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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.
	The study addresses the challenges encountered by foreign teachers' in the course of discharging their duties. The  experiences are not only affected  by the people and natural environment where they teach, but also by their day to day interaction with others colleagues, and with the system as well. The challenges affect the achievement of educational goals, especially in the issue of language and cultural barriers.
	




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
	
Good 
	

	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
	
Needs Improvement
	

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

	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
	
Needs improvement
	

	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
	
Satisfactory
	

	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
	
Satisfactory
	

	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
	
Needs Improvement
	

	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
	
Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       
     Satisfactory
	

	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


	

     Satisfactory
	

	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
	
      Satisfactory
	

	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
	
     Needs Improvement
	

	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
	
   Needs Improvenment
	

	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
	
      Good
	

	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
	
      Good
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The study relies on only 15 participants. The sample may not adequately capture the diversity of foreign teachers’ experiences across Thailand. There is no indication of variation in nationality, subject area, or school type, which limits transferability. There is an insufficient sampling justification for the choice of a purposive sampling, the criteria for selection are not logically explained. The present study mentions a “modified Colaizzi seven-step method,” but the study does not clearly explain what modifications were made and why there is limited detail on coding procedures, theme development, and inter-coder reliability. The study is anchored on  Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory and Vygotsky’s Social Constructivism, but their integration into data interpretation is not clearly established. The study does not have validation and pilot testing. There is an over generalization of findings because, the conclusion suggests systemic issues in Thai inclusive education, but the data is limited to a small group. The researcher should be able to describe the roles of foreign teachers, otherwise, readers may find it hard to interpret findings within context.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
The manuscript if correct, except some corrections to be made
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	
The researcher uses current citations
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	
Yes, except the declaration statement of Helsinki, that is used in medical research. The researcher should justify why the statement should be applied in education.
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The background of the study is overloaded with weak focus. A strong introduction should narrow quickly to the research gap, but here the argument is diffused across multiple themes. Clearly state the gap in knowledge which the study intends to fill. The problem statement is not clearly stated, although challenges are mentioned, but the study does not clearly articulate the specific gap that necessitates the study, instead, it relies on the challenges faced by foreign teachers. Some ideas are repeated; globalization of teaching, inclusive education challenges, cultural differences. The theories are explained in details, but fails to focus ob its relevance to the study. Clearly state why both theories are necessary, especially the second theory.
Methods: There is inconsistency in data collection description. There is also sampling bias and recruitment issues. It is observed that participants are recruited through facebook and colleague referrals. Obviously, this method introduces self-selection and network bias. There is misrepresentation of triangulation, one method interviews is used, but true triangulation requires multiple data sources. There is also risk of over generalization as a result of small qualitative sample. There is weak acknowledgement of limitations such as; small sample size, single location and reliance on a single method of data collection. This reduces credibility. The ethical statement” adherence to the declaration of Helsinki” this is a foundational document defining ethical principles for medical research involving human subjects, its relevance to qualitative educational research is not justified.
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