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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 contributes to ongoing discussions on game-based learning, particularly in improving spelling proficiency among elementary learners. This study provides practical classroom evidence that simple and low-cost interventions like Scrabble can enhance student engagement and learning outcomes. It also supports the growing body of literature emphasizing interactive and student-centered approaches in language instruction. However, stronger methodological rigor is still needed for this manuscript to make a more significant scientific contribution.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	This abstract is generally clear but not fully aligned with academic standards. It lacks a structured format and does not clearly state the research gap. The keywords are also inconsistent with the main topic, as they mention storytelling and video presentation, which are not discussed in this study. It is recommended to revise this abstract using a structured format (background, aim, method, results, and conclusion) and to replace the keywords with terms directly related to spelling proficiency and game-based learning.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	This manuscript shows potential but still has several scientific issues. The research design is very limited (one-group pretest–posttest) without a control group, which weakens causal claims. There are also inconsistencies in the methodology section (e.g., duration of intervention mentioned as 14 days and also 5 days). In addition, some parts of the discussion are repetitive and not deeply analytical, as they mostly restate results rather than critically interpreting them. It is suggested to clarify the research procedure, ensure consistency in reporting, and strengthen the discussion by linking findings more critically with recent literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Although this manuscript includes many recent sources (2021–2025), several citations in the introduction are outdated or not well integrated. Some references also appear generic and not directly tied to the core variable (Scrabble-based intervention). It would be better to strengthen this section with more focused and high-impact studies specifically related to spelling instruction and game-based learning.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	






 


PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses an interesting and relevant topic, particularly the use of game-based learning to improve spelling skills. The results show a clear improvement in students’ performance, which indicates practical value for classroom application.

However, this manuscript still needs substantial revision. There are many grammatical issues throughout the text, including incorrect tense usage, article misuse, subject-verb agreement errors, and awkward sentence structures. These issues affect readability and academic tone.

In addition, there are inconsistencies in reporting (especially in the methodology), redundancy in the discussion section, and weak alignment between some parts of the manuscript (e.g., keywords and content). The interpretation of results also needs to be more critical rather than descriptive.

Overall, this manuscript has good potential but requires careful language editing, methodological clarification, and stronger academic argumentation.
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