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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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 addresses an important issue concerning the psychosocial well-being of orphaned pupils in sub-Saharan Africa, with a specific focus on Nairobi County, Kenya. It contributes to the educational psychology literature by exploring how teachers’ academic qualifications relate to the self-esteem of orphaned students, a topic that has been underexplored in the region. The study’s relevance is strengthened by its alignment with Sustainable Development Goal 4 (inclusive and equitable quality education). Despite some methodological limitations, the research offers valuable policy implications for teacher training and psychosocial support in schools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content and purpose of the manuscript. It clearly identifies the main variables (“teachers’ academic qualifications” and “self-esteem of orphaned pupils”) and the study context (public junior schools in Nairobi County).
No change required.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured. It includes the background, objectives, methodology, results, and policy recommendations. However, it contains an internal inconsistency: the abstract states that the Chi-square test showed no significant relationship (p = 1.000), while the Results section mentions a positive correlation (r > 0.35, p < 0.01).
Suggestion: Revise the abstract to ensure statistical consistency and shorten it to around 200–220 words for conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of conceptual framing and research execution. However, the analysis lacks a formal model validation process. Only instrument reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) is reported, while model adequacy or assumption tests (e.g., normality, fit indices) are missing. The Chi-square analysis is suitable for categorical data but must be clearly justified against the research objective.
Recommendation: Add a brief explanation of why the Chi-square test was chosen and provide model validation or effect size measures for robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and largely recent (2015–2023). Key foundational works such as Rosenberg (1965), Harter (1999), and Ryan & Deci (2000) are appropriately cited.
However, DOIs and formatting consistency should be improved. Some sources (e.g., “ir.kiu.ac.ug, 2020”) are not standard peer-reviewed references.
Recommendation: Add DOIs to all journal articles and verify citation consistency between in-text references and the reference list.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear English with a formal academic tone. Minor grammatical edits (especially in tense consistency and article usage) are recommended. The flow and readability are good for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The introduction effectively presents the research gap and theoretical grounding.

· The results and discussion are conceptually consistent but should resolve the conflicting statistical findings.

· The conclusion is aligned with the findings and methodology but could be strengthened by linking directly to the null hypothesis.

· The paper has strong potential for publication after minor to moderate revisions focusing on methodological clarity and internal consistency.

The manuscript is scientifically sound and relevant but requires minor to moderate revisions to resolve internal inconsistencies and strengthen methodological clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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