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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 has importance for the scientific community as it deals with the direct wellbeing of radiologic technology students in terms of burnout and perfectionism. Since it deals with health science students, the manuscript has even more relevance as medical/health science students and professionals are prone to higher level of stress, job demands, etc. Since it has direct rationale in terms of improving the academic environment of students, the findings reported in the manuscript has high scope and importance. 
	





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
	3
	

	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	5
	

	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 aptly summarizes the nature of the study conducted as both main variables have been stated clearly. Minor modifications can be made in terms of referring to the sample as ‘College students’ rather than ‘private school students’, and also stating the country ‘Philippines’ in the title. These minor changes would provide better clarity about the sample of the study conducted and make it more representative.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive and informative. All the salient aspects of the study have been covered using appropriate subheadings. Only the sample size estimation method “Sample size was computed using a 95% confidence level, 5% margin of error, and 50% response distribution” need not be mentioned in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, and all reported results are grounded in a scientific methodology. Few suggestions for improvement of the manuscript
· For the two scales, item level means have been used to draw inferences regarding level of perfectionism and burnout. It might be useful to also consider the norms provided for the scales in order to distinguish participants based on whether their total scores can be considered high, average or low. Especially for the burnout scale, normative data is readily available to gauge the interpretation of the participants’ scores. The item level interpretations provide only relative analysis. 
· Only level of students has been taken as demographic variable. It would have been useful to highlight the frequencies related to other key demographics as well (such as age, gender, background, etc.) in order to provide better idea of ‘who’ the participants were. This is only possible if data for other demographics were collected, and the demographics do not necessarily have to be included as part of the main analysis.
· For the item wise means provided, reporting the standard deviation also, could provide better indication of the dispersion of scores between the participants.
· Since item mean scores have been presented in most of the results, authors need to check whether mean scores can be used for the inferential analysis of the two standardized measures. In most cases, total scores are often used for analysis.
· For the significance (p) values represented in the tables, authors have to note that p values cannot be exactly 0.000. It can be <0.01 or even <0.001, but it can never be exactly 0. Hence, corrections need to be made for the reporting of the p values.
· In the Introduction, the authors have stated “This study addresses this gap by examining how perfectionism influences burnout to support a more balanced and mentally healthy academic environment”. The use of ‘influences’ is incorrect as it implies a regression model. The correct term would be ‘related’ or ‘associated’, which is more indicative of a correlational design
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent. Most of the references are publications from the previous five years. However, the formatting of the references has to be corrected to better align to APA style. The list hasn’t been alphabetically arranged and some of the entries have incorrect formatting and/or missing URL/DOIs
	

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

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

	No, there were no ethical issues apparent in this manuscript. The ‘Ethical consideration’ section aptly covers all the possible ethical issues in the study, and detailed information has also been provided regarding the ethical standards that were followed
	


Reviewer details:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Prakat Karki, CHRIST (Deemed to be) University, India
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