Dear Editor and Reviewer 1,
Thank you for your constructive feedback. It has greatly helped improve the manuscript’s clarity, transparency and overall quality. In response to the requests for restructuring and concision, we did not use tracked changes, as extensive revisions would have made the manuscript difficult to navigate. Instead, for each comment, we indicate the specific lines where the corresponding revisions were made. 
Thank you again for your time and consideration of our manuscript for publication in Higher Learning Research Communications.
Editor guidelines for Revision:
Your manuscript shows considerable promise. Although we are unable to accept it in its current form, we believe that with targeted revisions, it may be suitable for publication in HLRC. Following peer review and editorial evaluation, we are therefore inviting you to revise and resubmit your manuscript for further consideration.
Guidance for Revision
As you prepare your revised manuscript, please address the following overarching areas raised across the peer reviewer and editorial feedback:
1. Conceptual Framing
Query 1: Strengthen the integration among open education, social entrepreneurship, and complex thinking.
Response: Thank you. We revised the Literature Review to integrate these domains more clearly, showing how open education provides the access framework, digital platforms the delivery environment, and social entrepreneurship the learning context through which complex thinking may be developed (lines 84–153).
Q2: More clearly articulate the conceptual or theoretical framework guiding the study and its contribution to the literature.
R: We made the conceptual rationale more explicit by moving from a mainly descriptive review to a more synthesized framework linking the intervention to the development of complex thinking competencies. The manuscript’s contribution is now stated more clearly in relation to that framework (lines 147–167).
2. Contribution to Higher Education Practice
Q3: Clarify the manuscript’s relevance for higher education research and practice.
R: R: We clarified this point across the Introduction, Discussion, and Implications sections by framing the study more directly in relation to higher education teaching, curriculum development for contemporary competencies, and justifying OER-based digital learning environments.
Q4: More explicitly connect findings to instructional, curricular, or institutional implications beyond the specific platform studied.
R: We expanded the implications section accordingly, connecting the findings to broader curricular integration of social entrepreneurship, and the role of higher education institutions in supporting community-oriented and competency-based learning via digital learning environments (lines 380–402).
3. Measurement and Interpretation
Q5: Further strengthen discussion of the study’s reliance on self perceived competency measures and how this shapes interpretation of findings.
R: We addressed this more explicitly in the Limitations section, clarifying that the findings reflect perceived rather than directly demonstrated competencies and that self-report may be affected by response tendencies such as social desirability (lines 404–417).
Q6: Clarify implications for future research, including opportunities for triangulation or alternative measurement approaches.
R: We clarified this in the Limitations and Conclusions sections by pointing to the need for future studies to complement self-perception measures with performance-based assessments, more balanced samples, and longitudinal follow-up (lines 404–436).
4. Audience and Scope Alignment
Q7: Ensure the manuscript consistently addresses an international higher education research and practice audience.
R: We revised the manuscript to speak more consistently to readers beyond the two cases examined. In particular, we now note more explicitly that the intervention, having been implemented in two countries with broadly similar results, shows promise for adaptation and scaling in other settings.
Q8: Review sections that may be overly technical or platform specific and refocus them on broader educational significance.
R: We addressed this mainly in the Introduction and Discussion by reducing some platform-specific emphasis and strengthening the broader educational significance of the study for open education, digital learning, and social entrepreneurship in higher education.
5. Clarity, Organization, and Presentation
Q9: Address issues related to organization, density, and clarity noted in the feedback.
R: We revised the manuscript throughout with this in mind, especially in the Introduction and Literature Review, where several sections were reorganized and tightened for better flow and readability (including the removal of a few sub-headers in the literature review).
Q10: Ensure consistency in terminology, APA style, tables, and figures.
R: We reviewed the manuscript for overall consistency in language, tables and figures. We also rechecked the reference list and incorporated six new references, which are highlighted in yellow.

