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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.

	This manuscript addresses an urgent and highly relevant issue: how non-profit organizations (NPOs) can effectively utilise new media platforms to safeguard and promote intangible cultural heritage (ICH), particularly within the Chinese context. By combining theoretical analysis with a detailed case study on the dissemination of Nuo culture through platforms such as Douyin and Xiaohongshu, the study makes a meaningful contribution to the literature on cultural sustainability, digital heritage, and NPO engagement. It offers practical insights and adds depth to global discussions on community-led digital strategies for the preservation of ICH.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but minor correction is suggested for grammatical clarity:

Suggested title:

The Sustainable Development of Cultural Dissemination by Non-Governmental Organizations in the New Media Era
	

	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 research question is not phrased in a concise or focused manner, making it difficult for readers to immediately understand the purpose of the study.

The description of the research methods is unclear. Although interviews are mentioned, the abstract does not specify the number of participants, the sampling strategy, or the method of analysis.

The main findings are presented in overly general terms and do not clearly convey the thematic results or their implications. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is based on a sound research design, employing qualitative interviews and thematic analysis. However, the methodological details require clearer articulation, including coding procedures, validation strategies, and the rationale for participant selection. Nonetheless, the core scientific methodology is robust, and the data effectively support the stated conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a good mix of sources, but some are outdated or lack complete citation information. The paper could have referenced more up-to-date international literature, especially on digital heritage, NGO communications, and social media strategies. Formatting should strictly follow APA guidelines.
	

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


	The language of the article does not currently meet academic standards due to extensive grammatical, syntactical, and lexical issues. The manuscript will require extensive revision to improve clarity and coherence. Professional editing before publication is highly recommended. The article contains a large number of grammatical errors, unclear expressions and spelling irregularities, such as non-legacy dissemination and No-profit Organization.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript highlights a culturally rich but under-researched topic. With substantial improvements in language, clearer definitions of concepts, and more rigorous methodological elaboration, the manuscript has the potential to make a valuable contribution to the field. The section on data analysis only mentions the use of Thematic Analysis in general but lacks key instructions such as specific coding methods and validation mechanisms. It is recommended that additional instructions on qualitative research norms, such as reliability verification, member checking, and researcher reflexivity, be added.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Wu Jiabao, Changzhou College of Information Technology, China

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

