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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses a highly relevant issue in contemporary science education: the pedagogical effectiveness of the flipped classroom model in improving both cognitive (achievement) and affective (interest) outcomes in secondary school Chemistry. The study contributes to the growing body of literature on active learning approaches within the African educational context, particularly Nigeria, where empirical evidence remains comparatively limited. By focusing on both achievement and interest, the study acknowledges the multidimensional nature of learning outcomes. The findings are potentially valuable for curriculum planners, science educators, and policymakers seeking context-sensitive instructional innovations.
Suggestion to improve: the manuscript would benefit from stronger methodological rigor, clearer reporting of statistical procedures, and deeper theoretical anchoring to strengthen its contribution to the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the variables studied and the context. However you might want to consider this which has a better scholarly tone and more concise:
Effects of the Flipped Classroom on Academic Achievement and Interest in Senior Secondary School Chemistry in Minna Metropolis


	

	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 generally structured and informative. It clearly states:

(Purpose, Design, Sample size, Statistical method, Key findings, Effect sizes, Recommendations). My suggestions to improve would be:
1. Briefly state the research design explicitly (e.g., “non-equivalent control group quasi-experimental design”).

2. Clarify sampling method (purposive sampling of two schools).

3. Include duration of intervention (six weeks).

4. Avoid repeating identical mean gain values for both variables without contextual explanation.

5. Replace “significant at p < 0.05” with exact p-values where possible (e.g., p < .001 if applicable).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally well structured and demonstrates notable strengths, including clearly articulated research questions and hypotheses, an appropriate pretest–posttest quasi-experimental design, the use of ANCOVA to control for pre-test differences, and the reporting of effect sizes. 

However, several methodological issues require clarification and strengthening. 

1. The claim of “random assignment” conflicts with the use of intact classes and purposive sampling, which limits internal validity and generalizability. 

2. Instrumentation details are insufficient, as item analysis statistics, scoring ranges for the CAT and CII, and fuller evidence of construct validity are not provided. Key ANCOVA assumptions (e.g., homogeneity of regression slopes, normality, linearity, and homogeneity of variance) are not reported, and statistical reporting should be improved (e.g., replacing “p = 0.000” with “p < .001” and including degrees of freedom). 

3. Although the reported effect sizes are large, their interpretation lacks benchmarking, and the six-week intervention period may be too brief to support claims about sustained changes in interest; moreover, no information is provided regarding treatment fidelity. 

Overall, while the study is promising, it requires methodological refinement and clearer reporting to be considered scientifically robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are generally relevant and moderately recent, with notable strengths including the inclusion of a meta-analysis (Cheng et al., 2019) and the integration of self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2020), which support both instructional and motivational dimensions of the study. 

However, the reference list would benefit from the inclusion of more recent (2022–2024) international empirical studies on flipped classroom implementation, particularly within secondary STEM contexts, to strengthen contemporary relevance. The manuscript also relies heavily on general engagement literature and lacks a clearly articulated theoretical framework grounded in established perspectives such as constructivism or cognitive load theory. Incorporating foundational flipped classroom reviews and broader active learning meta-analyses, alongside updated empirical studies, would enhance the conceptual depth and scholarly robustness of the reference base.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable and coherent.

However:

1. Minor grammatical inconsistencies exist.

2. Occasional redundancy in discussion section.

3. Some overly repetitive phrasing (e.g., “This suggests that…” repeatedly used).

Professional language editing is recommended prior to publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Areas for Improvement:

1. Add a clear theoretical framework section.

2. Clarify randomization claims.

3. Report ANCOVA assumption testing.

4. Improve statistical transparency.

5. Expand limitations section (currently missing).

6. Discuss threats to internal validity.

7. Address generalizability concerns.

The manuscript shows potential but requires significant revision to meet high scholarly standards.
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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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