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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.

	Mathematical self-efficacy is a significant construct in educational psychology and mathematics education because it influences students’ persistence, strategy use, motivation, and achievement in mathematics. A review of this topic can be valuable for researchers, curriculum developers, and classroom teachers who seek to understand how students’ beliefs about their mathematical capability shape learning outcomes. The manuscript is relevant because it attempts to organize existing studies into major themes such as measurement tools, influencing factors, correlational studies, and group differences. However, its scientific contribution would be stronger if the review process were more systematic, theoretically grounded, and critically analytical rather than mainly descriptive.
	


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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

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

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

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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

	3
	

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

	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
	1
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	


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.
	The title is clear but too broad. “A Review on Mathematical Self-Efficacy” does not indicate the scope, population, review type, or thematic focus.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract summarizes the four major areas reviewed, but it does not adequately describe the search process, selection criteria, time frame, database coverage, or analytic procedure.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly, but major revision is needed. The topic is scientifically valid and the literature cited is generally relevant. However, the manuscript needs stronger methodological transparency and more critical synthesis. For a review article, it is not enough to list studies under categories. The authors should explain how the 37 publications were selected, how themes were derived, and whether any quality appraisal was conducted.

There are also conceptual issues. Some included studies appear to address broader academic self-efficacy, creative self-efficacy, programming self-efficacy, or affective constructs that may not be equivalent to mathematical self-efficacy. The authors should clarify whether these were included because they directly measured mathematical self-efficacy or because they were conceptually related. Without this clarification, the review risks conceptual overextension.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Generally, yes, but improvement is needed. The manuscript includes recent references and several peer-reviewed sources. However, the review would benefit from stronger inclusion of foundational theoretical works, especially Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy and major mathematics self-efficacy literature. The authors should also ensure that every cited study is directly relevant to mathematical self-efficacy, not merely related to general self-efficacy or adjacent motivational constructs.

The reference list should be checked carefully for consistency in author spelling, journal formatting, capitalization, and DOI presentation. For example, there appear to be spelling inconsistencies in author names such as “Vidákovich/Vidakovich,” and typographical errors in the text should be corrected.
	

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

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

	No major ethical issue is apparent from the manuscript.
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