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	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 study contributes meaningfully to the understanding of epistemological beliefs by comparing students and working adults — a rarely explored comparison, especially within Southeast Asia and the Philippine context.
It highlights how beliefs about learning and intelligence evolve through experience and context, which can inform both educational and workplace learning strategies.
Findings can guide curriculum design, teacher development, and adult learning programs that promote growth mindsets and epistemic autonomy. Overall, it provides valuable empirical evidence supporting the importance of contextual influences on learning beliefs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the content and variables studied. It is descriptive and aligned with the paper’s objectives.
However, to make it more concise and engaging, you could consider:
Suggested Alternative: “Epistemic Beliefs on Learning, Knowledge, and Intelligence among Students and Working Adults: A Descriptive Comparison.”

	

	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 is comprehensive and clearly states the purpose, participants, methods, main findings, and implications.
However:

It could mention the specific data analysis methods (e.g., descriptive statistics and thematic analysis) earlier.

Consider shortening some sentences to enhance readability and impact.

Suggested edit: Begin with “This descriptive study compared students and working adults on their epistemic beliefs about learning, knowledge, and intelligence…” — to make it direct and concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is methodologically sound, using a descriptive-comparative design consistent with the stated objectives.
However, there are a few areas for improvement:

The sample size (n=39) is small, limiting generalizability. A brief acknowledgment of this limitation in the discussion would strengthen transparency.

The instruments are researcher-adapted, but psychometric properties (validity/reliability) were not clearly discussed.

The data analysis is descriptive; inclusion of basic inferential comparisons (e.g., t-tests or Mann–Whitney) could improve rigor.
Despite these issues, the conclusions are logically supported by the presented data.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and relevant. Many are classic works (Schommer, Dweck, Gardner) complemented by recent studies (Guo et al., 2022; Shirzad et al., 2022; Letina, 2022).
To strengthen contextual grounding, might add:

· Recent Philippine or Southeast Asian studies on epistemic beliefs or growth mindset.

· Literature on adult learning and workplace epistemology published post-2020.


	

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


	The manuscript is well-written and coherent, with minimal grammatical issues.
A few sentences are long and could be broken into shorter, more direct statements to improve readability.
Technical terms are used appropriately, and tone suits academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 The manuscript would benefit from a brief “Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research” section to enhance transparency.

  Figures (1–5) are relevant but need clear captions and consistent numbering.

  Adding a table summarizing main quantitative results (e.g., mean scores for indices) would make comparisons clearer.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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