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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript addresses a practical and widely relevant question on how positive reinforcement relates to learners’ academic engagement and motivation in primary education. It contributes information from public primary schools in Bangladesh by capturing the perspectives of both the teachers and students. The study also attempts to translate findings into an implementable model for routine classroom use, which may be useful for teacher development programs and school-level policy on behavior support. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The term “Effects” implies an experimental or quasi-experimental design, but the manuscript appears to be a cross-sectional survey of perceptions.

The researcher may consider: 

“Perceived Role of Positive Reinforcement in Primary Students’ Academic Engagement and Motivation”
	

	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 understandable but can still be improved for completeness and accuracy. For instance, the research design mentioning “quantitative research design” is too generic. The researcher may explicitly state specific quantitative design. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Partially, but in its current form the manuscript is not yet scientifically robust. Some inferential procedures appear redundant or insufficiently motivated, and group comparisons are presented without a clear link to the stated objectives. In the teacher analysis, the use of both Welch’s t-test and the Mann–Whitney U test may be acceptable as a robustness check; however, this requires an explicit rationale, reporting of relevant assumption checks, and a clear explanation of why both tests are necessary for the research questions. Whenever applicable, the researcher may report only the most relevant inferential statistics linked to the stated objectives. 

In addition, there are serious instrument/reporting inconsistencies that must be corrected. For example, the student scale is described as 10 items, yet the reliability table reports 11 items, and the teacher scale is described as 7 items, yet the reliability table reports 8 items. The researcher needs to clarify these sections. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. 
	

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


	The manuscript is generally comprehensible, but the English requires moderate editing. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· I recommend streamlining the analysis by using only those statistical procedures that match the measurement level and distribution of the data. The current approach risks appearing as “test shopping” and may confuse readers. Please report the relevant assumption checks and choose a single, justified method per research question. 
· The rotated factor loading table is commonly only necessary if the study intends to make and defend a factor-structure claim. However, scale validation is not central to the stated objectives. I recommend either (a) removing the EFA and factor-loading table to streamline the results, or (b) substantially strengthening EFA reporting and justification if the authors retain this component.
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