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

the article. 
2 

 I  don’t’ think the title by itself is clear, informative. Readers could understand it 

by reading the manuscript. 

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 2 

The major objective/purpose of the study was not clearly reported rather a mere 

repetition of the title. The abstract is not the complete summary of the manuscript 

(e.g., the study target population and data collection tools were missing).The 

results were presented using terms such as ‘most’ and ‘many’. The results should 

not be evaluative; rather a factual description of the results. 



Overall, it is too difficult to visualize the method and results of the study from the 

information provided. 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
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There are few interesting ideas and insights in the study. However, the weaknesses 

of the writing styles spoiled the communication of those insights and ideas. There 

are serious writing styles and formatting errors. The manuscript looks a draft than 

a finished document. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

The method in general and the population and sampling technique in particular 

were not adequately and clearly described. Information was not given regarding 

the total number graduates and the expected number of participants Why 

convenience sampling technique?  

Why Schomburg’s (2016) tracer survey guide and CHED’s tracer study 

questionnaire was adapted and used?    

Methods of data analyses employed were not discussed and presented in 

accordance with the research questions. And I don’t think that appropriate 

statistical methods were used to answer the research questions.  

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3 

I don’t think the research questions are addressed adequately and clearly. The 

study should have been delimited to some issues/research questions. It’s was 

beyond the scope of this kind of study to address these five research questions.   
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
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As compared with other sections, the conclusion is better.   
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

The references are relatively recent and adequate.  
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In addition to the above specific comments, I recommend you to proofread the 

manuscript before submission for a review as there are organizational and structural 
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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

The title is clear and addresses the main goals and content of the article. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

The Abstract clearly summarises the content of the study goals, designs, and results. 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

The article is well-written without spelling and grammatical errors. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

Some major concerns regarding the methodology should be addressed. The authors 

need to address the study's power and try to increase the sample size by including 

more recent graduate students. Also, they should clarify why they chose subjects by 

convenient sampling and didn't use cluster sampling. More details on statistics of 

questionnaire adaptation for data gathering are needed, such as what kind of validity 

and reliability tests the authors used. 

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 

The body of the paper is clear without errors. 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

The conclusion clearly supports content and results. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

The reference list is comprehensive and appropriate. 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

2 

  

Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  



Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Overall Recommendation!!! 

Return for major revision and resubmission 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

These comments can help the authors to enhance the manuscript quality: 

 

1. Authors have enrolled 57 subjects from 2017 to 2019; it is recommended to include 

newer cases and increase the sample size; otherwise, authors should clarify the power 

of study and how they have calculated their current sample size. 

2. The author should mention study limitations such as convenience sampling, low 

sample size, and applying descriptive analysis rather than analytic analysis. 

3. For the data gathering instrument, the authors only mentioned that they adapted 

Schomburg’s questionnaire, and they mentioned that all statistics exceeded the 0.70 

threshold. The authors need to attach the last version of the questionnaire as a 

supplementary file. Also, they should provide more information on the validation and 

adaptation of questionnaires, such as Cronbach's alpha values. What kind of validity 

did the authors measure (face validity or content)? What type of reliability test did 

they use? 

4. In table 3, The reason behind dividing participants into groups is not clear. For 

instance, how do they reach to the cut-off values for monthly salary or duration of 

month to secure the first job. 

5. Authors should provide future research concepts. 
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