Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_145498

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Impact of Binge Watching on Academic Procrastination: An Empirical Research on University Students

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Journal Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 a profound contribution to the scientific community. The research work established the determinants of binge watching among university students and it equally identified the factors affecting academic procrastination among university students. The manuscript provided the impact of binge watching on academic procrastination among university students.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is absolutely suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The organization of the abstract is absolutely not as per a journal article. It is pertinent to note at this junction that the abstract is NOT an experimental report or presentation with specific reference to a laboratory work. The abstract is a concise presentation of the synopsis of the entire research work. Therefore, the abstract has to be rewritten in order to meet the expected standard of a research journal article.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	To the best of my understanding, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
However, there are minor adjustments to be made:

INTRODUCTION

The “Introduction” has not fully agreed with the standard of a journal article. There is a complete mix-up in its content. The “Introduction” should form the second main section of the journal article. It must be concluded with the description of the rest sections of the research writings. The writing under the section titled “STUDY OBJECTIVES” and “HYPOTHESIS” should form part of the “Introduction”. The information provided under the sub-section titled “SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS” is absolutely inadequate.  
However, the “Literature Reviews” or “Related Works” should form the third section of the journal article. 

 RELATED WORKS

There is need for serialization of the related works. In this section, each work has to be well-defined and must include actual work-done, findings, results obtained and possible research gaps if available. The citation of each work is equally paramount to the quality of the overall research. Therefore, the author(s) has to rewrite and restructure this main section.

METHODOLOGY

The mode(s) of data collation, analysis and computation is completely missing. Therefore, the author(s) should include and discuss a well-defined method or methodology adopted in the execution of KMO and Bartleth’s test. This is very crucial to the credibility, robustness and reasonableness of the entire research work. 

RESULTS

Compound table labels are NOT allowed in a standard research article. Tables are to be distinctly labelled and clearly identified in this research work. The arrangement of figures is improper. Figure labels are to be placed under the figure itself.

The main section titled “FINDINGS” should be replaced by “DISCUSSION”.  

 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. The references are NOT sufficient. 
Though the references are current and up-to-date but inadequate. 

The fact remained that ten (10) references are NOT enough for a standard research journal article.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The quality of English language of the article is absolutely suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No.
To the best of my knowledge, there are NO ethical issues.
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