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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The paper examines the cultural and semiotic importance of Sumra, a folk protective practice among the Ilocanos of the Northern Philippines. Its dedicated attention on a localised ethnographic practice possibly adds to the existing knowledge and comprehension of indigenous knowledge systems. These kinds of research are vital to cultural preservation and form a basis for future comparative analyses among Southeast Asian ritual practices. Yet, the present version is not deep enough in theoretical discussion and methodological engagement to have a wider impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title does not fit the content of the paper, and I think it could be more specific. Currently, it does have a generic, uncleartone to it. Perhaps try something like “Cultural Meaning and Ritual Practice: Examining Sumra Among the Ilocanos.” That could help readers know better the scope of the study and the paper itself, if the analysis is made more substantial. The author(s) can decide on a stronger title of their choosing.
	

	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 begins well by introducing the practice, but it leaves out a few important details. I wasn't really able to make out the main research question or what kind of theoretical framework the author was employing. It also doesn't so much hint at the conclusions or the insight from the study. A better abstract would be more effective at setting up the paper and enticing readers. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	After a close reading of the paper, it reads more like a general essay than an organised article. The text is mostly descriptive, and while semiotics is named, it’s not actually used in any discernible or consistent manner. The way the paper sets out to discuss an important cultural aspect of Ilocos Region, it should be analytically sound and not a unclear description of cultural practices. I was expecting the analysis to get into the semiotic dimensions of the ritual, but the expectations were never realised. It is as if the author(s) have a good cultural understanding but haven’t yet analysed it through a strict academic model. Additionally, certain references citated in the text are missing: “Unciano and his team (2023)”; Rosales and team (2024) (written as n.d. in references); Villegas (2021); Salazar (1999) (in references section cited as n.d.). Furthermore, the MS does not quote from the sources and uses broader citations methods (like citing the whole book even when referring to a specific idea from the book without citing page numbers). The discussion/interpretation section is extremely short.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references section has a lot of room for improvement. There is not much to work with in terms of works referred to by the author(s). Some key thinkers within ritual studies (take for example, Victor Turner, Roland Barthes, Clifford Geertz and even Marcel Mauss) do not appear. If the paper is attempting to lay claim to either a semiotic or anthropological stance, it must address these foundational/pioneering works. Incorporating some regionally specific or more contemporary literature would also make the paper more rooted.
	

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


	The writing is fairly readable, but there are a lot of areas where the language could be tidied up. Some parts are repetitive, and a few terms like “culture” or “semiotics” (among others) are used quite unclearly, without the theoretical much care to the theoretical weight they carry. I’d suggest a complete overhaul of language as well as the structure of the MS to help the argument come through more clearly and professionally.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The MS has the potential to be valuable, particularly as a record of Indigenous ritual and knowledge practice. I would hesitate as it looks and reads as more of a set of field notes than a completed piece of academic research. If the author(s) go through the suggestions I and other worthy reviewers have made/will make and implement the same on the conceptual framework, theoretical analysis and organisation of the MS, I believe it potentially could be significant.
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