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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.


	By investigating how varying levels of instructional guidance shape creativity in toy-making, the paper aligns with constructivist and socio-semiotic pedagogical theories. Its focus on the balance between freedom and structure in educational design is particularly relevant for educators and policymakers seeking to implement the National Education Policy (NEP 2020) in India and comparable contexts globally. Moreover, the study bridges theory and practice by using hands-on toy-making as an authentic learning medium to foster creativity and collaboration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title “Freedom and Framework: How Instruction Shapes Creativity in Toy-Making” is clear, engaging, and accurately reflects the study’s content and analytical focus on instructional levels and creativity. No change required.


	

	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 well-structured and summarizes the aims, methods, results, and conclusions effectively. However, it may benefit from explicitly mentioning the theoretical frameworks—Creative Problem Solving (CPS) and Kress’s concept of affordances—to enhance clarity regarding the analytical approach.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is conceptually and methodologically sound. The use of qualitative comparative analysis through workshop observation is appropriate for the research objectives. The paper effectively applies semiotic and constructivist perspectives to understand creative learning processes.

However, some sections (Results and Discussion) could be more distinct to improve structure and readability
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are current and well-balanced, covering both foundational and recent literature.
	

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


	Yes. The manuscript uses formal academic language throughout. Minor grammatical refinements and simplification of technical jargon (e.g., “affordances,” “semiotic processes”) may enhance accessibility for an international readership.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is engaging and original, offering a pedagogically relevant exploration of creativity in toy-making.

Comment:

Separate “Results” and “Discussion” sections for clarity.

Add a short paragraph on data availability and ethical clearance statement.

Simplify local numbering terms (replace “lakh”/“crore” with “hundred thousand”/“million”).

Include full forms before abbreviations (e.g., IEP, SLP).
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