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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 study provides empirical evidence on innovative pedagogy in mathematics education.
· By focusing on secondary schools in Goma, Democratic Republic of Congo, the manuscript enriches the international literature with data from an underrepresented educational setting, helping scholars understand how pedagogical innovations function in resource-constrained environments.
· The findings show that innovative approaches enhance students' conceptual understanding of definite integrals, including meanings related to area, accumulation, and continuous sum, which are widely recognized as challenging concepts in mathematics education research.

· The study provides evidence-based recommendations for integrating contextualized problem-solving, collaborative learning, and active pedagogical methods into mathematics instruction, making it useful for curriculum designers, teacher educators, and policymakers aiming to improve STEM education quality.


	


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 4Improvement 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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	


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 is generally suitable because it clearly identifies the main variables (innovative pedagogical approaches and teaching-learning of definite integrals), the study context (Congolese schools), and the research design (experimental study), allowing readers to immediately understand the focus and scope of the investigation.
· However, for greater clarity and grammatical accuracy, the title could be revised to: "Impact of Innovative Pedagogical Approaches on the Teaching and Learning of Definite Integrals in the Congolese School Context: An Experimental Study in Goma (DRC)."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· Yes, the abstract is reasonably comprehensive because it presents the study's purpose, methodology, sample size, major findings, statistical significance, and key conclusion. However, it could be strengthened by briefly stating the research gap, theoretical framework, and practical implications of the findings to provide a more complete overview of the study's contribution. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall structure because it presents a clear research problem, establishes research objectives and hypotheses, employs a quasi-experimental design, uses quantitative and qualitative data, and reports statistically significant findings. However, some scientific concerns remain, including inconsistencies in sample reporting (the abstract mentions 234 students while the methodology emphasizes 187 experimental and 47 control participants), limited details on instrument validity and reliability, and insufficient statistical reporting beyond the p-value. Therefore, the study is scientifically acceptable but requires methodological clarification and stronger reporting to enhance its rigor and credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	· The references are generally sufficient to support the study's theoretical framework, methodology, and discussion, as they include several foundational works in mathematics education, didactics, and educational research. However, the reference list relies heavily on older sources from the 1980s–2000s, with only a few recent citations from 2025–2026. For a contemporary research article, more recent peer-reviewed studies (2020–2026) on innovative pedagogies, mathematics learning, and calculus education should be included to strengthen the manuscript's currency and scholarly relevance.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	· There are no obvious major ethical violations reported in the manuscript; however, there are important ethical omissions that should be addressed before publication. The study involves human participants (234 secondary school students) in an educational experiment, yet the manuscript does not explicitly mention ethical approval from an institutional review board or ethics committee, informed consent from students and/or their guardians, permission from participating schools, confidentiality procedures, or measures taken to protect participants' rights during the intervention. Since the research was conducted with minors in a school setting, these ethical safeguards should be clearly reported in the methodology section. Therefore, the main ethical concern is not evidence of misconduct but the absence of a dedicated ethics statement and documentation of ethical procedures
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