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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 is important to the scientific and educational research community as it provides empirical evidence on the role of stakeholder involvement in enhancing school effectiveness, particularly at the primary education level in a developing-country context. The study contributes to the limited body of literature focusing on primary schools by quantitatively examining multiple stakeholder groups rather than isolating a single factor. Its findings offer practical implications for policymakers, school administrators, and education planners seeking collaborative approaches to improve educational outcomes. Furthermore, the study supports stakeholder theory within the field of educational management, strengthening its applicability in real-world school settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable as it clearly reflects the main variables of the study, stakeholders’ involvement and school effectiveness and specifies the educational level and geographical context. The title is concise, informative, and aligned with the content of the manuscript. No alternative title is necessary.


	

	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 provides a clear overview of the study’s purpose, methodology, and key findings. However, it may be improved by briefly stating the theoretical framework guiding the study and explicitly mentioning the research design (descriptive survey). Including the major statistical technique used (correlation analysis) would further strengthen the abstract’s clarity. No major deletions are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The research design, sampling procedure, data collection instrument, and statistical analyses are appropriate and clearly explained. The results are logically presented and supported by relevant literature, and the conclusions are consistent with the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the study. Most cited works are appropriate for the topic and support the discussion effectively. However, the manuscript could be strengthened by incorporating a few more recent studies (within the last five years) on stakeholder engagement and school effectiveness, particularly from international or comparative contexts.


	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication. The ideas are clearly expressed, and the writing is coherent. Minor grammatical and stylistic revisions may further enhance clarity, but these do not detract from the overall quality of the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely issue in educational management and policy. It provides valuable insights that can inform collaborative practices among stakeholders in primary education. With minor revisions, particularly in the abstract and references, the paper would make a meaningful contribution to the field. The manuscript is methodologically sound, clearly written, and addresses a relevant issue in educational research. The findings are meaningful and supported by appropriate analysis. Minor revisions related to the abstract clarity, inclusion of recent references, and explicit ethical statements would further strengthen the paper.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study involves survey data collected from teachers, and there is no indication of harm, coercion, or violation of participants’ rights. The procedures appear to follow standard ethical guidelines, including voluntary participation and appropriate handling of data.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified in this manuscript. The authors do not appear to have any financial, personal, or professional conflicts that could have influenced the conduct or reporting of the study.

	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence of plagiarism is suspected. The manuscript appears to be original, and the cited sources are appropriately acknowledged in the text and reference list.
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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