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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 addresses a timely and important issue for the scientific community because it examines how social media exposure may shape appearance-related consciousness in nursing students, a population that is academically vulnerable yet still underrepresented in this field of research. The study is valuable in that it extends the discussion beyond general adolescent and university populations and places it within nursing education, where psychological well-being, self-image, and professional identity are all highly relevant. Its findings contribute to the growing literature on the mental health and psychosocial effects of digital environments, particularly in relation to body image, social comparison, and student well-being. In my opinion, the manuscript has practical and scholarly importance because it may help inform student support programs, media-literacy interventions, and preventive mental health strategies within nursing schools.
	





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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The title is clear and relevant to the content of the manuscript. It appropriately reflects the main variables under investigation and specifies the study population. However, it could be improved further by indicating the study design, such as “a descriptive-correlational study,” or by mentioning the setting to make it more precise and informative for readers.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The abstract contains the major components expected in a scientific paper, including the aim, study design, sample, data collection approach, and general conclusion. However, it is not fully comprehensive because the results are presented in a not clear and somewhat repetitive manner, and the wording in the results section is confusing. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The keywords are relevant to the subject of the manuscript and generally reflect the core concepts being studied. They are useful for indexing and help identify the main topic, population, and thematic area of the paper. However, there is some overlap between “social media usage” and “social media engagement,” and the keyword list could be strengthened by replacing one of these with a more distinct term such as “body image,” “self-perception,” or “social comparison,” depending on the journal’s indexing preferences.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The background information is relevant and provides a basic rationale for the study. It identifies social media use as an important contemporary issue and appropriately links it with appearance-related concerns, body dissatisfaction, and the nursing student population. However, the section would benefit from better organization and deeper development of the literature, as the ideas are presented rather briefly and somewhat densely. A clearer progression from the general problem to the specific research gap would improve the coherence and scholarly strength of the introduction.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The research objective is clearly stated and aligns well with the title, methods, and results of the study. The manuscript makes it evident that the main purpose is to examine the relationship between social media usage and appearance-related consciousness among nursing students. However, the hypothesis would benefit from being stated more explicitly in the introduction or at the end of the background section, rather than being inferred later from the statistical analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The literature review is relevant to the topic and demonstrates that the authors have engaged with current scholarship on social media use, body image, and appearance-related consciousness. A notable strength is the inclusion of several recent sources published in 2024 and 2025, which helps situate the study within a contemporary context. However, the review would be stronger if it relied more consistently on high-quality peer-reviewed literature and less on secondary websites, preprints, and non-scholarly online sources.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The research methodology is appropriate for the stated aim of the study. A descriptive-correlational design is well suited for examining the relationship between social media usage and appearance-related consciousness among nursing students, and the use of standardized instruments adds methodological strength. The sampling approach and choice of nonparametric correlation analysis are also appropriate for the type of data collected. Nevertheless, the authors should acknowledge more explicitly that the cross-sectional, self-reported design limits causal interpretation and may be subject to response bias.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The manuscript indicates that ethical issues were appropriately addressed. It clearly states that approval was obtained from the Institutional Research Ethics Committee, provides an approval number, and notes that informed consent was secured from all participants. The authors also describe safeguards relating to confidentiality, anonymity, voluntary participation, the right to withdraw, and secure data storage, which are all important ethical requirements. However, the ethics section would benefit from tighter editing and clearer presentation, as some parts are repetitive and awkwardly worded.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The results are presented in a generally understandable manner, with tables and accompanying narrative descriptions that cover the main findings of the study. The manuscript reports descriptive statistics for social media usage and appearance-related consciousness, as well as inferential findings using Spearman’s rho, which helps the reader follow the analysis. However, the clarity of presentation is weakened by duplication of some tables, inconsistent table numbering, and wording that is at times repetitive or interpretive rather than strictly results-focused. The section would benefit from tighter editing and a more streamlined presentation of the findings.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The tables are relevant and necessary, as they present the core findings of the study in a structured manner. They include the essential descriptive and inferential data needed for readers to understand the sample characteristics, levels of social media usage, appearance-related consciousness, and the relationship between the variables. However, clarity is reduced by repeated tables, inconsistent numbering, and some formatting issues. In addition, no figures are presented, which is acceptable, but the tables themselves require revision to improve precision 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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The discussion relates the study findings to existing literature in a general and acceptable manner. The authors link their results to previous work showing that passive social media use, appearance-focused exposure, and comparison processes are associated with body image concerns and appearance-related distress. However, the discussion remains somewhat descriptive and would benefit from deeper critical engagement with the literature, including clearer explanation of how this study confirms, extends, or differs from prior findings.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The conclusions are generally supported by the data presented in the manuscript. The descriptive findings and correlation analysis are consistent with the authors’ main conclusion that greater social media usage is linked with higher appearance-related consciousness among nursing students. However, the conclusion should be phrased more cautiously to avoid implying causation, since the study design is correlational and cross-sectional. With minor revision in wording, the conclusion would be well aligned with the evidence provided.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement. The limitations of the study are not adequately discussed in the manuscript. Although the methodology suggests several important constraints, such as the cross-sectional design, self-report measures, and sampling from a single private institution, these are not clearly acknowledged and analyzed by the authors. A stronger discussion of limitations is necessary to place the findings in proper context and to avoid overinterpretation. The manuscript would benefit from a brief but explicit section addressing generalizability, response bias, and the inability to infer causality.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The references are generally relevant and sufficient in number for the scope of the study. The manuscript cites a broad range of sources related to social media use, appearance-related concerns, body image, and nursing or student populations, and it includes a number of recent publications that strengthen topical relevance. However, the quality of the reference list is somewhat inconsistent, as it includes websites, preprints, and a few entries with formatting problems or unclear bibliographic completeness.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript is understandable in a general sense, but the language requires substantial improvement. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent sentence structure, repetition, and several passages that read more like draft text than polished scientific writing. These issues affect clarity and reduce the overall quality of the presentation. Careful professional editing for English language, grammar, and style is strongly recommended before the manuscript can be considered ready for publication.
	





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 is suitable for the article because it clearly reflects the main variables under study and identifies the target population. It is relevant, focused, and appropriate for the content of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract is generally adequate, but it is not fully comprehensive. The authors should strengthen it by including the principal statistical findings and by rewriting the results portion in a clearer, more concise, and evidence-based manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. That form already judges the methodology as Good, the ethics as Good, and the conclusions as generally supported by the data, while criticizing limitations, language, and presentation rather than the core scientific validity.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. That form says the references are “generally relevant and sufficient in number” and include “a number of recent publications,” even though quality and formatting need refinement.
	

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

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

	NO. 
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic, and its scientific core is generally acceptable. The study objective is clear, the descriptive-correlational methodology is broadly appropriate, ethical approval and consent are reported, and the conclusions are generally supported by the findings. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision before it is suitable for publication. Major concerns include an inadequately developed abstract, repetitive and inconsistently presented results, duplicated tables and sections, insufficient discussion of study limitations, inconsistent reference quality and formatting, and significant language and grammatical problems throughout the manuscript. These deficiencies appear repairable.
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