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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
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and academic engagement—while clearly defining the target population (female students) and 
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2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 5 
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support.  

Suggested Improvement (Theoretical Depth):  

While the conclusions accurately summarize the participants' experiences, there is a missed 

opportunity to synthesize these findings into a broader theoretical contribution. The final 

section would be significantly strengthened if the authors moved beyond describing the 

emotional and behavioral toll to explaining these outcomes through the lens of the study's 
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