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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 offers a valuable contribution to scholarly discussions on the university-to-work transition within the South African higher education landscape. By analysing more than four decades of publications (1980–2025), the study provides a comprehensive overview of research trends, thematic clusters, and collaboration patterns using robust bibliometric methods. Given the persistently high graduate unemployment rate in South Africa and the urgent need for curriculum transformation, this work is timely and beneficial for researchers, policymakers, and institutional leaders. The manuscript also expands upon previous bibliometric studies by incorporating broader keywords and updated datasets, strengthening its relevance to the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is clear, appropriate, and accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the study.
	

	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 informative; however, a few enhancements are suggested:
1. Include a short description of the four bibliometric analyses conducted.
2. Mention the software used (VOSViewer and Biblioshiny) to make the methodology more transparent.
3. Present the main findings more explicitly (key clusters, prominent sources, timeline of research growth).
4. Adding 1–2 sentences on the study’s contribution will strengthen the abstract further.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, well-structured, and employs appropriate methods.
Nevertheless, some areas require refinement:
1. A few sections in the discussion are overly detailed and may benefit from more concise synthesis.
2. Provide a brief justification for setting the threshold of 15 keyword occurrences.
3. Include a more explicit reflection on potential Scopus-related biases, especially given the discussion on bibliometric coloniality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient, up-to-date, and relevant, with many citations from 2020–2025.
	

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

	
The language quality is appropriate for scholarly communication.
Some sentences are long and could be simplified for improved readability.


	

	Optional/General comments
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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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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