies on Bantu languages and Swahili specifically strengthens the theoretical and typological grounding of the study.

However, the bibliography is somewhat limited in recent literature. While a few recent works are included, the manuscript would benefit from engaging more explicitly with post-2015 research on focus, clefting, and syntax–discourse interfaces, particularly in African linguistics and comparative information structure studies. Adding such references would help situate the study more firmly within current debates


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. While the main ideas are generally understandable, the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, typographical mistakes, and inconsistencies in terminology. These issues sometimes obscure meaning and interrupt the flow of the argument, making the text difficult to read in parts.

In addition, there are problems with article use, verb agreement, prepositions, and sentence cohesion, as well as occasional repetition and unclear phrasing. Some technical terms are not used consistently, and several sentences are overly long or poorly structured.
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