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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 is important to the scientific community because it provides empirical evidence on the effectiveness of innovative pedagogical approaches in improving students’ understanding and performance in definite integrals. By employing a mixed-method and quasi-experimental design, the study contributes to mathematics education research by demonstrating how contextualized, collaborative, and learner-centered strategies can enhance conceptual learning beyond procedural computation. The findings are particularly significant for educational contexts with limited resources, as they show that pedagogical innovation can produce measurable learning gains even within structurally constrained school environments. Furthermore, the study offers useful implications for curriculum development, teacher training, and future research in mathematics didactics, especially in secondary education and African school contexts.
	


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 – Good
The title reflects the main focus of the study; however, it may be slightly refined for conciseness and grammatical clarity.
	

	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
The abstract presents the purpose, methodology, sample, major findings, and conclusion of the study. Minor language polishing may further improve its clarity.
	

	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 – Good
The keywords are relevant to the study and adequately represent the major concepts, including definite integral, innovative pedagogical approaches, mathematics didactics, and pedagogical experimentation.
	

	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
	4 – Good
The background provides adequate context on the teaching of definite integrals and the challenges in the Congolese school setting. Some parts may be streamlined to avoid repetition.


	

	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
	5 – Excellent
The research questions, hypotheses, and objectives are clearly presented and aligned with the purpose of the study.
	

	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 – Good
The literature cited is relevant to mathematics didactics and innovative pedagogy. However, the manuscript may benefit from the inclusion of more recent empirical studies.
	

	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
	4 – Good
The mixed-method and quasi-experimental design is appropriate for determining the effect of innovative pedagogical approaches. Further clarification on sampling procedures and group comparability may strengthen the methodology.
	

	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 – Satisfactory
The manuscript does not sufficiently discuss ethical procedures such as informed consent, confidentiality, voluntary participation, and institutional approval.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The results are generally clear and supported by tables, comparative analysis, and statistical testing. Some sections may be improved through clearer formatting and more precise explanation of statistical results.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
The tables and figures are relevant and useful; however, some formatting issues should be corrected to improve readability and professional presentation.
	

	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 – Good
The discussion adequately connects the findings with existing literature and theoretical perspectives in mathematics education.
	

	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
	4 – Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the findings, particularly the improvement observed in the experimental group. The conclusion may further emphasize the limits of generalization.
	

	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 – Good
The manuscript identifies important limitations, including the quasi-experimental design, limited number of schools, and short duration of intervention.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
The references are generally relevant, but the manuscript would be strengthened by adding more current and high-impact sources, particularly from the last five years.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
The manuscript is understandable, but it requires language editing for grammar, sentence structure, consistency, and academic tone.

	


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 reflects the focus of the study, particularly the impact of innovative pedagogical approaches on the teaching-learning of definite integrals in the Congolese school context. However, minor language refinement may improve clarity and academic presentation.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The abstract presents the purpose of the study, methodology, sample, major findings, statistical result, and overall implication. Minor editing may be done to improve grammar, flow, and precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The manuscript follows an appropriate mixed-method and quasi-experimental approach, presents clear objectives and hypotheses, and supports the findings using comparative results and statistical testing. However, the authors may further strengthen the manuscript by clarifying the sampling procedure, group comparability, and details of the intervention.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
The references are relevant to mathematics didactics and pedagogical innovation; however, several sources are relatively old. The manuscript should include more recent empirical studies, preferably from the last five years, particularly on active learning, mathematics education, contextualized instruction, and teaching definite integrals in secondary education

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES.
The manuscript does not clearly present the ethical procedures followed in the conduct of the study. Since the participants were secondary school students, the authors should explicitly state whether informed consent, parental or guardian consent, student assent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, anonymity, and institutional or school approval were secured. The manuscript should also clarify how participants’ data were protected and how ethical standards were observed during the intervention and data collection process.
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