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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	It appears in comments.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is.
	

	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.


	It can be improved. It appears in comments.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	They can be improved. They appear in comments.


	

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


	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments


	First of all, I would like to congratulate the authors for the work carried out, as analyzing the impact of creativity, risk aversion, and entrepreneurial intention among any type of student always represents a significant advancement in research. In this regard, I also commend the authors for presenting a research paper with a clear and straightforward structure, which makes it easy to follow and understand. Similarly, the vocabulary, expressions, and overall clarity used throughout the manuscript are appreciated.
Additionally, I advise that the following suggestions for improvement be taken into account:
· In the abstract, I suggest elaborating more explicitly on the research gap addressed by the study, as well as developing the research objective in greater detail.
· In the introduction section, it would be beneficial to emphasize the research gap with more depth and to support it with up-to-date references. Although the gap is mentioned, the discussion remains somewhat limited.
· Similarly, although Section 2 presents a literature review, it is too brief to adequately justify the study. Therefore, I recommend expanding it to include a broader review of studies, ideally covering the past ten years.
· In Section 3, which details the methodology employed, I suggest that the authors justify their choice of methodology, explaining the rationale behind its selection.
· The figures presented do not include the sources of origin. While I assume these are the authors’ own elaborations, this should be explicitly stated.
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