Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_146041

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	To Examine the Perceived Effect of Performance-Based Incentives on Secondary School Performance

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer's comment

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

	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.


	The issue of the impact of performance-based incentives (PBIs) on teacher behavior. Consequently, student learning in resource-constrained settings such as Tanzania. This is the fundamental focus of this study. This is inevitably a relevant and timely topic, which falls under the scope of educational management. The significance of identifying motivational factors for teachers, especially in public schools facing deep-rooted problems, cannot be overstated in light of global commitments to SDG 4 (quality education), as such understanding is essential in different local contexts. The study in question employs a mixed-methods approach, which lends more empirical substance to the debate, as it is reliant mainly on theoretical or high-income country cases. The results become part of a broader body of research into the design of incentives in education systems of the Global South. It provides practical guidance for decision-makers seeking ways to bridge the performance gap between public and private schools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title)


	The given title, though not difficult to grasp, is rather wordy. This can be simplified to reach its message more precisely and impactfully. Accordingly, the updated title is represented as "Perceived Effects of Performance-Based Incentives on Teacher and School Performance in Tanzanian Secondary Schools."
	

	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 quite effective in encapsulating the main points of the study. Its purpose, methods, main findings, and inference. On the other hand, it does not feature or mention: 
- A quick mention of the comparative public–private school angle that constitutes the heart of the findings. - Information that the research is perception-based (not objective performance metrics).
Suggested addition: 

"…by using a mixed-methods design comparing public and private secondary schools in Iringa Municipal, Tanzania. Findings are based on teachers' perceptions rather than objective student performance data.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Essentially, yes, but some concerns are quite noticeable:

- Conceptual conflation: Throughout the article, the term "school performance" is mixed up with "teacher performance" quite often, without any specific mention of that. The paper, which presents the conceptual framework (Figure 1), illustrates teaching performance as a mediator between financial incentives and school performance. However, the authors did not confirm this mediation solely through the direct effects of the influences on the people being tested in the research.   Even though the text quotes the sample size as 92, from Table 4 onwards, the n = 89 (50 public + and 39 private) value is being utilized. This inconsistency needs to be resolved.
- Causality overreach: The conclusion implies that PBIs lead to better student outcomes; however, the study design (cross-sectional, perception-based) is not a way to measure cause-and-effect relationships. The language should be toned down to indicate that correlations or perceived associations exist. The language should be used more cautiously to reflect the correlation or opinions of associations.

- Theoretical framework: Both RBV and Systems

Theory might be a good fit for this research paper, but the initial ones were only mentioned and not fully integrated. The findings are not directly connected to the VRIN criteria or system feedback loops in the discussion section.

Recommendation: 

Check and clarify constructs, pinpoint the exact sample size, and adjust the conclusions to better align with the methodological limitations. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the citations are suitable and recent (many covering the period from 2023 to 2025), which indicates the current state of the discourse. But there are some points where it needs to be improved:

- Some of the foundational works on PBIs in education (e.g., Glewwe et al., 2010; Muralidharan & Sundararaman, 2011) are not included.

- The constant use of "Otieno" in the studies from Tanzania is a possible side effect of having a small literature base. The incorporation of more extensive African or Global South evidence would better situate the context.
Suggested additions:

- Muralidharan, K., & Sundararaman, V. (2011). Teacher Performance Pay: Experimental Evidence from India. Journal of Political Economy.

- Bruns, B., Filmer, D., & Patrinos, H. A. (2012). Making Schools Work: Improving Performance and Controlling Costs. World Bank.
	

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


	The language is usually understandable, but it has some grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, and awkward phrasing (e.g., "the study to examine d," "compensation s are significant"). Some of the sentences are too long or repetitive.

Suggestion: To achieve academic standards, it is recommended to engage in professional proofreading services.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- Strengths: The paper had strong policy relevance as its main advantage. Moreover, it was positively characterized by a transparent mixed-methods design, a functional comparative public-private perspective, and the presence of good reliability/validity checks (KMO, Cronbach’s Alpha). 

- Weaknesses: The paper suffered from an overstatement of findings as one of its main weaknesses. In addition, the lack of triangulation with actual student performance data and the limited discussion of equity implications (e.g., how PBIs might widen gaps if poorly executed) were also stated as weaknesses
The research is rationally sound and addresses a pertinent field. It bridges a specific research gap and uses the proper methods. However, it demands the following: 

- Better explanation of variables (teacher vs. school performance), 

- Rectification of sample size inconsistency, 

- Controlling the use of causal language, 

- Slight language editing, 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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