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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.
	This paper provides useful information about the behavior of tourists towards a prominent cultural destination and new empirical evidence on visitor attributes, motivations at Taman Mini Indonesia Indah. It is important for researchers and practitioners in cultural tourism, visitor management and destination competitiveness, to hold a good knowledge of such behavioural styles. The study also contributes to the literatures of push–pull motivation theory in Southeast Asian cultural attractions. Its results may contribute to evidence-based policy and guidance for sustainable cultural tourism development and the development of new studies on visitor engagement in, and destination enhancement of, heritage attractions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Revealing the Features and Incentives of Visitors to Taman Mini Indonesia Indah as a Cultural Attraction
	


Review Form 3


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

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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.
	In general, the abstract is thorough because it covers the objectives, methods, main findings, and conclusion. Nevertheless, a few enhancements can make it stronger:
Make the contribution clear by outlining the significance of comprehending TMII motivations for destination management or tourism research.

To provide further context for the data collection, provide the year or sampling period.
To make the results more tangible, think about including one or two important statistical highlights (e.g., dominant age group or top motivating factor).

By eliminating repetitions regarding cultural tourism and emphasising the study's distinctive features, the abstract might be made more succinct.
The abstract can be improved for clarity, precision, and a greater focus on the study, but overall it is useful.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the work is scientifically sound because it employs a recognised sampling technique, follows an adequate quantitative descriptive design, uses standard data-collection instruments (Likert-scale questionnaire), and clearly displays results using descriptive statistics. The study links results to pertinent literature and is consistent with well-known theories like push-pull motivation.
Some scientific features, though, should be improved:

For descriptive work, a sample size of 100 respondents is appropriate, but its representativeness needs to be clarified.
A brief explanation of the rationale behind the selection of stratified random sampling and the definition of strata would improve the technique.

Since the study is descriptive rather than analytical, the discussion might provide a more thorough explanation of causal interpretation restrictions.

Methodological rigour would be strengthened with more information on the validity and reliability of the questionnaire (e.g., pilot testing, Cronbach alpha).
The text is methodologically sound and scientifically accurate for a descriptive tourist study despite these small problems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript's relevance is maintained by the references, which are usually adequate and include a number of current sources (2022–2025). In order to provide a fair theoretical framework, the writers have also cited both modern tourist studies and basic theories (such as Dann, Crompton, and Plog).
However, the study would benefit from include a few more current, internationally recognised studies on cultural tourism and tourist motivation, like:
Chen, C.-F., & Chen, F.-S. (2010). Experience quality, perceived value, and behavioral intentions in cultural tourism.
Prayag, G. (2020). Tourist motivation and destination loyalty in cultural contexts. Light, D. (2020). The evolution of heritage tourism: Emerging trends and challenges.
	



	
	Packer, J., & Ballantyne, R. (2016). Visitor experiences in cultural and heritage attractions.

These additions would strengthen the global context of the literature review and deepen the theoretical grounding of the study.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Indeed, the manuscript's language and English quality are generally appropriate for scientific communication. For an academic manuscript, the writing is cohesive, clear, and suitably formal. The vocabulary is in line with the standards of scientific writing, and the arguments are presented in an organised fashion.
Nonetheless, a few locations can profit from little enhancements:

Grammar and Syntax: To improve clarity and flow, some sentences should be tightened. Maintain consistency throughout by using the same tense, terminology, and citation format. Fluency: For easier reading, a few sentences may be made simpler.
The manuscript's overall readability would be improved by these changes, but its scientific worth would not be greatly diminished.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	The manuscript addresses a significant subject with well-defined goals and a coherent narrative, making a timely and pertinent addition to the field. The writers have shown a solid grasp of the subject and have provided relevant evidence to back up their claims.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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