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	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 present article is acceptable and useful in terms of its subject matter, sources, and research structure. However, it needs serious revision in terms of cultural aspects, geographical coverage, graphical analysis, and writing structure. If the author’s goal is to demonstrate the real impact of immigration on the mental health of students of different nationalities, he or she should go beyond generalizations and analyze cultural complexities and structural inequalities more carefully.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is good but too long. It could be more scientific and concise. 
	

	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.


	It is acceptable but I think:
The abstract is clear but incomplete.

Poor summarization: The results are stated in general terms; it would have been better to provide a little more detail (e.g. which articles emphasized which factor).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the article is scientifically valid and acceptable, but to be presented at a high academic level, it requires revisions in analytical rigor, geographical diversity, cultural analysis, and structural writing. Here my comments:
· Inconsistency in reported numbers (e.g., 19 studies and N=5) undermines scientific trust. It would be better to correct and clarify (e.g. Were 19 articles found, but only 5 were included in the final analysis? Or is the total number of final studies 5 and the initial number was 19? In the text, it is even sometimes written that there were 4 final articles (according to the following tables), not 5 or 19!).

· The study samples are mostly from Europe, but the title is general; this is a type of bias.

· Cultural and conceptual analyses are weak and lack theoretical frameworks (e.g. individualism/collectivism, stigma in cultures,..).

· In the discussion section, there is a lot of repetition of sources without critical analysis (i.e., it is said that Frampton et al. said so, but it is not examined why or with what limitations).

· The graphs and tables are without statistical analysis or interpretation; that is, the reader does not understand why these numbers are important.

· It lacks an interdisciplinary perspective or specific theoretical innovation (e.g., a combination with cultural psychology, migration theories, or educational policy).

· Many paragraphs are very long (more than 200-250 words).

· The writing structure is not regular; some sentences are redundant or repetitive (e.g., repeated multiple times Frampton et al., 2022 without deep analysis). Sometimes the logical connection between sentences or sections is weak. If these points were changed, the article could be improved.


	

	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?


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article has a complete and standard structure: title, abstract, introduction, method, results, discussion, limitations, conclusion, references. Using the PEO framework for designing the research question was very appropriate.
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