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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 is important for the scientific community as it attempts to address a theoretical gap in understanding how cultural learning contributes to the tourism industry, particularly within the context of educational tourism in ethnic minority areas. By analyzing the relationships between perceived value, tourist satisfaction, place dependence, place identity, and word-of-mouth in the Confucian Academy Scenic Area, the study provides valuable insights into the mechanisms influencing tourist behavior and recommendations. These findings can inform sustainable development strategies for educational tourism and the preservation of ethnic cultures
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title is too long and somewhat ambiguous. I suggest: "Factors Influencing Word-of-Mouth and Place Identity in Educational Tourism: A Study of the Confucian Academy in Guiyang." The term "Identity" should be clarified to "Place Identity" if that is the specific focus.
	

	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 provides a good overview, but could be more precise. The claim of a "theoretical gap" needs to be substantiated more clearly in the introduction.

The "findings" section should briefly mention the strength of correlations or beta coefficients to give a better sense of the results.

The statement "tourist satisfaction, place dependence, and place identity are important mediating factors" should be elaborated upon to clearly state their mediating roles.

The final suggestion in the abstract is more of a recommendation than a key finding and could be more concisely stated, focusing on the implications of the identified relationships


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript generally presents a scientifically sound approach, but there are several areas that need improvement for scientific rigor:
The manuscript generally presents a scientifically sound approach, but there are several areas that need improvement for scientific rigor:

· While a theoretical gap is claimed, its specific nature and how this study addresses it needs to be much more explicitly articulated in the Introduction. The statement "few studies have explored how this kind of cultural learning can positively evaluate and sustainably contribute to the tourism industry" needs further substantiation and refinement.

· The hypotheses are stated clearly, but the supporting references are highly repetitive. A more concise referencing style or a meta-analysis of supporting literature would be beneficial.

· Figure 1 shows a direct path from Place Dependence to WOM (H3), but the regression analysis (Table 5, Model 4) indicates that this relationship is not significant (β=0.00, t=0.11). This inconsistency between the proposed hypothesis and the empirical result needs to be explicitly addressed in the Discussion section with a clear explanation of why H3 was not supported, rather than simply stating it has "no significant direct impact".

· Only 2 questions for Word-of-Mouth compared to 6 for Place Dependence and Place Identity might not capture the full construct adequately. This imbalance should be justified.

· While quota sampling is mentioned, the specific details on how the quotas for gender and age were determined and their representativeness of the target population are missing. The inclusion of "Shili River Beach Scenic Area" as a survey site, when the focus is primarily the Confucian Academy, creates ambiguity. It needs to be clarified if data from both locations were pooled and if there are any potential differences that could affect the results.

· While kurtosis is less than 3 and skewness less than 10, some specific items (e.g., PD1 with SK=-1.212, KU=0.996) show moderate non-normality. While Tabachnick, Fidell and Ullman (2007) is cited, a more thorough assessment or justification for proceeding with parametric tests should be provided given these values.

· The manuscript states "the maximum variation method was adopted. Through principal component analysis, the factor analysis process was covered". More specific details on the type of factor analysis (EFA or CFA) and rotation method are needed for clarity and replicability. The very high variance extraction percentages (e.g., 90.61% for WOM) might suggest redundancy among items, which should be discussed.

· The correlation analysis shows extremely high positive correlations between several variables (e.g., PV-SA = 0.896, PV-WO = 0.906, SA-WO = 0.892). While the VIF values in the regression analysis are below 10, these very high correlations raise concerns about multicollinearity and potential over-fitting, which could affect the stability and interpretation of regression coefficients. This should be explicitly discussed in the limitations.

· The discussion section largely reiterates the findings and confirms consistency with previous studies. It needs a deeper analytical discussion, especially regarding the non-significant direct effect of Place Dependence on Word-of-Mouth, which is a key finding that challenges the initial hypothesis. The implications of this specific finding for theory and practice need thorough exploration


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include recent publications up to 2025. However, as noted, the repetitive citation of the same authors (e.g., Yen and colleagues) for multiple hypotheses could be streamlined.
	

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


	The language and English quality are acceptable but require a thorough proofreading and editing for clarity, conciseness, and grammatical errors. Examples include:

· "Findings have showed" should be "Findings have shown".

· "Affecting the words of mouth" should be "affecting word-of-mouth".

· "Powerful anemone" should likely be "powerful antecedent".

· The phrase "coefficient of variation self-inflation" is unusual; "variance inflation factor" (VIF) is the standard term.

· "The following table:" placeholders for tables (e.g., Table 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) should be replaced with the actual tables within the text


	

	Optional/General comments


	Recommendation: Serious Major Revision. The manuscript has clear objectives and contributes to an important area. However, it requires significant revisions in methodology, detailed discussion of results (especially the non-significant findings), and extensive language editing to meet the standards for scholarly publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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