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DetailedReviewer’sReport 

Thismanuscriptpresentsathematicnarrativereviewcomparingaerobicsandyogaasphysicalactivity– based 

interventions for enhancing physical, cognitive, and psychosocial development in children with Down 

syndrome (DS). The topic is timely, relevant, and appropriate focusing on special education, 

developmental disabilities, rehabilitation, or inclusive education. 

 

The manuscript is conceptually sound, well-structured, and clearly written, with appropriate use of 

literature and policy contextualization (NEP 2020, RPwD Act 2016). Unlike empirical studies, the 

authorscorrectlypositionthisworkasathematic/narrativereview,whichreducesmethodologicalrisk. 

 

However,themanuscriptwouldbenefitfromgreatermethodologicaltransparency,deepercritical 

synthesis, and clearer articulation of its review framework to strengthen academic rigor and 

credibility. 

 

MajorComments 

 

1. ReviewMethodologyIsInsufficientlyDescribed 

Whilethepaperisdescribedasa“thematicreview,”thereis nodescriptionofhowliteraturewas identified, 

selected, or synthesized. 

 

Concerns: 

 

 Nodatabasesmentioned (e.g.,PubMed,Scopus,ERIC) 

 Noinclusion/exclusion criteria 

 Notimeframe orkeyword strategy 

 Noexplanationofhowthemeswerederived 

Rating Excel. Good Fair Poor 

Originality  √   

Techn.Quality   √  

Clarity √    

Significance  √   
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Requiredrevision: 

 Addashortsubsection(even1paragraph)titled“Review Methodology”describing: 

o Typeofreview(narrative/thematic) 

o Databasessearched 

o Timeperiodcovered 

o Inclusionfocus(childrenwithDS,physicalactivity,yoga/aerobics) 

o Howthemes were identified 

Thisisessential forscholarlytransparency,even innon-systematicreviews. 

 

2. LimitedCriticalAppraisalofEvidence 

Themanuscriptprimarilysummarizespositivefindingsofaerobicsandyogawithoutsufficientcritical 

evaluation. 

 

Concerns: 

 

 Nodiscussion of: 

o Smallsamplesizes 

o Heterogeneityofinterventions 

o Variabilityinoutcome measures 

o LimitedDS-specificrandomizedevidence 

 

Requiredrevision: 

 

 Includeabriefcriticalappraisal paragraph, noting: 

o Strengthsandweaknessesofexisting studies 

o Gapsinevidencespecificto DS 

o Over-relianceonextrapolationfrombroaderdevelopmentaldisabilityliterature 

This will elevate the paper from descriptive to analytical. 

3. Overgeneralizationof CognitiveOutcomes 

 

Somecognitiveclaims(e.g.,improvedmemory,problem-solving,learningreadiness)arestated confidently, but 

the evidence base in children with DS is relatively limited and indirect. 

 

Requiredrevision: 

 

 Usecautious languagesuch as: 

o “associatedwith” 

o “suggestedtosupport” 

o “maycontributeto” 

 Clarifywhenfindings are: 

o DS-specific 

o Extrapolatedfrombroaderdevelopmentaldisabilityor generalchildpopulations 
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4. ThematicSynthesisTableNeeds Strengthening 

Thethematicsynthesistableishelpfulbutoversimplifiescomplexoutcomes. Suggestions: 

 Add acolumn or footnotenoting: 

o Strengthofevidence(e.g.,moderate,emerging) 

o Natureofoutcomes(physicalvsbehavioralvsproxycognitiveoutcomes) This 

would significantly improve scholarly depth. 

MinorComments 

 

1. ConsistencyandLanguage 

o Minortypographicalissues(spacing,“Aerobicsexercise”) 

o Ensureconsistentpluralization(aerobicsvsaerobic exercise) 

2. PolicyDiscussion 

o TheNEPandRPwDdiscussionisvaluablebutcouldbeslightlycondensedtomaintain focus 
on empirical evidence. 

3. Conclusion 

o Strongoverall, but could explicitlyrestate: 
 Thatthis isathematic synthesis,notameta-analysis 
 Thatrecommendationsareinformedbytrends,noteffect sizes 


