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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 manuscript addresses the relationship between convergent thinking and academic achievement in mathematics among higher secondary students a critical cognitive domain that underpins performance in logic-driven subjects. It contributes to the growing body of research linking cognitive processing styles with educational outcomes. The study's implications for curriculum development and instructional strategies are particularly timely in enhancing mathematics education.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable. 

However, for clarity and grammar, consider revising to:  "Convergent Thinking and Academic Achievement in Mathematics: Empirical Evidence from Higher Secondary Students"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive, summarizing the research aim, methodology, findings, and implications. However, it could benefit from a clearer structure by including:

Aims/Objectives

Method (sample, instrument)

Key Results

Implications

Suggested revision: Clarify the aim in the first sentence and present results more quantitatively (e.g., correlation coefficient value).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The hypotheses are clearly defined, the methodology is appropriate, and statistical analyses are correctly applied (e.g., use of Pearson’s correlation, t-tests). However:

The researcher-developed tool should have included more psychometric details.

The conclusion could benefit from a discussion of limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a mix of classic and recent studies. Most are relevant and appropriately cited. Still, consider:

Adding more recent studies (post-2020) in similar contexts (South Asia).

Checking DOI hyperlinks for accuracy.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Moderate. The manuscript is mostly readable, but there are several instances of awkward sentence construction, grammatical issues, and redundancy. Examples:

"The goal is to determine the best and usually accurate answer..."   should be rephrased for clarity.

Punctuation and formatting are inconsistent, especially in tables and statistical reporting.
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