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	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.


	I think that this manuscript holds significant value to the scientific and academic community, particularly in the fields of anthropology, cultural preservation, indigenous studies and ethnography. It offers a detailed documentation and analysis of the ubaya ritual; that is, an under-researched indigenous practice of the Muyadan tribe in the Philippines. The study enriches our understanding on how indigenous spiritual rituals function as both cultural and ecological governance mechanisms. Furthermore, it contributes to efforts in preserving endangered intangible cultural heritage and highlights the importance of intergenerational knowledge transmission, especially amid modernization and external cultural influences.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, I think the title is suitable.
But, for academic precision and improved clarity, I feel a slightly refined version could be:
“Exploring the Ubaya Ritual: A Sacred Indigenous Practice of the Muyadan Tribe in Northern Philippines.”  This revision, from my perspective, emphasizes the term “Ubaya” directly and clarifies the community being studied.
	

	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.


	Surely, the abstract is generally comprehensive and reflects the study's objectives, methodology, and findings.
Areas of improvements:
· Make changes and remove the typo in “ritual,s led.” It should be “rituals, led”.

· Add or include a mention of the significance of the findings for cultural preservation or broader implications (e.g., recommendation for policy or education).

· Make sure to clarify that both types of rituals (duklos and pinatuk) are part of the same cultural system but serve different purposes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Definitely, the manuscript is scientifically and ethnographically sound. It uses appropriate qualitative research methods, including participant observation, structured interviews, and thematic analysis. The study also adheres to ethical standards (e.g., informed consent and member checking), and the findings are well-supported by relevant literature and direct quotations from participants.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Definitely, the references are both sufficient and recent, with many sources from 2021–2024. The manuscript uses a mix of academic publications, ethnographic sources, and indigenous knowledge documentation. However, a few foundational anthropological works on ritual theory could strengthen the theoretical grounding, such as:

· Victor Turner’s work on ritual and liminality

· Clifford Geertz on interpretation of cultures

I suggest additions (optional):
· Turner, V. (1969). The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure.

· Geertz, C. (1973). The Interpretation of Cultures.
	

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


	The language used is generally suitable for scholarly communication.
Some minor issues noted:
· Some grammar inconsistencies (e.g., subject-verb agreement, article usage).

· Occasional typographical errors.

· Some long sentences could be broken down for clarity and readability.

I recommend a light professional copyedit for polish, but the manuscript is already understandable and well-written overall.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a very valuable and timely contribution to indigenous studies and ethnographic literature in Southeast Asia. This manuscript is rich in cultural detail and provides a meaningful narrative that goes beyond documentation to reflect on cultural sustainability and resilience. Include photographs, diagrams, or ritual maps (if ethically permissible) might further enhance the reader’s engagement. Additionally, future studies could explore how the ubaya ritual evolves in diaspora communities or urbanizing settings.
My justification:

· Strengths:

· It has a timely and relevant topic in indigenous knowledge systems.

· It has sound qualitative methodology (participant observation, interviews, member checking).

· It is culturally rich and contextually grounded.

· There are no ethical or plagiarism concerns.

· Minor Issues:

· Just some slight grammatical and typographical corrections needed.

· Kindly add a formal "Competing Interests" statement.

It needs a slight refinement of the abstract and title for clarity.
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