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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 relationship between self-confidence and anxiety is well established.  The relationship between these two factors and actual performance not so much.  This is very important for a variety of reasons to be able to use self-confidence and anxiety to see how they relate to student performance.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

Some newer references would have been preferred.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

The author give us a score “Mean 67.45” but gives the reader no context for that score.  What was the minimum possible score, and the maximum possible score.  The same goes for all the categories in Table 1 – the reader is left to guess what the range of scores are for those instruments.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2

Since gender or school type was never mentioned in the Lit Review section of the paper, it should not appear in the results section.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

In Table 3, and following that, the author discusses the relationship between genders but no where before this was gender every mentioned.  The author needs to do research on this in their Lit Review, moreover, how was this data collected?  No mention of demographics was mentioned.

In Table 4, and following that, the author discusses the difference between school types.  It is this reviewers understanding that the schools were the same and the grade levels were the same.  So, if the schools are different, that needs to be discussed before this table.


	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1

The author said they were going to do several analyses; however, when they reported findings they seems to be reporting on something completely different, or the results are lacking.  For example, while it is in the table, self-confidence and anxiety are noted to have a negative correlation, but the author does not mention that in their discussions.  This relation is found in the literature, and should be mentioned in this paper.

The author says “Secondary school students experience sensible mathematics anxiety” what does this mean?  What is “sensible” mathematics anxiety?

The author says in their discussion “Mathematics anxiety can disrupt students’ concentration” – no where in the paper does the author mention concentration and suddenly in the discussion they make this claim that anxiety is related to “concentration”.  There is no basis for this statement in the paper so it should not be made in the discussion.  

The author continues to make statements in the educational implications section that are not supported from their data.  In the paper the author found relationships between self-confidence, anxiety, and achievement and suddenly they are promoting teaching styles.  There is no mention that teaching styles influence self-confidence, anxiety or achievement in the paper.


	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5

While the writing is clear and understandable, the author uses one paragraph for an entire section.  In the “discussion” for example, almost every line should be the “topic sentence” for an entire paragraph.  So while it is clear, breaking the paragraphs up and supporting the statements a bit more would be helpful.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment


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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes and No

While the references are sufficient,  some newer citations would be been nice.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
the topic is interesting, however, as mentioned in these reviewer’s comments, a significant amount of the paper needs some attention.


	


Reviewer details:

. Ray DeWitt, Hampton University, United State of America
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