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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 critical narrative review provides a rigorous and much-needed examination of educational robotics, computational thinking, and problem solving specifically tailored for elementary aged autistic learners. By systematically deconstructing fragmented literature across special education, computer science, and assistive robotics, the manuscript challenges unexamined assumptions that physical robots universally or intrinsically improve general cognitive reasoning. Furthermore, it establishes a valuable conceptual framework highlighting the distinction between trained task acquisition, perceived after-school engagement, and independent computational thinking which prevents the misattribution of social or motivational gains as academic efficacy. Ultimately, by outlining strict methodological guidelines and transparent assessment standards, this review serves as an essential roadmap for researchers, educators, and inclusive STEM practitioners aiming to design genuinely accessible and evidence-based computing interventions.
	




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
The title, "Educational Robotics, Problem-Solving and Computational Thinking in Elementary Aged Autistic Learners: A Critical Narrative Review," is exceptionally clear, precise, and entirely appropriate for the paper. It explicitly outlines the core subjects (educational robotics, problem-solving, and computational thinking), specifies the target demographic (elementary-aged autistic learners), and accurately identifies the methodology used (a critical narrative review), allowing readers to instantly understand the scope and focus of the work
	

	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
	5 = Excellen
The abstract provides a remarkably thorough, concise, and well structured overview of the entire review article. It clearly outlines the core problem, the search scope and literature timeframe, the evidence hierarchy, the central findings regarding direct versus general evidence, methodological limitations, and the main pedagogical framework advanced by the authors. It effectively encapsulates the paper's core arguments and conclusions in a single, coherent summary
	

	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
The keywords listed in the manuscript (autism spectrum; primary education; algorithmic reasoning; coding instruction; accessible assessment; transfer of learning; inclusive STEM; embodied learning) are highly appropriate and useful. They accurately target the core demographic, key interventions, specific educational mechanisms, and broader pedagogical themes of the study, ensuring optimal discoverability in academic databases
	

	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
The background information and introductory sections of the manuscript are exceptionally thorough, well structured, and logically organized. The paper successfully contextualizes educational robotics within primary education, articulates the specific conceptual differences between coding instruction, computational thinking, and broader problem-solving, and avoids homogeneous generalizations regarding autistic learners. Furthermore, it establishes a clear evidence hierarchy and theoretical foundation (including embodied feedback and an explicit transfer ladder) that frames the review's objectives and research gaps seamlessly
	

	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
The objectives and research gap of the review are explicitly, clearly, and thoughtfully articulated in dedicated subsections (such as Section 1.1: Scope, Research Gap and Objectives). The manuscript precisely defines its target population, the boundaries of the interventions considered, and its specific analytical goals distinguishing intervention types, examining learning mechanisms, critically evaluating measurement and inclusion, and establishing a proportionate research agenda without overextending claims
	

	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
The literature review and synthesis sections are exceptionally comprehensive, methodical, and directly relevant to the core research questions. The manuscript effectively organizes the literature into a clear evidence hierarchy separating direct studies of autistic primary-aged learners, older autistic/mixed-disability samples, general-population primary robotics studies, and socially assistive robotics research. Furthermore, it rigorously examines the conceptual boundaries between engagement, task acquisition, computational thinking, and transfer, ensuring that the reviewed literature is interpreted with appropriate methodological precision
	

	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
The literature review demonstrates an exceptionally high degree of currency and temporal relevance. The search horizon explicitly spans up to August 2026, and the reference list incorporates multiple cutting edge studies and meta analyses published across 2024, 2025, and early 2026 (such as work by Sigayret et al., 2025; Kotsari et al., 2026; Guldberg et al., 2026; and Ramnauth et al., 2026). This ensures that the review captures the most recent empirical insights, methodological advancements, and shifting debates in educational robotics and autism research
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
The literature search and selection methodology is exceptionally well explained, transparent, and structured across dedicated subsections (Section 2: Methods for Literature Selection). The manuscript meticulously outlines its review design and adherence to quality standards, lists the specific information sources and databases consulted, details precise search terms and Boolean expressions across a defined temporal horizon (2006 to August 2026), establishes clear eligibility and exclusion criteria, and describes the screening, duplicate handling, and critical appraisal processes. This comprehensive breakdown ensures full methodological transparency and reproducibility for a critical narrative review
	

	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
The critical analysis of the literature throughout the manuscript is exceptionally rigorous, balanced, and methodologically sound. Rather than passively summarizing previous findings, the authors critically evaluate the evidence through a clear hierarchy differentiating between direct studies of autistic primary learners, older/mixed disability cohorts, general population primary studies, and socially assistive robotics. The manuscript expertly unpacks critical confounding factors (such as bundled instructional packages, prompt and test overlap, sensory heterogeneity, and extraneous cognitive load versus motivational benefits) and maintains a rigorous distinction between trained task acquisition, perceived after school engagement, independent computational thinking, and broader problem solving transfer
	

	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
The manuscript provides an exceptionally comprehensive, rigorous, and well structured identification of research gaps and future directions. Section 1.1 explicitly articulates the core evidentiary gap the absence of consistent, independently assessed links between robotic task acquisition, computational thinking, and generalized problem solving among elementary-aged autistic learners. Furthermore, Section 10 delivers a detailed, multi-faceted roadmap for future work, encompassing replicable primary research, controlled comparisons with credible alternatives, the validation of accessible assessment tools, the isolation of active learning mechanisms, and longitudinal evaluations beyond short term outcomes
	

	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
The conclusions presented in the manuscript are exceptionally well reasoned, logically sound, and directly supported by the preceding critical analysis. The authors carefully avoid overextending their claims, appropriately tempering enthusiasm for educational robotics with the current limitations of the direct evidence base. By synthesizing findings across direct studies, adjacent populations, and general-population primary research, the conclusions establish a balanced, highly defensible standpoint that distinguishes between trained task acquisition, engagement, and independent computational thinking
	

	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
The limitations of the paper are thoroughly, transparently, and critically discussed in a dedicated section (Section 12: Limitations), as well as integrated across the analytical sections of the manuscript. The authors explicitly address issues such as selection and interpretive bias inherent to critical narrative reviews, the lack of an exhaustive systematic search or quantitative meta analytic pooling, constraints in full text access and English language focus, extreme heterogeneity in participant profiles and methodologies, small sample sizes, and the limitations of drawing direct conclusions from adjacent or mixed populations
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
The reference list of the manuscript is exceptionally strong, comprising high quality, peer reviewed sources from respected academic journals and publishers across special education, computer science education, and robotics (such as Computers & Education, Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, Science Robotics, Computers in Human Behavior, PLOS ONE, and the International Journal of STEM Education). Furthermore, the references demonstrate excellent currency and temporal relevance incorporating foundational literature alongside up to date empirical studies and systematic reviews published through 2024, 2025, and 2026 thereby providing a rigorous, authoritative foundation for the paper's analytical claims.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
The manuscript is exceptionally well-written, articulating complex pedagogical, technical, and methodological concepts with admirable clarity, precision, and academic rigor. The prose flows logically with seamless transitions between sections, precise terminology, and a balanced, objective tone that avoids overstatement while effectively communicating nuanced distinctions in learning outcomes and research design.
	




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.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	No
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