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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.
	This manuscript addresses a critical and often overlooked dimension of rural revitalization: the long-term relational impact of university field-study programs beyond mere academic credit. By shifting the focus from immediate migration statistics to the cultivation of a "related population" (kankeijinko), the author provides a nuanced understanding of how urban-based youth develop enduring emotional and professional ties to depopulating areas. The research is particularly timely as global rural communities struggle with demographic decline, offering a fresh perspective on how educational partnerships can foster transferable skills and shift personal values regarding work-life balance. Ultimately, this work contributes a valuable qualitative framework for scholars and policymakers looking to bridge the urban-rural divide through sustained, non-residential engagement.
	





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
	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	





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.
	The title is suitable because it is clear, concise, and directly reflects the primary focus of the research: the longitudinal impact on graduates after the completion of their field-study programs. It successfully identifies the three main pillars of the manuscript: the timing (after field-study), the subjects (university graduates), and the variables being measured (attitudes and ties). While the title is appropriate, adding a geographical or conceptual identifier would make it even more robust for a high-profile international journal. For example:
"After field-study: University graduates’ attitudes and ties toward rural areas in Japan" or "Cultivating Related Populations: University graduates’ attitudes and ties toward rural areas after field-study." This would immediately signal to the global scientific community that the study engages with the specific Japanese framework of kankeijinko (related population).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is quite solid and hits almost all the necessary marks. It doesn't just wander through not clear ideas; it follows a clear, logical structure—Aims, Design, Methodology, Results, and Conclusion—which is exactly what we look for to ensure the paper is searchable and useful to other scholars. I particularly like how the author frames the transition from the students' immediate experiences to the long-term concept of the "related population" (kankeijinko). It clearly signals that this isn't just another paper about "student satisfaction," but rather a deeper look at rural revitalization. While it is comprehensive, I’d suggest the author include the specific total number of interviewees (n=58) directly in the text of the abstract. Right now, it mentions the groups (staff, professors, graduates), but having the hard number there adds immediate weight and "scientific muscle" to the study’s claims before a reader even dives into the full methodology section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	From a scientific standpoint, the manuscript is sound and adheres to the rigorous standards expected of qualitative research in the social sciences. The "correctness" here isn't measured by a laboratory formula, but by the logical consistency between the research questions, the data collection, and the final interpretation—and this paper executes that alignment very well.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	In my view, the references are certainly sufficient in terms of quality and relevance. The author has done a great job of grounding the study in the specific sociological landscape of Japan, citing key works that define the current crisis of rural depopulation and the pedagogical shift in Japanese higher education. The inclusion of both English and Japanese sources (like Sociological Theory and Methods) shows a deep, authentic engagement with the local context that a purely international bibliography might miss.
Regarding whether they are recent, the answer is a "qualified yes." Most of the key citations are from the last 3 to 5 years (2020–2022), which is generally acceptable for a high-quality journal.
	

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

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

	NO
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