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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 study provides empirical evidence on the use of Scrabble as a low‑cost, game‑based strategy to improve spelling proficiency among intermediate grade learners in a resource‑limited Philippine elementary school setting. The significant pre‑test to post‑test gain (mean increase from 2.73 to 6.47, p < .001) offers preliminary support for gamified spelling instruction. The findings contribute to the growing body of literature on game‑based learning in developing countries and highlight the need for engaging, interactive approaches to address persistent spelling difficulties. However, the very small sample size (n=15) and one‑group pretest‑posttest design limit causal inference, so the study should be viewed as exploratory rather than confirmatory.
	





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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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, but with a minor suggestion. The current title is clear. Adding the research design and context would improve precision: “Scrabble as a Game‑Based Learning Strategy for Developing Spelling Proficiency in Intermediate Grade Learners: A One‑Group Pretest‑Posttest Study in a Philippine Elementary School”.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract lacks: (1) specific location and year; (2) resolution of the contradiction between “14 days” (Methods) and “5 days” (later in Methods); (3) mention of the test‑retest/practice effect as a possible confound. Suggestion: Add one sentence on the intervention duration and explicitly state the design limitation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Major scientific flaws: (1) One‑group pretest‑posttest design without a control group – cannot attribute improvement solely to Scrabble. (2) No reliability reported for the 10‑item self‑made spelling test (Cronbach’s alpha or Kuder‑Richardson). (3) Contradictory statements about intervention length (14 days vs. 5 days). (4) No statistical check for normality given the very small sample (n=15). Suggestion: Revise the design description, add reliability analysis, unify the intervention duration, and discuss the practice effect as a limitation.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Many in‑text citations are missing from the reference list (e.g., Smith, 2015; Jones, 2018; Davis, 2019). The list lacks recent (2024‑2025) studies specifically on Scrabble. Suggestion: Complete all missing references, replace non‑academic sources with journal articles, and add at least 2‑3 recent studies on Scrabble or similar word games.
	

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

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

	NO, but incomplete. The authors mention autonomy, beneficence, and non‑maleficence, and they obtained permission from the head teacher. However, they do not report: (1) approval from an institutional ethics review board; (2) parental/guardian consent for minors; (3) data anonymization procedures. These should be added to meet standard ethical requirements.
	








PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and shows promising results, but the methodological weaknesses are substantial. I recommend a Major Revision before any acceptance decision. The authors must resolve the intervention duration contradiction, report test reliability, discuss the lack of a control group, complete the references, and improve the language. Given the small sample and design, the paper would be suitable for a low‑tier journal or a conference proceeding after revision, but not for a high‑impact journal. Please also verify the keywords – “storytelling” and “video presentation” are irrelevant and should be replaced with “Scrabble”, “game‑based learning”, “spelling proficiency”, etc.
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