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	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 significantly advances educational research by illuminating motivational drivers and perceived value in Continuous Professional Development (CPD) for Rwandan primary school teachers, addressing a critical gap in sub-Saharan African scholarship that has prioritized secondary STEM contexts. Through a robust mixed-methods design involving 200 teachers and 34 key informants, it reveals that professional goal alignment (M=4.56, SD=0.63; 98% agreement) and peer collaboration far outweigh compliance mandates, while time (67%) and financial barriers (62%) hinder engagement, especially rurally. The innovative Value-Centered Engagement Framework—integrating Self-Determination Theory, Guskey’s model, and expectancy-value theory—offers policymakers a practical blueprint for autonomy-supportive, contextually relevant CPD, fostering sustainable teacher growth and equitable student outcomes across resource-constrained settings.
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