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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.


	The present study addresses a relevant and contemporary topic: the use of low-cost, accessible technology (smartphone-based VR) to enhance science education. The core finding—that VR improved science achievement—is valuable for educators in resource-constrained settings. However,  the abovementioned flaws do not perrmit to publish it in its present form without major revision.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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 claims the study observed effects on "critical thinking skills," but the results showed no significant between-group difference in post-test scores, and the correct within-group analysis was never performed.

(The abstract should be revised)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Following are the major flaws in the study
· Misrepresentation of "Virtual Reality": The title and text repeatedly use the term "Virtual Reality," but the methodology describes showing students "running videos" on a smartphone. Watching  videos on a phone is not Virtual Reality. 
· Lack of True Experimental Control: While a control group was used, the study does not account for the "teacher effect." Was the same teacher instructing both groups? Not clearly stated.
· Incorrect Interpretation of p-values: This is a severe error. The p-value for the pre-test critical thinking comparison is reported as 0.005, and the authors incorrectly state this is "greater than the 0.05 level" and thus "not significant." A p-value of 0.005 is highly significant (p < 0.01). This indicates the groups were not equivalent on critical thinking skills before the intervention began, making any post-test comparison on this measure largely meaningles.
· Table 3 shows the control group's mean critical thinking score increased from 7.23 to 8.07, while the experimental group's increased from 5.77 to 6.37.
· However, Table 5 reports a t-test between the post-test scores of the two groups (Control M=8.07 vs. Exp M=6.37) with a p-value of 0.898, which is not significant. This is plausible.The fatal flaw is that the hypothesis (Ho2) was stated as a within-group comparison ("no significant difference... before and after"), but the analysis in Table 5 is conducted as a between-group comparison of the post-tests. The correct test for their hypothesis would be a paired-sample t-test (comparing pre-test to post-test within the experimental group). This analysis is completely missing. The authors tested the wrong hypothesis
· A 10-day intervention is likely too short to expect measurable changes in higher-order skills like critical thinking, as the authors note in their limitations. This calls into question the feasibility of the research questions.
· In short, there are so many technical and scientific flaws
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	All references are not recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Each section need careful review before resubmission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses a relevant and contemporary topic: the use of low-cost, accessible technology (smartphone-based VR) to enhance science education. The core finding—that VR improved science achievement—is valuable for educators in resource-constrained settings. However, the manuscript in its current form contains critical methodological, analytical, and presentation flaws that severely undermine its validity and reliability.  It requires major revisions, particularly in its methodology, data analysis, and clarity of writing.
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