


Review Form (Research)
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Nursing and Health 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRNH_155787

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The Clinical Learning Environment and Empathy Among Student Nurses in a Private College

	Type of the Article
	Research Article







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 is of significance to the scientific community as it discusses the relationship between the clinical learning environment and empathy in nursing students, two key components in developing professional competency in healthcare professionals. The findings of this study have the potential to inform the development of nursing education strategies that focus not only on clinical skills but also on the quality of the clinical practice environment. This would support the development of students' professional attitudes in private universities. From an academic perspective, the present manuscript makes a significant contribution to the existing literature within related health fields.
	




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
	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	      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
	       4
	

	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
	        4
	

	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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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







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


	The overall manuscript still requires improvement. The abstract demonstrates that the research design aligns with the study's objectives; however, further clarification is needed regarding the validity and reliability of the instruments used, as well as the sampling technique employed. Furthermore, the presentation of the findings would be stronger if measures of relationship strength were included to provide a clearer understanding of the results. The selected keywords are generally relevant to the topic, although refinement of terminology could further improve the indexing and discovery of the article.The introduction clearly explains the background of the study and provides a good overview of the importance of empathy in nursing education. However, some statements require support from more relevant and up-to-date references to strengthen the scientific basis of the arguments and ensure alignment with current literature. The methodology, the research procedures are presented in a manner that is generally easy to understand and aligns with the study's objectives. However, further explanation is needed regarding the application of the stratified random sampling technique, the validity of the instruments used, and the rationale for selecting Spearman's rho as a statistical test. Furthermore, providing clearer information about the characteristics of the institution where the study was conducted would help readers better understand the research context. In the discussion, the interpretation of the findings would be more beneficial if expanded to strengthen the research's contribution. Authors are encouraged to discuss additional factors that may influence empathy, such as individual characteristics, prior clinical experience, and academic environment, to provide a more comprehensive discussion and more meaningful interpretation of the results. In the bibliography, the bibliography is generally relevant to the research topic; however, it is important to carefully review the bibliography to ensure that all cited sources are actually used in the manuscript. Consistency between in-text citations and the bibliography should also be checked for accuracy and completeness.

See Attachment
	Author’s Feedback



PART  3: 
	

	
	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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