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	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 to the scientific community because it sheds light on how future Social Studies teachers understand and relate to cultural heritage, an area that is often discussed in theory but rarely examined through empirical evidence
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes , However I suggest, Cultural Heritage Literacy among Tertiary Social Studies Majors in Vigan City, Philippines .
	

	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 presents a well-contextualized and relevant study that highlights the importance of cultural heritage literacy within Social Studies education in the Philippine context. However, several issues are evident. First, there is a construct–measurement mismatch, as the abstract claims to examine knowledge, abilities, attitudes, and behaviors, while the methodology relies on a questionnaire that primarily measures knowledge-based indicators. This creates a risk of construct overreach, since affective and behavioral dimensions are not directly operationalized. Second, the abstract refers broadly to respondents from the “Northern Philippines,” yet the study appears institutionally localized, which may overstate the scope of generalization. Third, while the abstract mentions significant variations across academic and demographic factors, it does not specify which factors yielded significant differences, limiting the clarity and precision of the reported findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is generally scientifically sound and demonstrates appropriate use of established theories, frameworks, and quantitative research procedures. It is grounded in recognized scholarly sources, particularly UNESCO cultural heritage frameworks and relevant literature in heritage education, and it applies a descriptive research design that is suitable for the study’s objectives.    
However, to be fully scientifically robust, minor methodological clarifications are needed—particularly in aligning the stated constructs in the abstract with what is actually measured by the research instrument, and in correcting the interpretation of the Likert scale ranges.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list includes a good foundation of classic and foundational works on heritage, identity, and education (e.g., UNESCO conventions, Ashworth et al., Banks). However, several of the core references are older than 2010. To enhance the currency and scholarly depth of the references, consider adding recently published works that specifically address heritage education, cultural sustainability, and heritage integration in educational contexts. he references should include DOIs (Digital Object Identifiers) wherever available to enhance accessibility, traceability, and adherence to current scholarly standards.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	· There is a methodological mismatch between the study’s stated scope and its measurement approach. While the abstract and research objectives indicate that the study examines cultural heritage literacy in terms of knowledge, abilities, attitudes, and behaviors, the research instrument primarily measures knowledge-based indicators. This discrepancy may be interpreted as construct overreach, as the empirical data do not directly capture affective and behavioral dimensions of heritage literacy. To address this issue, the study should either revise the abstract and objectives to clearly define the investigation as knowledge-focused cultural heritage literacy or explicitly justify how pedagogical competence, values, and heritage practices are inferred from knowledge indicators in the analysis and discussion.
· The interpretation range used for the Likert scale requires correction due to a mismatch between the scale structure and the assigned descriptive intervals. The questionnaire employed a four-point Likert scale with response options ranging from 1 to 4; however, the interpretation table incorrectly included a range extending to 5.00. In Likert scaling, the maximum possible mean score cannot exceed the highest numerical value of the response options provided to respondents. Since no item was rated on a five-point scale, any interpretive range that includes values above 4.00 is mathematically invalid and may result in misleading conclusions. Consequently, the descriptive interpretation must be recalibrated to reflect only the actual scale limits of 1.00 to 4.00, ensuring statistical accuracy, internal consistency, and methodological rigor.
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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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