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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.
	So many psychological issues are availed in the technological boomed world.  Students are mentally upset due to more usage of technology. In this view, the guidance and counselling is needed to the students and so this type of research is essential today. 
	



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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	Not Applicable
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	



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 impr
Reviewer details:
. K. Suresh, National Institute of Technology, India
ovement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. But need to be revised. 
· In the abstract,
· Remove the sub-heads such as aims, methodology, statistical analysis etc.
· Follow proper sentence pattern professionally at the first line under methodology.
· Change the female percentage as 45.37% instead of 45.36 for ensuring the population to reach 100% statistically and change it in all places wherever it used.
· End the abstract up to the major findings is enough.
· Check whether the participants were teacher or teaching and correct it appropriately.
· In the line of 18 & 19, Use correct preposition before the word ‘the survey instrument’.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. But need to be revised.
· Heading 1.1 should be rephrased as ‘Teacher as Counsellors: The Policy Perspective’ or add the preposition ‘of’ between the phrases.
· Please avoid concluding word ‘Therefore’ fourth paragraph under the head 1.1.
· Under the rationale part,
· The word ‘immediate teacher’ is confusing and rectify it.
· Indicate the double role of the teacher.
· In the eight line of the rationale part, the word ‘needed’ is not appropriate here.
· The last four sentences under this can be refined to provide what the author(s) want convey. 
· Article writing is a scientific writing and try to avoid personal pronouns (eg. We in Instrumentation). The sentence started with we is baffling and revise it. 
·  Use either item or statement in all places.
· Correct the first sentence under head 1.2 in proper sentence making.
· Use correct preposition (instead of ‘of’) in the last line under the 2.3
· The font size of the interpretation of table 2 is different. 
· The author used the value with the symbol is confusing. Use or write it appropriately. Eg. 0.901>0.6.
· Grammar check is needed.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not Sufficient. Make correction against the following.
· Correct the in-text citation of Murtaza and Khan according to its reference.
· The reference of the in-text citation of NEP-2020 is not acknowledged properly. 
· Following references are missing.
· Vostanis & Bell, 2020
· Horn, 1965 
· Fornell and Larcker, 1981
· Year is different between in-text citation and it reference.
· Kaiser, 1974 (1958 in reference)
· Hair et al., 2018 (2006 in reference)
· More than ten references are not in-text cited in the manuscript. Kindly check all the in-text citations are acknowledge as reference.  
	

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

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

	Yes. Humans are involved in the study and so ethical approval by the ethical committee is needed. 
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