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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 4




The title seems incomplete because it has left out the PBL conceptualization or
attitude. Suggested title: Play-Based Learning: Conceptualization or Attitude,
Benefits, and Challenges of its Implementation.

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 3

The abstract needs editing. The researcher needs to state the study before stating
the region it is conducted. Include the theoretical framework, study design and tool
of data analysis. State the constructive findings as well for the free-play. State those
who stand to benefit from this study and the recommendations. Edit the typo
learning on the keywords.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 5
mistakes in this article.

There are very few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

This section needs some work. The researcher does not clearly state the reason for
using probability sampling of the pre-schools for the study. There is lack of clarity
on the how participants were selected in their various categories, the relationship
between the tool used and the theoretical framework Zonal Proximal Development
(ZPD). The section lacks clarity on the procedure of data collection, tool used for
analysis and creative ways of presenting the thematic using (quotation banks or
flow diagrams and mind maps or word clouds).

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5

Yes, they are.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 4
Yes they are, see the comments on the paper.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3

There are a number of old references more than 10 years old. The researcher needs
to replace or support the arguments grounded on these old references using more
recent literature. This will show a continuous evolution of these concepts that are
ever changing.
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This is a good study. Consider the comments presented in the paper.

In addition, the ZPD theory presented in the paper seems to explain guided play while the free-
play has not been explained by any theory. The researcher needs to explain aspects of these
theoretical frameworks in the ECCE curriculum if it was the tool used for data collection.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 4

It will be good (but not necessary) to add the context. As the title incorporate the
benefits and challenges, the first may be general but the challenges described are
specific.

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 4

Some affirmation must be presented carefully due to the limitation of the study (see
the attached file)

3. _There are a_few grammatical errors and spelling 4
mistakes in this article.

Check the punctuation. See the attached file.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5
Clear

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3

The results are clear, but the interpretation is not deep, most of it is a description
of the results and many are repetitive.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
4
supported by the content.
Good
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

Check some in-text Citation. See the attached file.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:



