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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 significantly contributes to the scientific community by addressing the critical issue of student engagement in mathematics within blended learning environments, a topic of growing relevance in higher education. By demonstrating strong positive correlations between perceived teaching performance, critical thinking skills, and student engagement, it provides empirical evidence to support the development of targeted instructional strategies. The findings underscore the importance of enhancing teaching quality and fostering critical thinking to improve academic outcomes, offering practical implications for educators and curriculum developers. This study also fills a research gap by focusing on BSED mathematics students in the Philippine context, thereby enriching the global discourse on mathematics education.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article, "Student Engagement in Blended Mathematics Learning: The Role of Perceived Teaching Performance and Critical Thinking Skills," is suitable as it clearly reflects the study's focus on student engagement in mathematics within a blended learning context, highlighting the two key variables: perceived teaching performance and critical thinking skills. It is concise, specific, and aligned with the research objectives and findings.However, if an alternative title is desired for greater emphasis on the predictive relationship or to make it more concise, I suggest:"Predicting Mathematics Engagement: The Impact of Teaching Performance and Critical Thinking in Blended Learning"This alternative emphasizes the predictive-correlational design and maintains clarity while slightly streamlining the wording.
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive, effectively summarizing the study's purpose, methodology, key findings, and implications. It clearly outlines the focus on student engagement in blended mathematics learning, the role of perceived teaching performance and critical thinking skills, the research design, sample size, and key results, including the strong positive relationships and predictive power of the variables. It also provides actionable recommendations for educators and curriculum developers, making it concise yet informative.
However, to enhance clarity and impact, I suggest the following minor additions and adjustments:
1.Add specificity to the sample context: The abstract mentions "BSED mathematics students" but could briefly note the specific context (e.g., "Philippine BSED mathematics students") to clarify the study's scope and relevance, especially for an international audience.
2.Clarify the blended learning context: While blended learning is mentioned, a brief phrase defining it (e.g., "combining face-to-face and online instruction") could enhance accessibility for readers unfamiliar with the term.
3.Streamline recommendations: The recommendation sentence is slightly broad. Specifying one actionable strategy (e.g., "incorporating inquiry-based activities") could make it more concrete without lengthening the abstract significantly.
4.No deletions needed: All current points are relevant and necessary for a comprehensive abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a robust methodology, reliable instruments, and appropriate statistical analyses, including Pearson correlations and regression, conducted via SPSS v.26. The study’s predictive-correlational design, using stratified random sampling of 120 BSED mathematics students, supports valid findings on the strong positive relationships between perceived teaching performance, critical thinking skills, and student engagement (R = .927, R² = .859, p = .000). High Cronbach’s alpha values (α > .85) and construct validity (CR > 0.7, AVE > 0.5) ensure measurement reliability. Results align with literature (e.g., Stronge, 2018; Torrejos, 2024), and ethical standards, including informed consent and confidentiality, are upheld.However, limitations include reliance on self-reported data, potentially introducing bias, and limited generalizability due to the single-institution sample. The manuscript implies causality despite its correlational design and lacks detail on instrument modifications or confounding variables like prior achievement. Suggestions: Clarify the non-causal nature of findings, acknowledge self-report limitations, describe instrument adaptations, and note potential confounders. These enhancements would improve transparency and rigor without undermining the study’s validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript’s references are sufficient and mostly recent, with 53% from 2020–2024, covering student engagement, teaching performance, critical thinking, and blended learning. Key sources like Stronge (2018), Torrejos (2024), and Deci & Ryan (2012) ground the study, while Philippine-specific citations (e.g., Llorente & Tado, 2024) enhance relevance. However, more 2023–2025 studies on blended learning and potential confounders (e.g., technology access) could strengthen it. Suggested additions:
1.Fredricks et al. (2022, Handbook of student engagement interventions) for engagement strategies.
2.Müller & Louw (2023, Education Sciences) for blended learning impact.
3.Cai & Hwang (2024, Journal of Educational Technology & Society) for technology-enhanced mathematical thinking. These would enrich the manuscript’s context and rigor.
	

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

	The manuscript’s language and English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear, formal, and precise academic writing. The structure is logical, terminology is discipline-specific (e.g., “predictive-correlational design,” “Cronbach’s alpha”), and sentences are coherent. However, minor issues include occasional wordiness (e.g., “laborious compilation” in 3.1) and repetitive phrases (e.g., “very high” in Table 1 interpretations). Suggestions: Streamline verbose sections, vary descriptive terms, and proofread for minor grammatical errors (e.g., “ensues” vs. “ensue” in 3.1). These adjustments would enhance clarity and polish for publication.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is a robust contribution to mathematics education research, particularly in the context of blended learning. Its strengths include a clear research design, rigorous statistical analysis, and alignment with relevant literature, making it valuable for educators and curriculum developers. Minor improvements could enhance its impact: clarifying the correlational nature of findings, addressing self-reported data limitations, and providing details on instrument modifications. Adding recent references (e.g., Müller & Louw, 2023; Cai & Hwang, 2024) would further strengthen its relevance. Streamlining verbose language and acknowledging potential confounders would polish the manuscript for scholarly publication.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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