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

	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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical issue in modern higher education—the notable gap between students' high awareness of innovation and their actual engagement in innovative practices. By utilizing a robust sample of 524 valid questionnaires and employing the Chi-square test to distinguish between STEM and non-STEM students, the study provides valuable empirical data that highlights significant differences in how these groups approach technological trends and competitions. The findings offer practical, actionable guidance for universities to optimize their talent training programs and build interdisciplinary practice spaces, which is essential for cultivating the "new productivity" required for national development. Consequently, this work serves as a significant reference for educational policymakers and university administrators striving to improve the quality of innovation education and student employability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and covers the main idea of the work. However, to make it stronger for the international community, I would suggest being a bit more specific.

· Suggestion: Consider adding the context of the study. For example: "Investigation and Reflections on College Students' Innovation Ability: A Case Study of Yancheng Normal University" or "A Comparative Study of STEM and Non-STEM Students' Innovation Ability." This tells the reader exactly what to expect.


	

	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 quite good and covers the background, methods, and main results nicely.

· Suggestions:
· The abstract mentions "524 valid questionnaires", which is a strong sample size. Suggest you explicitly mention the breakdown of STEM vs. Non-STEM students here briefly, as that is a key part of your findings.

· The ending lists many thoughts on cultivation. It is a bit long; you could summarize this into one punchy sentence to save space and make it sharper.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific approach is generally sound and robust.

The use of the Chi-square test to compare the "Entire Sample" and the "STEM Sample" is a very good idea. It gives your paper strong evidence, rather than just listing numbers. The reliability score of 0.97 is also impressive.

· Corrections Needed:
· Section 5.1 (Chi-square Calculation): To look at the calculation presentation again. The text notes that the calculation "seems incomplete" or that the value 34.0128 likely comes from a full calculation not fully shown in the formula text. Please ensure the formula shown matches the final result exactly so the reader can follow your math.

· Table Formatting: In several places, you have written "The following table:" before the actual table. This looks a bit repetitive. You can simply refer to the Table Number (e.g., "As seen in Table 1...") and remove the phrase "The following table."


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and very up-to-date.

· Observation: cited works from 2024 and even a 2025 source. This shows you have done your homework on the very latest trends.

· Suggestion: Please double-check the formatting consistency. Ensure all citations in the reference list match the journal's specific style guide perfectly.


	

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


	The English is understandable, and the meaning is clear. However, it reads a little bit like a direct translation in some places.

· Advice: It needs some "polishing" to make the grammar flow smoothly. For instance, phrases like "The chi square test method is used to test..." could be smoother as "The Chi-square test was employed to analyze..."

· Recommendation: Suggest a final proofread by a fluent English speaker or a professional language editor to fix small grammatical errors and awkward phrasing. This will help your good ideas reach the reader without distraction.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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