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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 manuscript addresses a highly relevant issue in contemporary education, namely academic stress and its impact on psychological well-being among students. The integration of mindfulness meditation as a potential intervention reflects an important and growing area of research within psychology and educational sciences. The study contributes to ongoing discussions on student mental health, particularly in contexts characterized by increasing academic pressure. Although the topic holds strong practical and theoretical value, the contribution would benefit from deeper analytical rigor and stronger alignment between objectives, methodology, and conclusions.
	














































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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	






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 clearly reflects the central theme of mindfulness and psychological well-being. However, it suggests a stronger causal relationship than the study design supports, since no direct mindfulness intervention was implemented.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract summarizes the study effectively. However, it implies that mindfulness meditation was tested empirically, which does not align with the actual methodology.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript presents a conceptual inconsistency. The study claims to examine the effect of mindfulness meditation, yet no intervention, experimental design, or measurement of mindfulness practice appears in the methodology. The research only measures academic stress and gender differences, which creates a mismatch between objectives, methods, and conclusions.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with reservations.
The reference list includes several relevant and foundational works in the areas of academic stress and mindfulness, including classical theoretical contributions and empirical studies that are widely recognized in the field. The inclusion of recent publications, particularly from 2023 to 2025, demonstrates an effort to incorporate current research and maintain temporal relevance. This provides a reasonable foundation to support the conceptual framework of the study.
However, the reference section requires improvement in terms of consistency and rigor. Several sources are duplicated, which weakens the scholarly presentation and suggests insufficient editorial revision. Additionally, although recent studies are included, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating more high-impact empirical research specifically focused on experimental or longitudinal mindfulness interventions in educational settings, rather than relying heavily on general or review-based literature.
To strengthen the manuscript, the authors should remove duplicate references, ensure proper formatting throughout the list, and integrate more recent peer-reviewed studies from leading journals that directly examine the relationship between mindfulness interventions and academic stress outcomes. This would enhance both the credibility and the scientific depth of the work.
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic related to academic stress and psychological well-being, and it reflects a genuine effort to engage with current discussions in educational psychology. The structure of the paper is generally clear, and the presentation of results is straightforward and easy to follow. These aspects provide a solid foundation for further development.
However, a significant conceptual inconsistency weakens the overall contribution. The study claims to examine the role of mindfulness meditation, yet no direct measurement or intervention related to mindfulness is included in the methodology. This misalignment between objectives, methods, and conclusions requires careful revision to ensure scientific accuracy and coherence.
In addition, the manuscript would benefit from strengthening methodological rigor, clarifying ethical procedures, and including a dedicated limitations section. Addressing these elements would improve transparency and enhance the credibility of the findings, allowing the study to make a more meaningful contribution to the field.

The manuscript presents a relevant topic and shows potential for contribution to the field. However, the misalignment between the stated objective regarding mindfulness meditation and the absence of its empirical assessment in the methodology represents a significant limitation. In addition, methodological weaknesses, lack of a limitations section, and issues in the reference list require substantial revision before the study can meet publication standards.


	




PART  3: 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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