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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript examines the influence of perceived teacher support and students’ basic psychological needs satisfaction on engagement in mathematics learning. This topic is important because student engagement remains a key predictor of learning outcomes in mathematics education. The integration of Self-Determination Theory (SDT) with classroom instructional practices contributes to understanding how psychological factors influence learning engagement. The findings also provide implications for improving mathematics instruction through supportive teaching strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the core variables of the study; however, it is slightly lengthy and grammatically inconsistent. The phrase “students’ engagements” should be revised to “student engagement.” Suggested alternative title: “Influence of Perceived Teacher Support and Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction on Senior High School Students’ Engagement in Mathematics.”
	

	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 provides the purpose, methodology, and main findings of the study. However, several improvements are recommended: 1) briefly state the research design and analysis methods more clearly; 2) specify key statistical results (e.g., correlation coefficients or regression results); 3) reduce general statements in the conclusion section. Including numerical findings will improve the scientific clarity of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and grounded in Self-Determination Theory. The theoretical framework appropriately links teacher support with autonomy, competence, and relatedness. However, several methodological aspects require clarification: (1) the research design is described as “descriptive correlational,” yet regression analysis is extensively used; (2) justification for using simple regression and multiple regression should be clarified; (3) some statistical interpretations appear exaggerated (e.g., regression coefficient values such as 31.326 seem unusually large for Likert-scale data). Authors should verify the scaling or data transformation used in the analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript uses a substantial number of references, many from reputable journals. However, improvements are recommended: 1) increase references from the last 5 years (2020–2024); 2) incorporate literature from mathematics education journals such as Educational Studies in Mathematics, Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, or ZDM Mathematics Education; 3) ensure consistency in citation style and DOI formatting
	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. Several grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistent terminology appear throughout the manuscript. Examples include incorrect plural forms (“engagements”), missing articles, and inconsistent tense usage. Professional English proofreading is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The conceptual framework figure should be improved for clarity and labeling. 2. The methodology section contains redundant explanations about correlation formulas that are unnecessary in research articles. 3. The results section should present statistical results more concisely and avoid repeating explanations already provided in the methodology. 4. The discussion section is comprehensive but could be improved. 5. Limitations of the study are not explicitly stated and should be added
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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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