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REVIEWERS’ RECOMMENDATIONS: ROUND 2
	Reviewer A: Recommendation: Revisions Required
	Remarks
	Amendments/Rebuttals

	
	Great care and attention needs to be taken to avoid some punctuation errors, slips, and occasional spelling errors. More importantly, there are some wrong usage of prepositions that the writers need to observe and correct.
	This has been done via the software of https://app.grammarly.com/ddocs/1863185487

	
	Don’t you think your keywords should be alphabetically ordered? Also, I believe there should be symmetry in the front sizes.
	That has been done, keywords are alphabetically ordered

	
	I recommend that the statistical representations of the evidentials should be ordered from highest to lowest or vice-versa rather than random tabulation representations
	That has been done; ordering is consistently from highest to the lowest

	
	While ample literature is provided in this study, critical synthesis, seamless link, and dexterous integration of these sources/studies is/are missing. I still believe the rigour of literature review is the major shortcomings of this study. Literature review is not just about ‘assembling voices’ but excellent interactions with these perspectives in an orderly fashion that shows gaps, and ways these gaps have been bridged or otherwise.
	This has been amended

	
	Could the writers provide plausible justifications as to which certain evidentials are more predominant than the others? What could be the underlying motives for these evidential usage in a culture-specific ESL/EFL writing context like Tanzania?
	That has been made part of discussion

	
	The expression ‘… linguistic resources was available at the material moment of writing…’ raises some thoughts. Are the students provided evidentials to work with or are they expected to draw from their residual knowledge?
	The term was used in the sense of mental retrieval or remembering the evidential that is close to memory in the actual time of writing.

	
	The shortcomings in the study should be accounted for in the limitation section of the paper. This can come in the form of suggestions for further research. For instance interviews can be conducted to provide qualitative insights as to why certain evidentials are deployed in Tanzanian students' writings. This will be useful for future studies or research.
	A subheading has been added on limitations of the study.

	
	Corpus Linguistics can be applied for the quantitative dimension of the work (this is a suggestion for future research), this will help provide reliable frequencies. I recommend Sketch engine corpus linguistic toolkit.
	We are grateful for this and we hope to apply tis in our future endeavours.

	
	The construction ‘… no flaws were found…’ in the last sentence in the theoretical framework raises serious questions. Is that the opinion of the writers or from the body of literature? Caution, reticence, and hedges might be suitable in making such conclusion(s).
	The hedge has been added, and last sentence now reads, Given such array of studies that were guided by the model and to which, to the best knowledge of the scholars,  no flaws were found, its use in the current study is worthy.

	
	The gender of the participants was not accounted for or taken into consideration. Is it possible this has huge implications in the use of evidentials. Also, the writers cited Soderqvist (2020) in the discussion section of the article. I was wondering how this study is appropriate when your study didn’t take into account the gender of the participants.
	This has been rectified

	
	
	

	Reviewer 2 Provisionally accept after appropriate revision

	It is difficult to continue to revise this manuscript because corrections made in the previously revised copies were not effected. The author(s) should endeavor to effect the corrections that have been painstakingly pointed out to enable progress.
	This was actually addressed as showed in compliance table 1

	
	The manuscript has prospects but needs thorough revision. The findings need to be thoroughly structured as this section is mixed up with literature reviews. The technical terms, 'evidentiality', 'evidentials', and 'evidentially' were all mixed up and used interchangeably all through the work.
	We have linked the findings with similar findings by other scholars. However, we have now trimmed down the details of the similar findings so that they do not look like literature review.
In addition, the terms ‘evidentials’ is now being used the text excerpt where the abstraction of it (‘evidentiality’) is defined.

	
	Thorough language editing is also required in the entire manuscript.
	This has been done via the software of https://app.grammarly.com/ddocs/1863185487

	
	
	





