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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 advances entrepreneurship research by qualitatively exploring how self-efficacy drives entrepreneurial bricolage among Generation Z in Nigeria, a context marked by resource scarcity and high youth unemployment. It fills a gap in context-specific studies on African youth, linking psychological factors like confidence from experience and social support to practical behaviors such as resource recombination and networking. The findings, grounded in thematic analysis of interviews across Nigeria's geopolitical zones, offer actionable insights for entrepreneurship education and policy to foster innovation in emerging economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Entrepreneurial Bricolage among Gen Z in Nigeria: The Role of Self-Efficacy" is suitable—concise, specific, and accurately reflects the focus on self-efficacy's influence on bricolage behaviors. No alternative needed, though "Self-Efficacy's Role in Entrepreneurial Bricolage: Insights from Nigerian Gen Z Entrepreneurs" could add methodological nuance if desired.
	

	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 comprehensively outlines the problem (low self-efficacy limiting bricolage), mixed methods (survey with 60 interviews), key findings (themes on confidence sources and impacts), and implications for programs. Suggest adding sample details (60 Gen Z from six zones) and theoretical anchor (Effectuation Theory) for completeness; delete redundant phrasing like repeated Gen Z barriers. Overall, it effectively previews the study's contributions without excess detail.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, employing purposive sampling of 60 Gen Z entrepreneurs, semi-structured interviews, and rigorous thematic analysis to derive four evidence-based findings on self-efficacy's role. It appropriately anchors in Effectuation Theory, synthesizes recent literature, and acknowledges limitations like self-report bias and age focus (18-year-olds). Minor issues: Some future-dated references (e.g., Elfghi et al. 2026) need verification; results align well with theory without overgeneralization.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient (20+), predominantly recent (2023-2026, e.g., Tanesia et al. 2025, Iga et al. 2025), covering global and emerging market contexts on bricolage and self-efficacy. They strongly support the literature review and discussion. Suggestions: Add Nigerian-specific youth entrepreneurship like Kolade et al. (2023) on skills in turbulent environments (already cited); include "Youth Entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan Africa: Barriers and Bricolage Strategies" (e.g., 2024-2025 African Journal of Economic and Management Studies).
	

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


	English quality is suitable for scholarly communication—clear, academic tone with logical flow and precise terminology. Minor issues include occasional awkward phrasing (e.g., "Gen Zs face low self-efficacy") and typos (e.g., "Lvi-Strauss"); lists of 20 actions feel promotional but are well-integrated. Light editing for consistency (e.g., "Gen Z" vs. "Generation Z") would polish it further.
	

	Optional/General comments


	NA
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	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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