Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_147211

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	THE PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT ON STUDENTS’ ATTITUDE TOWARDS SCIENCE

	Type of the Article
	Original Research 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 manuscript addresses an important and practical issue in science education by exploring how classroom environments influence students’ attitude towards science. This is study is vital as students’ perceptions and motivation often determine their long-term engagement with science related fields. Through empirical analysis, the study provides valuable insights for educators, administers and curriculum designers to foster better scientific learning experiences among students.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is concise and conveys the study’s main variables. However, the phrase “predictive validity” may not accurately describe the study’s nature, since the research is related to relationships and not validating an instrument. A slight rewording could make the title clearer.
Suggestions for title: “Predictive Influence of Classroom Environment on Students’ Attitudes Toward Science” or “Exploring the Role of Classroom Environment in Shaping Students’ Attitudes Toward Science”.
	

	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 comprehensive, clear and presents the purpose, methodology, sample and instruments used (WIHIC and TOSRA). It highlights the role of classroom environment on students’ attitude towards science. Overall, the abstract is coherent and informative. However, abstract could be improved by briefly mentioning the location. And at the end, including a concise statement on the research practical implications if possible.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically correct and appropriately designed for its purpose. The methods and statistical analysis are valid and the results are consistent with the data presented. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites substantial and up-to-date literature with most published between 2019-2025, indicating that the author has reviewed recent and relevant studies. 
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear and comprehensible English suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	General comments are given below. (Kindly consider the suggestions if the author finds them appropriate and helpful in strengthening the manuscript’s value).
1. I recommend combining the introduction and objectives sections so that the transition from the literature review to the aims flows logically. This would create a more cohesive and purpose-driven introduction. For example: “Given the lack of local evidence on how classroom dynamics influence students’ attitudes, this study aims to……………….”
2. The author should clarify what specific adjustments were made to the questionnaire. It is also recommended to mention whether expert validation was conducted to ensure the modified items (WIHIC) were appropriate and relevant for the target student sample.

3. Respondents of the study, Line 3 – After securing “And” not “ang”.

4. Please ensure that Table 1 is properly cited and discussed within the text.

5. It is suggested to rearrange the sections within the Methodology for better logical flow. The sequence could begin with Respondents, followed by Research Design, Research Instruments, and finally Ethical Considerations. This order will help readers understand who was studied before how and with what tools the study was conducted
6. It is suggested to revise the numbering of the Results and Discussion section for better logical flow and scientific presentation. 4.1 Level of Classroom Environment (with sub-sections 4.1.1–4.1.5 for each dimension); 4.2 Level of Students’ Attitude Toward Science (with 4.2.1–4.2.5 for attitude dimensions); 4.3 Relationship Between Classroom Environment and Students’ Attitude, and 4.4 Influence of Classroom Environment on Students’ Attitude. This structure will make the results easier to follow and reflect a clear analytical progression.

7. It is observed that under the section on “Level of Students’ Attitude Toward Science”, the author mentioned five dimensions, but only four were described in detail. Kindly clarify whether one dimension was omitted unintentionally or combined with another.

8. The sentence “Table 2 results show the highest mean for Student Cohesiveness (3.07) suggests that students perceived…” is grammatically incorrect. Kindly add ‘suggesting’. 

9. The table citations in the Results section appear to be misnumbered or inconsistent. For instance, in the sentence “The second highest computed grand mean of 2.99 for Teacher Support (Table 3) and Involvement (Table 5)”, the cited tables do not correspond to the described results. he grand means actually belong to Table 2, while Tables 3 and 5 refer to different analyses (attitude dimensions and regression results, respectively). Kindly recheck and correct the table numbering and in-text citations throughout the results section to ensure accuracy and consistency.

10. “The computed grand mean of 2.98 for Task Orientation (Table 6)”. It’s actually Table 2. Please check.

11. “The computed grand mean of 2.96 for Investigation as shown in Table 4”. It’s Table 2. Please check.

12. “Similarly, table 7 shows Cooperation subscale obtained a grand mean of 2.94”.  There is no table no. 8. How come it is mentioned in text?

13. “The results showed that Equality (Table 8)”. There is no table no. 8. How come it is mentioned in text?

14. Kindly recheck and correct all table numbering throughout the manuscript. Only six tables are presented in the paper, yet the in-text citations refer to tables up to Table 12. This inconsistency may confuse readers and reviewers.

15. “The results showed that Equality (Table 8) obtained the lowest mean score of 2.89, which, although still categorized as high, indicates it is the least valued TOSRA indicator”. Is Equality coming under TOSRA or WIHIC? Previously in methodology, it was mentioned under WIHIC and here under TOSRA. Also is it equality or equity? In methodology it is mentioned as equity and here as equality. Kindly clarify these inconsistencies.

16. Please ensure consistency in the use of abbreviations throughout the manuscript. Once an abbreviation (e.g., WIHIC, TOSRA) has been defined, there is no need to repeat the full form later in the text.

17. “A series of multiple linear regression analyses”. It is “analysis”. Kindly check.

18. I recommend brief discussion on the relatively low explanatory power of the regression model. This would strengthen the scientific clarity of the paper.

19. It is recommended to include the detailed regression results table in the manuscript. Presenting the regression coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and significance levels would provide clearer support for the claims regarding predictive relationships and improve the transparency of the statistical analysis.

20. It is suggested that all tables be cited within the text to ensure smooth flow and coherence between the narrative and data presentation.
21. Few enhancements to the references base could be done. Such as: including more region-specific studies, consider adding recent meta-analysis on classroom climate and student motivation. And ensure consistency in citation formatting. 

Minor language polishing is recommended to improve flow, eliminate redundancy, and ensure consistent academic phrasing throughout. For example: Introduction, Line 1 – “The classroom environment encompasses the psychological, social, cultural, and physical conditions in which learning takes place, and it plays a crucial role in shaping students’ motivation and academic success”.
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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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