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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 offers valuable insight into an area that has received limited scholarly attention, particularly within nursing education and student behavioral research. By exploring the connection between self-confidence and cosmetic use among nursing students, the study helps expand understanding of how personal image, emotional well-being, and social behavior intersect in academic and professional preparation. The findings may inform educators, counselors, and health institutions in developing programs that support students’ self-esteem and holistic development. In addition, the study provides context-specific evidence that may encourage further research on self-perception and lifestyle behaviors among young adults in diverse educational settings.

	





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 = 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
	4 = Good
It gives readers a general understanding of the research scope and outcomes. However, several statements in the conclusion section appear slightly interpretative considering the weak correlation result reported. The abstract would be stronger if it focused more on presenting the findings objectively and briefly clarified the practical significance of the results.
	

	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 authors may consider including more specific terms such as appearance management, nursing students, self-perception, or personal grooming behavior to improve indexing and search relevance.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
The research gap is not clearly emphasized, particularly regarding why nursing students in this context warrant further investigation. A more focused and structured background section would strengthen the study’s justification.
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = 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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

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

	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 = Good
	

	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 = 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
	3 = Satisfactory 

	

	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
The manuscript does not sufficiently discuss the limitations of the study, which is an important component of scholarly transparency. Factors such as the use of self reported data, reliance on online survey responses, the single institution setting, and the cross-sectional design may affect the generalizability of the findings. Including a dedicated limitations section would help readers better understand the scope of the study and provide direction for future research.
	

	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 = Satisfactory 

	

	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 = 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,
The current title is generally suitable because it clearly identifies the main variables being examined and specifies the study population.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, The manuscript is methodologically acceptable but needs refinement in interpretation, clarity, and theoretical alignment to be considered fully scientifically rigorous.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions for improvement:
1. Avoid causal language (e.g., “influences”) and clearly state that findings indicate association only. 
2. Provide clear cut-off criteria or references for interpreting “above-average” and “moderate” scores. 
3. Strengthen instrument validity reporting (e.g., explain validation process beyond expert review). 
4. Interpret the weak correlation (rs = 0.127) more cautiously and avoid overstating its importance. 
5. Address the theoretical inconsistency between expected (inverse) and observed (positive) relationship. 
6. Correct minor errors (e.g., “Descriptive-Correlational” spelling, wording clarity).

	

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

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

	NO
There are no major ethical issues evident in the manuscript.

Minor note for improvement (not a violation):
The “Consent” section refers to a case report, which is inconsistent with this study design. It should be revised to reflect a survey-based research study to avoid confusion.
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