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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.

	This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing a comprehensive review of current research on mathematical self-efficacy and its role in mathematics education. By synthesizing findings from multiple studies, the paper helps researchers and educators better understand the major factors influencing students’ confidence and performance in mathematics. The study also identifies important research gaps, particularly in relation to influencing factors and differences across learner groups, which can guide future investigations in mathematics education. Furthermore, the manuscript offers valuable insights for teachers, curriculum developers, and educational researchers seeking to improve students’ mathematical learning experiences and academic achievement.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	       5 = Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       4 = Good
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	      3 = Satisfactory
	

	14. 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 = Excellent
	



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, the title “A Review on Mathematical Self-Efficacy” is understandable and relevant to the content, but it is quite broad and generic for an academic journal article.
One alternative would be: “Mathematical Self-Efficacy in Mathematics Education: A Review of Current Research”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is generally clear and organized, and it summarizes the main focus of the manuscript well. It identifies the topic, explains the purpose of the review, briefly mentions the methodology, presents the major findings, and highlights research gaps. These are important components of a good academic abstract.
However, the abstract could be improved to make it more comprehensive and academically stronger. Here are some observations:
. The methodology section is too brief. It mentions that 37 publications were analyzed, but it does not specify the database clearly in the abstract, the time range, or the review approach used. 
. The findings are summarized adequately, but some sentences are repetitive and could be made more concise. 
. The implications of the review for future research and educational practice could be stated more explicitly. 
For example, instead of:
“Research on influencing factors has explored certain aspects such as teaching models and individual psychology, yet no comprehensive framework has been established.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant and generally well organized, as it addresses an important topic in mathematics education and is supported by recent literature. However, the study would be stronger with a more rigorous review methodology, deeper critical analysis, and clearer explanation of the research procedures. Overall, the manuscript provides useful insights into mathematical self-efficacy, but some improvements are needed to enhance its academic and scientific quality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and reasonably recent for a review paper. The manuscript includes many recent studies published between 2020 and 2025, which demonstrates that the review is up to date and relevant to current research trends in mathematical self-efficacy. In addition, the references cover different aspects of the topic, including measurement tools, influencing factors, correlations, and educational applications. However, including a few more foundational or highly cited classic studies could further strengthen the theoretical background of the review.
	

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

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

	There do not appear to be any major ethical issues in the manuscript because it is a literature review and does not involve direct data collection from human participants. The authors mainly analyzed previously published studies from the Web of Science database. However, the manuscript could still briefly mention that ethical approval and informed consent were not required due to the nature of the study as a review article. This would improve transparency and align with journal publication standards.
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