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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 makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by clarifying the distinct roles of cooperative and competitive orientations in shaping student engagement, an area where prior findings have been inconsistent. By identifying self-efficacy as a key mediating mechanism, the study advances theoretical understanding within social cognitive and educational psychology frameworks, offering a more nuanced explanation of how interpersonal orientations translate into learning behaviors. The use of PLS-SEM with a relatively large sample also strengthens the methodological rigor and provides robust empirical evidence from a developing higher education context. Furthermore, the findings offer practical implications for educators and institutions seeking to enhance student engagement by fostering cooperative learning environments and supporting students’ self-efficacy.
	





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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

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

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Good)
	







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.
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It is clear, specific and accurately reflects the key variables (cooperative orientation, competitive orientation, student engagement) as well as the mediating role of self-efficacy. The scope and population (university students) are also appropriately indicated, making the title informative and aligned with the study’s content.

	

	
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive. It clearly presents the study’s aims, research design, sample, methods, key findings (including statistical results) and conclusions, providing a complete and concise overview of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates a high level of methodological and theoretical rigor. The study is firmly grounded in well-established frameworks, particularly social cognitive theory and social interdependence theory, which are appropriately used to justify the proposed relationships among cooperative orientation, competitive orientation, self-efficacy and student engagement. The hypotheses are logically derived from prior literature and are clearly aligned with the conceptual model.
From a methodological perspective, the use of a quantitative design and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) is appropriate given the study’s exploratory and predictive nature. The sample size (n = 460) is adequate and the procedures for data analysis follow recognized guidelines (e.g., Hair et al., 2022). The assessment of the measurement model (reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity) and the structural model (path coefficients, R², f² and bootstrapping) is correctly conducted and transparently reported.
The statistical results are interpreted accurately. The distinction between direct and indirect effects is clearly made and the mediation analysis is appropriately executed and explained. Importantly, the conclusions drawn are consistent with the empirical findings and do not overstate the results, which supports the scientific credibility of the manuscript.
That said, there are a few minor areas that could be improved to further strengthen scientific robustness:

· Some constructs report Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values below the recommended threshold of 0.50. Although the authors justify this based on acceptable composite reliability, a brief discussion of potential implications would enhance transparency. 
· A few measurement items have relatively low outer loadings; while their retention is justified, clearer justification or reporting of item refinement decisions would improve rigor. 
· The cross-sectional design limits causal inference, which is acknowledged, but this limitation could be more explicitly linked to interpretation of mediation effects. 

These issues are relatively minor and do not compromise the overall scientific validity of the study. With small refinements, the manuscript would meet a very high standard for publication in academic journals.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are both sufficient in number and appropriately recent. The manuscript includes a strong mix of foundational studies (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Fredricks et al., 2004) and up-to-date research (e.g., studies from 2020–2025), ensuring both theoretical grounding and contemporary relevance. Key constructs such as student engagement, self-efficacy and cooperative/competitive orientation are well-supported by relevant and credible sources.

	

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

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

	There are no evident ethical issues in this manuscript. The study clearly states that it followed standard ethical principles, including voluntary participation, informed consent, anonymity and confidentiality of respondents’ data. Additionally, participants were informed of their right to withdraw at any time, which aligns with accepted research ethics guidelines. The inclusion of an explicit ethics statement and conflict of interest declaration further supports the ethical integrity of the study.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a well-structured and methodologically sound study with clear theoretical grounding and appropriate analytical techniques. The use of PLS-SEM is justified and the sample size is adequate to support the proposed model. The findings contribute meaningfully to the literature on student engagement by clarifying the differential roles of cooperative and competitive orientations and highlighting the mediating function of self-efficacy.
However, a few minor issues should be considered before publication. Some measurement indicators exhibit relatively low outer loadings and AVE values below the recommended threshold; although justified, a more explicit discussion of their implications would strengthen the manuscript. Additionally, minor language and formatting improvements are needed to enhance clarity and readability.
Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revisions.

Recommendation: Minor Revision
The manuscript is strong in terms of theoretical contribution, methodology and clarity of findings. However, there are a few areas that require minor revision:
Some constructs report Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values below 0.50, which, although justified by composite reliability, would benefit from a more explicit discussion of potential limitations.
A few measurement items have relatively low outer loadings and further clarification on their retention would improve transparency.
The manuscript would benefit from minor language editing and proofreading to enhance clarity, reduce redundancy and correct small grammatical issues.
The presentation of some tables could be slightly improved for readability and formatting consistency.
These issues are relatively minor and do not undermine the overall quality or validity of the study. With these refinements, the manuscript would meet a very high standard suitable for publication.

	




	[bookmark: _Hlk171333471]Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.




Choi, B. K., & Rhee, B. S. (2014). The influences of student engagement, institutional mission, and cooperative learning climate on the generic competency development of Korean undergraduate students. Higher Education, 67(1), 1-18.

Ngoc Tuong Nguyen, T., & Thi Kim Oanh, D. (2025). Cooperative learning and its influences on student engagement. Cogent Education, 12(1), 2513414.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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