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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 is a phenomenological qualitative study that was conducted to investigate the challenges encountered and the coping mechanisms used by social science educators in higher education institutions who reside far from home. This study may lead to increased awareness of researchers and policymakers as well as mental health practitioners regarding the challenges and presents coping mechanisms that may be adapted by the social
science educators residing far from home.
	



[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
	3
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

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

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title of the article is suitable for this study.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. There is a need for improvement in the abstract according to these suggestions:
Divide the abstract into different subsections such as aims, study design, place and duration of study, methodology, results, and conclusions in accordance with the author's guidelines.

In "Place and duration of study," mention the place and duration of study.
In abstract methodology, mention the methodology, including the type of participants, the research instruments used, and data analysis methods.
In abstract results, mention the results, including the different themes and their interpretation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	There is a need for improvement in the article, according to these suggestions:
Replace the heading "Background of the Study" with "Introduction."

Provide references for all cited sentences with in-text citations in the introduction, definition of terms, and all other related sections.

In the introduction, mention the research gap related to this study.

In METHODOLOGY, mention the specific time period in years and months during which the study was conducted.

Mention the inclusion and exclusion criteria of the participants.

Describe details regarding who developed the interview guide.

Mention who conducted the interview and the duration of each interview.

Provide details if a written interview was conducted.

Instead of disseminating, mention if informed consent was taken from the participants.

Provide information regarding the ethical approval of the study with the ethical approval number.
At the start of the results section, mention the demographic information of the participants in the form of a table with a related description.
In the current Table 1, add a column to briefly present the example statements of the participants for each subtheme.

Replace the current Table 1 title from TABLE 1: Interpretation of Main Themes to TABLE. 2: Interpretation of Challenges Main Themes

Replace the current Table 2 title from TABLE 2: Generated Main Themes and their Interpretation to TABLE 3: Generated Coping Main Themes and their Interpretation.

In the current Table 2, add a column to briefly present the example statements of the participants for each subtheme.

At the end of the results and discussion section, mention the strengths and limitations of the study.

Discuss the implications and future research directions.
Move the recommendations before the conclusions section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. There is currently only one in-text citation in the background and other related sections, such as the definition of terms, before the methodology section. There is a need for improvement in the references according to this suggestion:
Provide references for all cited sentences with in-text
	



	
	citations in the introduction, definition of terms, and all other related sections.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes, because there is no information regarding ethical approval of the study. Therefore, an improvement is suggested:
Provide information regarding the ethical approval of the study with the ethical approval number.
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