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	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 empirically clarifying the mechanism through which teaching quality translates into student work readiness, specifically by introducing interns’ perceptions as a mediating variable. By integrating instructional quality and internship experiences within a mediation framework, the study advances existing work-readiness literature that often treats these factors in isolation. The findings provide evidence-based insights that are valuable for higher education institutions seeking to align pedagogical practices and experiential learning with labor market demands. Moreover, the study offers practical implications for curriculum design and internship policy, particularly in developing contexts where graduate employability remains a persistent challenge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is generally appropriate, as it clearly reflects the key variables examined in the study (teaching quality, interns’ perceptions, and student work readiness) and accurately signals the use of a mediation framework. However, the title is somewhat long and highly descriptive, which may limit its appeal and clarity for an international academic audience. It could be strengthened by making the wording more concise and by emphasizing the explanatory mechanism rather than merely stating the statistical relationship. In addition, replacing the phrase “perception of interns” with “internship perceptions” or “perceptions of internship experiences” may improve conceptual clarity and readability. Overall, the title is suitable, but a refined version could better highlight the manuscript’s theoretical and practical contribution.
	

	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 abstract is generally comprehensive and covers the essential elements of the study, including the research purpose, variables, methodology, key findings, and overall implications. However, several improvements could enhance its clarity and scholarly strength. First, the abstract would benefit from a more explicit statement of the research gap, particularly emphasizing why examining interns’ perceptions as a mediating variable adds new insight to the existing literature. Second, while the methods are mentioned, the design could be stated more precisely (e.g., “quantitative correlational design with mediation analysis”) to improve methodological transparency. Third, the results section is clear but somewhat repetitive in describing “very high” levels; this could be streamlined in favor of highlighting the core analytical finding namely, the partial mediation effect and its magnitude. Finally, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly articulating the broader implications for higher education practice or policy, rather than restating conclusions already implied by the findings. Overall, no major deletions are necessary, but selective refinement and sharper emphasis on contribution would significantly improve the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its general design, analytical approach, and alignment between research questions, methods, and conclusions. The use of a quantitative correlational design with mediation analysis is appropriate for examining the proposed relationships, and the statistical procedures (mean, Pearson correlation, and path analysis) are correctly matched to the objectives of the study. The theoretical grounding in Human Capital Theory and Social Cognitive Theory is relevant and logically connected to the variables examined.

However, there are several points that merit caution from a scientific rigor perspective. First, the consistently “very high” descriptive results across all variables raise the possibility of ceiling effects, social desirability bias, or limited discriminant sensitivity of the instruments, which should be acknowledged as a limitation. Second, while mediation analysis is correctly applied statistically, the cross-sectional nature of the data limits causal interpretation, and this constraint should be stated more explicitly to avoid over-claiming causal mechanisms. Third, the manuscript relies exclusively on self-reported measures collected from a single source, increasing the risk of common method bias, which is not addressed.

In summary, the manuscript is methodologically correct and internally consistent, but its scientific robustness would be strengthened by clearer acknowledgment of design limitations and more cautious language regarding causality and generalizability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient in number and relevant to the study’s focus on teaching quality, internships, and student work readiness. The manuscript also demonstrates reasonable recency, with many sources published within the last five years, which supports the timeliness of the discussion. However, the reference list relies heavily on descriptive and context-specific studies, while engagement with high-impact theoretical and methodological literature on employability, work-integrated learning, and mediation analysis could be strengthened. To enhance scholarly depth, the authors may consider adding more internationally recognized sources on graduate employability, work readiness frameworks, and experiential learning, as well as key methodological references on mediation and common method bias. Incorporating such literature would situate the study more firmly within global debates and improve its theoretical and methodological credibility, rather than merely expanding the number of citations.
	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable and adequate for scholarly communication, as the authors are able to convey their ideas, methods, and findings clearly. Nevertheless, the manuscript requires substantial language polishing to fully meet the standards of an international academic journal. There are recurring issues related to grammatical inaccuracies, awkward sentence constructions, redundancy, and inconsistent academic tone, particularly in the Results and Discussion sections. In addition, some expressions are overly repetitive (e.g., frequent use of phrases such as “very high” and “was always manifested”), which reduces precision and scholarly conciseness. It is therefore strongly recommended that the manuscript undergo professional language editing or thorough proofreading by a fluent academic English speaker to improve clarity, coherence, and stylistic consistency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript addresses a relevant and timely issue in higher education by examining how teaching quality and internship experiences contribute to student work readiness. The study is well structured, and the alignment between the research objectives, variables, and analytical approach is generally clear. However, the manuscript would benefit from a stronger emphasis on its conceptual contribution, particularly by clarifying how the proposed mediation model advances existing literature beyond confirming known relationships.

From a methodological standpoint, the authors are encouraged to be more cautious in their causal language, given the cross-sectional and self-reported nature of the data, and to explicitly acknowledge potential sources of bias. The discussion section could also be strengthened by engaging more critically with contrasting findings from prior studies, rather than primarily reinforcing agreement with existing literature. Finally, greater attention to academic style, conciseness, and terminological consistency would improve the manuscript’s readability and suitability for an international scholarly audience.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Based on the information provided in the manuscript, there are no apparent ethical issues that would preclude publication. The authors explicitly state that informed consent was obtained from participants and that ethical approval was secured in accordance with institutional or international standards, which aligns with accepted research ethics in social science research. The study also involves minimal risk, as it relies on anonymous self-report survey data from adult participants.

However, for greater ethical transparency, the manuscript could be strengthened by specifying the name of the approving ethics committee or institutional review board, along with an approval reference number if available. In addition, briefly clarifying how participant confidentiality and data protection were ensured (e.g., anonymity, secure data storage) would further align the manuscript with best practices in ethical reporting.
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