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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 is of clear relevance to the scientific community because it addresses the increasingly important question of how artificial intelligence is perceived and evaluated in higher education. By empirically examining the determinants of student satisfaction, the study contributes to the emerging literature on AI-supported learning and offers a structured framework for understanding the roles of learning effectiveness, technological functionality, and content credibility. In particular, its finding that content accuracy and credibility are central to student satisfaction has meaningful implications for future research on the pedagogically responsible and evidence-based integration of AI in educational settings.
	





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
	
	

	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
	4/5 (Good)
The title is relevant to the study and reflects its core focus on model construction and empirical analysis of student satisfaction with AI in courses, although it could be streamlined for greater precision and readability.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5 (Satisfactory)
The abstract summarizes the topic, methods, and principal findings, but it is overly dense and would benefit from clearer presentation of the study aim, sample, and main implications.

	

	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
	3/5 (Satisfactory)
The background provides substantial context on AI in education, but the section is somewhat repetitive and unevenly organized.
	

	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
	4/5 (Good)
The study objectives and hypotheses are clearly stated and aligned with the analytical framework
	

	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
	4/5 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and includes recent references, though its critical synthesis could be strengthened.
	

	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
	4/5 (Good)
The questionnaire survey and SEM approach are appropriate for examining the proposed relationships among the study variables.

	

	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
	3/5 (Satisfactory)
Ethical procedures are not described in sufficient detail, but this may reflect reporting limitations rather than a complete omission.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 (Good)
The results are presented in a generally clear manner, with appropriate reporting of correlation, model fit, and path analysis.
	
	

	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
	 3/5 (Satisfactory)
The tables and figure are relevant and necessary, but several presentation and formatting issues reduce clarity.
	

	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
	3/5 (Satisfactory)
The discussion interprets the findings meaningfully, but its engagement with prior literature is somewhat limited and not sufficiently analytical
	

	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
	4/5 (Good)
The conclusions are broadly consistent with the empirical findings reported in the model analysis.
	

	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
	3/5 (Satisfactory)
The limitations are not explicitly developed in a separate section, although some practical constraints and implications can be inferred from the concluding discussion.
	

	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
	4/5 (Good)
The reference list is reasonably current and relevant to the topic, with an adequate number of sources for the study scope.

	

	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
	3/5 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is generally understandable, but substantial language editing is still needed to improve grammar, fluency, and academic style.
	





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 is generally suitable because it reflects the main focus of the study, namely the construction of a model and the empirical analysis of college students’ satisfaction with artificial intelligence in courses. However, it could be refined for greater concision and fluency.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The abstract includes the research topic, sample, method, major variables, and principal findings. It provides an adequate overview of the study, although the wording could be improved for clarity and precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revisions needed.
The manuscript follows a recognizable empirical research structure, states hypotheses clearly, uses questionnaire data and structural equation modeling appropriately, and presents results that are generally consistent with the conclusions. However, some issues in reporting, wording, and citation errors should be corrected to strengthen scientific rigor.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The reference list is adequate in number and includes many recent sources, especially from 2024 and 2025, which is appropriate for a rapidly developing topic such as AI in education.
	

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

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

	NO.
No explicit ethical misconduct is evident from the manuscript. However, the paper would be stronger if it clearly reported ethical approval, informed consent, and participant confidentiality procedures for the questionnaire survey.


	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic in higher education and artificial intelligence, and it offers useful empirical findings on the determinants of student satisfaction with AI-integrated courses. The study has practical and academic value, particularly in highlighting the importance of content accuracy and credibility. However, the manuscript would benefit from further improvement in language quality, clarity of presentation, and more explicit reporting of methodological and ethical details.
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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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