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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

I think this manuscript is already good, it just needs some addition such as: 

1. What’s the impact of the findings on the translation study especially for Chinese;  

2. The author also needs to explain or describe her/his limitation of the paper; 

3. Recommendations need to be added also, even this manuscript had described the 

strengths and weaknesses of both translation Kang Yanbin's and Wang Jinhua's 

translations but the author's point of view regarding both styles. Which one is preffered, or 

popular, etc, and supported with evidence.  

4. Future research need to be added in this manuscript.  

 

1. It has been mentioned in the revision version highlighted in yellow colour. 

2. Yes, it is given in revision version. 

3. Yes, it is given in revisions version 

4. It seems that this is unimportant for this article. 
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