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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments .

Authors may need to justify why they have used a
historical data (1995-1998) and how these results
will contribute to contemporary research and
knowledge.

Nominal / demographic variables such as age,
gender, education, race, .etc. might be
considered as moderators (moderating
variables), the authors have noted in lines 60 and
68 that such variables are used as "mediators" in
this case, authors are asked to justify how these
variables are tested as mediators.

In discussions part, authors refer to significant
impact of job training program on future earning,
(L 194-195), in this case, authors might need to
present the statistical test that prove this finding.

Minor REVISION comments .

L.15 authors refer to unemployment rate in 2012,
they might need to update the year, was it a global
rate or related to US only?

It seems that there is interruption by the end of line
75, should be corrected.

Table 2 needs to be rearranges, title and the width of
the last column. On the other hand, that table
integrally should be in one page (kindly check tables
2 and 4)

It would be much better when the comment is coming
immediately after or before the table, in this case,
lines 141-146 that presented comments related to
table 3 shouldn't be before table 2.
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e Authors are advices to enrich the article by reporting
conclusion and recommendation, also implications
for future research.

Optional /General comments

e Authors are advices to review some recent
references.

¢ The article presented some important keywords that
might need to be illustrated by a short literature
review and/or logical framework.
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