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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 review addresses an important gap at the intersection of inclusive primary education, autism research and computing education. It usefully distinguishes participation, explicitly trained robot-coding performance, independent computational thinking and broader problem-solving transfer, which are often conflated. Its appraisal of both favourable and null findings, including the limits of evidence transferred from general-primary and socially assistive robotics research, is valuable to researchers and educators. The proposed transfer framework and research priorities could inform more rigorous, accessible intervention studies.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Accurately specifies topic, age group and narrative review design.
	

	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
	4 — Good. Comprehensive and appropriately cautious; could be more concise.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Relevant terms cover population, outcomes, accessibility and transfer.
	

	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
	5 — Excellent. Thorough, logically structured background and distinctions.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Scope, research gap and aims are explicitly set out in §1.1.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Direct and adjacent evidence are clearly differentiated.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Includes relevant research through the stated August 2026 cutoff.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 — Satisfactory. Sources, example search strings and criteria given; complete search log, selection counts and study-level appraisal are lacking.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Balances positive, null and mixed findings; avoids overclaiming causation.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5 — Excellent. Specific gaps and future-study designs appear in §10.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Conclusions reflect the strength and limits of direct evidence.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent. Narrative selection, language, access and inference limits are acknowledged.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 — Good. Relevant and recent scholarly sources; bibliographic checks remain advisable.
	

	14. 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
	4 — Good. Clear technical terminology; some dense passages and repetition.
	




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 appropriately identifies the target learners, the learning outcomes and the critical narrative-review method. No change is essential.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, substantially. The abstract conveys the evidence hierarchy, key findings, limitations and measured conclusions. Minor improvement: condense some detail and state more explicitly that the review is not systematic and has no formal screening tally or pooled effect estimate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with methodological clarifications requested. The manuscript is especially strong in distinguishing task acquisition from independent CT and far transfer (Table 1, §§3–5), and in acknowledging mixed evidence. However, §§2.2–2.6 should provide a reproducible search appendix with database-specific queries, search dates, search yield/selection information where recoverable, and an explicit account of how study quality was judged. Add a concise direct-study evidence matrix with ages/sample sizes, design, robot/programme, comparison, exact measures, independent prompting status and follow-up/transfer findings. Distinguish study observations from interpretation in this matrix, and reduce repetition between §§5–9. These are transparency and presentation improvements rather than grounds for reversing the cautious central conclusion.

Τhe review is conceptually strong. The chief requested revisions concern traceability of search/selection, explicit study-level evidence appraisal and bibliography verification. A provisional minor-revision recommendation is reasonable.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, provisionally. The bibliography is extensive and covers foundational and recent literature, including 2025–2026 studies. Check each DOI and source identity against the final publication record, confirm that the online publication dates of 2026 articles meet the stated 23 August 2026 cutoff, and standardise final-issue versus advance-online citations. The linked Hutchison/Barnard-Brak programme papers should continue to be clearly identified as related evidence, not independent replications.
	

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

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

	NO apparent manuscript-specific ethical issue. Section 8 addresses assent, agency, sensory accessibility and equitable participation; the manuscript also includes an author AI-use declaration. No original participant data collection is reported.
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