
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJESS_158501

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The Effect of Screen Time Duration on the Quality of Interpersonal Communication Among Elementary School Students in South Jakarta

	Type of the Article
	Research Article






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.
	This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by examining the relationship between screen time and interpersonal communication among elementary school students, a topic of growing relevance in the digital age. It provides empirical data from an urban context, offering insights into how early and intensive exposure to digital devices may influence socio-emotional development in children. The study also highlights the complexity of this relationship by showing that duration alone may not significantly predict communication quality, thereby encouraging researchers to explore other factors such as content type and parental mediation. Overall, it adds to the evolving discourse on digital behavior and child development, informing educators, parents, and policymakers about more nuanced approaches to managing technology use among young learners.
	




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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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 is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the variables (screen time duration and interpersonal communication), the population (elementary school students), and the location (South Jakarta). It aligns well with the study’s content and scope.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract is informative but needs refinement for conciseness and structure. It currently contains redundant repetition(the entire abstract appears twice). Additionally, it should:
1. Follow a clearer structure: background, objective, method, results, and conclusion
2. Reduce excessive theoretical explanations (e.g., Media Ecology theory mention can be shortened)
3. Emphasize key numerical findings more clearly (e.g., R² = 0.007, p = 0.437)
A more concise and non-repetitive abstract will improve readability and professionalism.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	(with minor but important issues)

Suggestion for improvement:

While the study is generally sound, several scientific and methodological issues need attention:
1. Inconsistency in statistical interpretation:
The manuscript mentions a “very strong negative correlation (-0.872)” in earlier sections, yet regression results show very weak relationship (R² = 0.007). This contradiction must be clarified or corrected.
2. Mismatch between claims and results:
Some discussions strongly imply negative effects of screen time, even though results show no significant effect. Interpretations should align strictly with statistical findings.
3. Conceptual clarity:
The study concludes that content quality matters more than duration, but this variable was not directly measured, making the conclusion somewhat speculative.
4. Language and grammar issues:
There are several grammatical inconsistencies and awkward phrasing that affect academic clarity.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

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

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

	[bookmark: _GoBack]NO
	




Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk229478796]Ryan carl c. Castillo, University of Perpetual Help System DALTA - Calamba Campus, Philippines

Page 2 of 2
V240326


