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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 manuscript makes a meaningful contribution by examining how teacher training policies influence the social inclusion of deaf pupils in Burkina Faso’s basic education system. It addresses an underexplored area in inclusive education research, offering sociological insights that connect policy frameworks with the lived realities of marginalized learners. The study enriches global discourse on equity and disability rights, providing evidence that can inform both educational practice and policymaking.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	The title, Teacher Training Policies and the Social Inclusion of Deaf Pupils in Basic Education in Burkina Faso: A Sociological Analysis reflects what the research will be about as it immediately gives away the key topics and focus of the research. It also makes it clear what country this research is based on and provides a sense of direction in terms of the sociological approach. However, this title is very long and could be simplified to ensure it flows better. In addition, some of the words that are used are very general (teacher training policies or social inclusion). However, overall this is a good academic title which provides useful information.

 4 = 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
	The abstract provides a good overview of what the study aimed to do and the benefits it has provided. It clearly shows the importance of the issues around how teacher training policies affect inclusion of deaf students. It also gives a practical approach to future research. The recommendations take into account communication, cultural views and inclusion of Deaf professionals, making them realistic. Overall this abstract gives a clear overview of the contribution the study has made and would be useful for researchers and those in policy.

4 – Good
	

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

The keywords are a good choice as they reflect the key topics of the paper (deafness, inclusive education, teacher training, education policy and stigma), which will help in finding the article for those working within these areas. However, some are very general (education policy and stigma) and could be improved. More specific keywords (sign language training, social inclusion, Deaf communities) would improve the keywords and make them more impactful. Overall this is a good choice but would benefit from being slightly improved.
	

	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
	4=Good

The background section of this paper is good and provides adequate information about the context of the study, theoretical concepts and why the study was conducted. The background section has been well structured using sociological concepts of disability, stigma and perspectives of Deaf communities. This helped to provide a good context for the research. Some parts could have been condensed to reduce repetition and provide more clarity to how the background of the research relates to the aims of the study. Overall the background section is informative and well structured, however some improvements could be made.
	

	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
	 3 = Satisfactory

The objectives are clear enough to show the study’s purpose, focusing on how teacher training policies affect the inclusion of deaf pupils. However, the hypotheses are only implied through the mechanisms identified and not directly stated, which makes them less visible to readers. Overall, the aims are understandable, but the paper would be stronger if the hypotheses were written out more explicitly.

	

	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
	2= Needs Improvement
The researcher should strengthen the literature review by adding recent studies from 2020–2026 that directly address both the main variable (teacher training policies and inclusive education) and the sub‑variables (communication, deficit framing, presence of Deaf adults, and implementation practices). Including these updated sources will not only make the review more current but also ensure that the framework is grounded in the latest evidence, making the study more credible and relevant. 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 

The methodology fits the study’s purpose, but more detail and clarity are needed to strengthen it.
	




	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
	 3 = Satisfactory 
Only ethical approval and basic considerations are mentioned; fuller documentation would improve transparency.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
The results are presented, but the organization and clarity are poor and need significant improvement.
	

	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 = Satisfactory 
They are relevant and necessary, but should be improved for clarity and readability.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement 
The discussion does not connect the findings to existing literature; this should be added.
	

	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
	2=Needs Improvement 
The conclusions are not well explained or clearly supported by the findings.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement 
Limitations are not specifically presented and should be clearly discussed.
	

	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 = Needs Improvement 
References are not sufficient or recent; more updated and relevant sources are needed.
	

	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
	 2 = Needs Improvement 
The manuscript is not written in clear, understandable language and requires revision for readability.
	




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.

	 NO
The title is too long and should be simplified for clarity and focus. A stronger option would be: “Teacher Training Policies and the Inclusion of Deaf Pupils in Burkina Faso: A Sociological Analysis.” This version keeps the essential elements (teacher training, deaf pupils, inclusion, Burkina Faso, sociological lens) while removing unnecessary words, making it more concise, reader‑friendly, and academically appropriate.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

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

	 The abstract should directly state the objectives, framework, and key findings in a concise way. Remove repetition and highlight the practical recommendations (e.g., sign language training, involvement of Deaf professionals). This will make the abstract sharper and easier to understand. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO 
The conceptual framework is strong, but the arguments need clearer links between the identified mechanisms and the study’s aims. Strengthen the evidence by citing recent studies (2020–2026) and explain how each mechanism supports the hypotheses. 
	

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

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

	NO 
Add more updated references from 2020–2026, especially those addressing the main variable (teacher training policies and inclusive education) and sub‑variables (communication, deficit views, Deaf adult involvement, implementation practices). This will make the review more credible and current. 
	

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

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

	NO 
Only ethical approval and basic considerations are mentioned. No ethical concerns were identified, but the section could be improved by briefly explaining how participants’ rights and confidentiality will be protected in future empirical work. 
	



Reviewer details:

Lea L. Casane, University of Eastern Philippines Laoang Campus, Philippines


Page 3 of 4
V240326




Page 3 of 4
V240326


