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Compulsory REVISION comments Reviewer'scomment Author’s Feedback (Please correctthemanuscriptand highlight thatpart
in the manuscript. It is mandatory thatauthors
shouldwritehis/herfeedback here)

Pleasewrite ) ) a few | Thismanuscriptexploresanovelconceptofelectronspinusinga “waveelementmaterial structure”tochallenge

sentencesregardingtheimportance | thetraditionalpoint-particlemodel,whichholdsgreatpotentialto impact the fields of quantum mechanics

of thismanuscript for the scientific o ; ) . .

community.Whydo you like(ordislike)this and_ materl_alsmgnce. The_ dlscussu?n o_n_ elt_actron spin structure is

manuscript? Aminimumof3-4 sentences may be | Pertinent,especiallygiventhetheoreticalchallengesinreconcilingclassicaland

required for this part. guantumviews.However,whilethe ideaspresentedare innovative, furtherclarificationand elaboration
onthepracticalapplicationsandbroaderimplicationsarerecommendedto strengthen the
manuscript’'simpact.

Is thetitleof the article suitable? The title,“Explorationof theSpecific Forms ofElectron Spin,” isdescriptive but could benefit froma

(If notpleasesuggestanalternative title) slightadjustmenttohighlightthenovelapproach. A suggestion is:“Re-evaluating Electron Spinthrough
WaveElementMaterialStructureTheory”or‘AWave Element ApproachtoElectronSpin:Breaking
fromthePointParticleModel."Thistitlebetterreflects the manuscript'schallenge to conventional models.

Is theabstractof thearticlecomprehensive? Do Theabstractoutlinesthecorepremiseofthe studybut couldbe improved bybriefly

you suggest theaddition (ordeletion)of summarizingthekeyfindingsand theirsignificance ina more structuredformat. Addinga statementon how

somepoints inthis section? Please writeyour thisapproachto electron spin couldaddressspecific gapsorchallengesin

suggestionshere. guantummechanicswouldprovidereaders  withaclearerunderstandingofthestudy's  objectives  and
potential impact.

Are subsections andstructure of the The structure and subsection organization of the manuscript are appropriate, but certain sections

manuscript appropriate? would benefit from more explicit headings, especially where the  manuscript
transitionsfromtheoreticalassumptionstotheirimplications.Forexample,withinthe“Basic
Assumptions”section,distinctheadingsforeachhypothesisorpredictionwouldimprove
readability and make thearguments easier to follow.

Pleasewrite a few o Thismanuscriptpresents ascientificallyambitiousandtechnically sound argumentwithinthe theoretical

sentencesregardingthescientific correctnessof framework itproposes. ltchallenges established quantum mechanics models by suggesting

this manuscript. Why doyou thinkthat ) . .

this manuscript is scientificallyrobust and analternatlveexplanatlonforelectron§p|n.TheargumentsaregeneralIyweII- _

technically sound? Aminimumof3-4 sentences constructed,butforbetterrobustness,including referencestoexperimentaldatathatsupportor

maybe required alignwiththenewmodel’spredictionswouldenhancecredibility. Additionally,deeper comparisonsto existing

forthis part. spin models would help justify thetheoretical shiftbeing proposed.

Arethe references sufficientand recent?Ifyou Themanuscriptincludesreferences,butseveralareoutdatedor lack directrelevanceto

Bf‘g’;i“ﬁgﬁﬁgﬁ”somdd'“O”a' references, contemporaryquantum mechanical models.Incorporating morerecentsources,particularly studies on

them inthe review form. alternative _ |nterp_rgtahonsofelectronsplr_land_modern _ guantummechanical

. advancements,wouldprovideadditionalcontext. Suggestionsinclude recentreviewson electron
spinstructure and modern developments in wave-particle duality.
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MinorREVISION comments

Is thelanguage/English quality ofthearticle
suitable forscholarly communications?

Thelanguagequalityissuitableforscholarly communicationbutcouldberefined forclarity.
Certainsentencesarecomplex andwouldbenefitfrom simplified wordingtoimprove

readability.Forexample,sentenceslike“Theconceptofpointparticlematerialstructureisa

deeply ingrainedmanifestation”couldberephrasedtoavoidambiguousexpressions.A thoroughproofreading

forminorgrammaticalandsyntacticalimprovementsisalso recommended.

Optional/Generalcomments

Major Revision: Key areas for improvement include strengthening the abstract, enhancing
structureand readability, updatingreferences, and adding recent supporting data. This will ensure the
manuscript’stheoretical contributionsarecommunicated clearly and effectively to the scientific
community.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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