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	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 paper adopts an integrative evidence-review approach that reframes classroom management as the design of learning conditions rather than the control of disruption. To strengthen this contribution, the author should make this reframing explicit in the introduction and clearly explain how it guides the selection and interpretation of the evidence reviewed.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the focus of the article. For the article to improve clarity and reader expectations, the author should consider indicating that the paper is an integrative or evidence-based review. 
Suggested title: Creating Positive Learning Environments in Higher Education: An Integrative Review of Classroom Management
	

	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 says the review “concludes with an integrative framework,” but the paper does not yet present a clear framework artifact (figure/table), with constructs, mechanisms, and predicted outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	You describe databases, date range, and search strings, but the article does not show:

· how many studies were retrieved, screened, excluded, and included (PRISMA-style flow),

· the final corpus size (N) by theme,

· how the study quality was appraised (or why not),

· how evidence was weighted (meta-analyses vs single-site studies vs conceptual pieces). (The manuscript should explicitly state how different types of evidence were weighted in the synthesis, clearly distinguishing conclusions drawn primarily from meta-analyses and systematic reviews from those based on single-site empirical studies or conceptual literature. This clarification is necessary to ensure transparency, prevent overgeneralization, and allow readers to judge the strength and transferability of the claims.)


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	These two references are not valid and verifiable:
Crawford, M., et al. (2023). Classroom management in higher education: A systematic review. Studies in Higher Education. 

Bakogiannis, A., et al. (2025). Universal design for learning in higher education: A systematic review. Teaching in Higher Education. 

These references are not consistent with APA referencing style:

In APA 7th ed, et al. is used only for in-text citations, not in the reference list.
The reference list must include all authors (up to 20 authors). 
1. Bakogiannis, A., et al. (2025). Universal design for learning in higher education: A systematic review. Teaching in Higher Education.
2. Crawford, M., et al. (2023). Classroom management in higher education: A systematic review. Studies in Higher Education.
3. Dias-Broens, R., et al. (2024). A systematic review on the definition and measurement of sense of belonging in higher education. Educational Research Review, 43, 100622.

4. Filippou, K., et al. (2025). Inclusive policies and practices in higher education: A systematic literature review. Review of Education.
5. Hudgins, T., et al. (2023). An analysis of the perceptions of incivility in higher education. Journal of Academic Ethics.
6. Morris, R., et al. (2021). Formative assessment and feedback for learning in higher education: A systematic review and narrative synthesis. Review of Education.
7. Yang, D., et al. (2022). Teachers’ autonomy support and student engagement: A systematic literature review. Frontiers in Psychology.

	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Actionnable feedback for authors: 

1. Make the review method auditable
Add a PRISMA flow summary (even if not a full systematic review).

Report: records found, duplicates removed, screened, included.

Add a simple quality rubric (e.g., design type, sample size, bias risk indicators) and explain how you used it.

2. Operationalize the “positive learning environment” construct
Add a short definitional table mapping: clarity, psychological safety, belonging, fairness, participation → typical measures/outcomes.

The manuscript is conceptually strong, well-written, and relevant, but it requires substantial revisions to improve methodological transparency, correct reference inaccuracies, and clearly operationalize the promised integrative framework. These issues are significant but fully repairable, making the paper suitable for major revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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