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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.

	
The manuscript addresses the classification of associative algebras satisfying quadratic identities of the form , a theme that connects classical results of Nagata, Higman, and Razmyslov with computational validation using GAP. While the topic belongs to a well-established area, the author’s focus on concrete computational confirmation adds modest value, particularly for didactic and algorithmic purposes in symbolic computation. However, the contribution is largely incremental rather than groundbreaking. Its importance lies in consolidating known results, illustrating them with computational examples, and providing a clear educational bridge between algebraic theory and computational verification.

	

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

	
The title “Associative Algebras Satisfying Quadratic Equations” is accurate and clearly reflects the content. It captures both the algebraic focus and the main mathematical condition under study.
However, since the paper is primarily about classification under specific forms of quadratic identities, a slightly more descriptive title such as: “Classification of Associative Algebras Satisfying Quadratic Polynomial Identities” would better convey the scope and methodological content.

	

	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 is structurally clear and concise. It correctly outlines the goal, methodology, and scope. However, it lacks mathematical depth in its summary — it describes what was done, not what was found. For instance, it mentions “classification” and “validation using GAP” without specifying any principal classification results (such as when algebras become Abelian or nilpotent under certain identities).
I recommend that the author include at least one concrete outcome (e.g., “We prove that algebras satisfying  over fields of characteristic  are nilpotent of index ) to make the abstract more informative and scholarly.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
In general, yes. The mathematical reasoning is mostly correct, with sound algebraic derivations and appropriate use of GAP verification. The proofs are direct and classical, aligning with standard results in associative algebra theory.
However, several derivations are too condensed, skipping intermediate logical steps. For example, in Section 3 (the case ), the proof of Lemma 3.1 could benefit from a more transparent justification of why , as it currently compresses an argument that may appear circular to the reader.
Also, some of the results, such as Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 4.2, implicitly assume finite-dimensionality or specific field characteristics without explicitly stating these constraints before the proof. This lack of rigor in hypothesis formulation is a mathematical flaw, not a fatal one, but it must be corrected to ensure logical completeness.
Overall, the work is scientifically correct but not rigorous enough.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
The references are generally appropriate, citing foundational works (Nagata 1953; Higman 1956; Razmyslov 1974; Kuzmin 1975) and some modern contributions (Drensky & Koshlukov 2021; Bremner et al. 2023). However, there are two weaknesses:
1. Lack of computational algebra literature. No reference to contemporary work linking associative algebras to computational algebra systems (e.g., relevant works on MAGMA, GAP, or computer algebra-based PI-theory).
2. Limited recent scope. While [Ouedraogo et al., 2025] is cited, other contemporary studies on associative PI-algebras (e.g., Belov-Kanel, Rowen, or Giambruno’s work) are absent.
I suggest adding:
· Antonio Giambruno & M. Zaicev — Polynomial Identities and Asymptotic Methods. Series: Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, vol. 122. American Mathematical Society, 2005.
· Alexei Kanel-Belov, Louis H. Rowen (eds.) — Computational Aspects of Polynomial Identities. Publisher: Routledge / CRC Press, 2019 (Research Notes / edited volume).
· And at least two more of the existing, published, and credible literature.

	

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

	
Mostly acceptable but not fully polished. The grammar is largely correct, yet the prose occasionally sounds mechanical and repetitive (“In this case, we can take...”, “as we can verify by running the code...”). Minor stylistic refinements are needed, especially in transitions between theorems and examples.
Technical notation is consistent and clear.
A thorough language and style edit would make the chapter more professional and readable.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
This is a solid, methodical piece of algebraic writing. 
My recommendation: accept only after minor technical and stylistic revisions, provided the author strengthens the abstract and clarifies the assumptions in Theorems 3.2 and 4.2.

	




	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)
No ethical issues are apparent. The author explicitly declares that no generative AI or automated writing tools were used, and this claim is consistent with the writing style and internal coherence.
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