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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.
	The manuscript attempts to explore quantitative analysis of finger movement and eye movement during musical expression in early childhood, with a specific focus on the fourth finger. The topic has potential relevance in the fields of developmental psychology, music education, motion analysis, and human-computer interaction. The use of motion-capture technology and synchronized eye-tracking methods is technically interesting and may contribute to future interdisciplinary research.

However, despite the novelty of the topic, the current manuscript suffers from major scientific, methodological, organizational, and language-related weaknesses that significantly reduce its academic value. The manuscript is excessively descriptive, improperly structured, repetitive, and lacks sufficient scientific rigor. Extensive revision is necessary before the work can be considered scientifically reliable and publication-worthy.


	


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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	


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, The title reflects the general topic of the study; however, it is unnecessarily long and lacks clarity regarding the actual scientific contribution. It should be simplified and made more precise.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The abstract is overly lengthy, improperly organized, and difficult to follow. It contains excessive methodological details and statistical statements without clearly explaining the scientific significance of the findings. The rationale, major outcomes, and implications are not presented effectively. The abstract also contains grammatical and structural problems.

The abstract should be rewritten in a structured scientific format including:

· Background 

· Aim 

· Methods 

· Key Results 

· Conclusion 

· Practical significance
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript has serious scientific and methodological weaknesses that must be addressed before publication consideration. Major concerns include:

· The manuscript is excessively descriptive and lacks critical scientific interpretation. 

· Statistical reporting is repetitive, improperly organized, and difficult to interpret. 

· There is no clear justification for selecting the fourth finger specifically. 

· The study design and hypothesis are not adequately explained. 

· The manuscript lacks effect size reporting, confidence intervals, and proper statistical interpretation. 

· Multiple ANOVA analyses are presented without adequate explanation of assumptions, correction methods, or rationale for repeated testing. 

· The presentation of results is extremely lengthy and repetitive, making the manuscript difficult to read. 

· Figures and tables are improperly integrated into the discussion. 

· Many conclusions appear overstated relative to the presented data. 

· The manuscript repeatedly claims developmental significance without sufficiently proving developmental mechanisms. 

· The machine-learning discussion appears speculative because no actual machine-learning analysis is presented in this manuscript. 

· The writing quality is not as per the standard expected for an international scholarly publication. 

The manuscript requires major restructuring and substantial scientific revision.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Although a large number of references are included, many citations appear disconnected from the core objectives of the study. Several references are used only to increase citation quantity rather than to support scientific arguments. Citation formatting is inconsistent throughout the manuscript.

The literature review should:

· Focus on highly relevant and high-quality studies. 

· Reduce unnecessary references. 

· Include more recent peer-reviewed international studies. 

· Critically compare previous findings with the current study.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO 
Ethical approval and informed consent are mentioned. However, the manuscript should clearly provide:

· Name of ethics committee 

· Approval/reference number 

· Date of approval 

Because the study involves young children, ethical reporting should be more detailed and transparent.
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