
 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

 
Journal Name: Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies  
Manuscript Number: Ms_AJESS_95063 
Title of the Manuscript:  

Viewpoints of Students towards Cyber Counselling 

Type of the Article  
 
General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. 
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 
 
(https://www.journalajess.com/index.php/AJESS/editorial-policy ) 
 
PART  1: Review Comments 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 

Yes. Cyber counselling is important especially that a lot of learners are exposed to online 
information mainly because of the technological advancements. This has became the status quo 
over the past years. 
The title is acceptable though there was an inferential statictics employed comparing the views of 
male and female on cyber counselling, it is not necessary for this to be included in the title. 
The abstract was presented systematically. 
There is a question on why there is a need for a hypothesis testing and the logic of comparing the 
viewpoints of male and female was not justified clearly in the manuscript due to limited literature 
review cited. 
 
Most references included are old, consider 3 to 5 years old studies. 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

 
 
Yes. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

This may still be proofread for stylistics and editing. 
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