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1. The manuscript is important for the scientific community, as it presents a new aspect on 
the toys usefulness as an advance for school performance in college students. 

 
 

2. The title of the article is appropriate. It builds on the findings of the study and I find that 
quite interesting. 

 
3. The abstract is comprehensive, direct, objective and correct. 

 
4. The subsections and structure of the manuscript are suitable for a short research article. 
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