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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.
	The manuscript contributes to the scientific community by shifting the focus of play research from outcome- oriented perspectives toward process-based and embodied dimensions of play. The conceptual analysis of simple toys such as the spintop offers relevance for play theory, education, and developmental research. The study has the potential to enrich interdisciplinary discourse if its theoretical contribution is clarified and strengthened.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the conceptual orientation and scope of the manuscript. No alternative title is suggested
	

	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 provides an adequate overview of the manuscript. Explicit articulation of the manuscript’s primary
theoretical contribution would further improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and grounded in established theoretical frameworks. Conceptual claims require clearer justification and improved internal coherence to meet publication standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes relevant foundational sources. Additional recent literature related to embodied play,
affordances, and non-digital play contexts would strengthen the manuscript. Minor revisions to reference consistency are also required.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally understandable. Several typographical errors, inconsistent terminology, and overly complex sentence constructions reduce clarity. Professional language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The manuscript presents strong conceptual potential. Improved structure, illustrative examples, and careful language revision would significantly enhance overall quality.
	



	PART 2:

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	
No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript.
	

	
Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
No competing interest issues are identified.
	

	
If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
No indication of plagiarism is observed.
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript ( Highest: 10 Lowest: 0 )

Guideline:
Accept As It Is: (>9-10) Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8) Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5) Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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