Reviewer 1: Comments to the Author(s)
Thank you for the opportunity to review your manuscript, Open Education on Social Entrepreneurship: A Comparative Study between Mexico and Bolivia to Scale Up Complex Thinking. The study addresses a timely and relevant intersection of open educational resources (OER), complex thinking, and social entrepreneurship in higher-education contexts, particularly within developing countries. The topic aligns well with the aims and scope of Higher Learning Research Communications. The cross-country comparative design and the use of permutation-based statistical analysis are notable methodological strengths that contribute positively to the field.
Overall, the manuscript shows promise; however, several substantive revisions are necessary before it can be considered for publication. My detailed comments are intended to support you in strengthening the theoretical grounding, methodological transparency, and overall rigor of the manuscript.
1. Strengthen the Conceptual Framework
Query 1: While the literature review covers relevant domains—Open Education, social entrepreneurship, and complex thinking—it reads as three parallel discussions rather than an integrated conceptual model. The manuscript would benefit from a more explicit articulation of how these constructs relate to one another and why this specific educational intervention is theoretically positioned to influence complex thinking competencies. Moving from a descriptive literature overview to a synthesized conceptual framework will clarify the study’s contribution.
Response: We are grateful for this important observation. We agreed that the previous version presented Open Education, social entrepreneurship, and complex thinking as largely parallel discussions. In response, we revised the Literature Review to articulate more explicitly how these constructs relate to one another and why this intervention is theoretically positioned to support the development of complex thinking competencies. To improve flow and synthesis, we removed the subheaders, reorganized the section, and shifted it from a more descriptive overview toward a more integrated conceptual rationale for the study’s contribution (lines 84–153).
2. Expand Methodological Detail for Transparency and Replicability
Several key elements of the methodology require additional detail:
Q2: Sampling strategy: clarify how participants and institutions were selected in each country. Describe whether recruitment was convenience-based, purposive, or facilitated through partner organizations.
R: W expanded the Participants and Study Context section to clarify that sampling was convenience-based and that recruitment was facilitated through partner institutions and organizations in both countries (lines 171–183).
Q3: Workshop structure: Include information on the duration, sequencing, content, delivery modality (in-person vs. online), facilitator preparation, and whether there were implementation differences between Mexico and Bolivia.
R: We expanded the description of the workshops to clarify their duration, sequence, content, and delivery modality. We also specified that the implementation followed the same general structure in both countries, while delivery modality varied according to local institutional conditions (lines 188–201).
Q4: Assessment instrument: Provide subscale item counts, example items, scoring procedures, and evidence of construct validity beyond reliability indices.
R: Thank you for noting this important omission. We expanded the description of the eComplexity instrument to report subscale item counts, example items, scoring procedures, and additional evidence of construct validity and internal structure (lines 203–222).
Q5: Descriptive statistics: Include means and standard deviations for all pre- and post-test scores by country and competency.
These additions will significantly strengthen methodological clarity and enhance the manuscript’s credibility.
R: We apologize for the omission in the original version. The means and standard deviations have now been added to Table 1.
3. Present Results More Completely
The Results section should be expanded to include:
Q6: The missing Figure 1, with clear labels, error bars, and legible formatting.
R: Figure 1 was included in the previous submission, but it may not have displayed correctly. We hope it is now visible in this revised manuscript. We also made minor formatting adjustments to improve legibility and have uploaded the figure as a separate file.
Q7: A comprehensive results table with pre-test and post-test means, standard deviations, 95% confidence intervals, and sample sizes for each sub-competency.
R: Table 1 has been expanded to include pre-test and post-test means, standard deviations, and the sample sizes for each country. Observed differences and effect sizes are also reported to summarize the magnitude of change across competencies. We did not add confidence intervals because statistical inference in this study was based on 10,000-iteration permutation procedures, chosen for their robustness and reduced reliance on distributional assumptions for these ordinal outcomes. To keep the table not overly bloated and aligned with that analytic approach, we prioritized permutation-based results and effect sizes.
Q8: Interpretation of effect sizes, including whether they are small, moderate, or large, and what this means for practical application.
As currently written, the absence of these details limits interpretability and prevents readers from fully assessing the magnitude and meaning of the observed effects.
R: Thank you for this important observation. We have revised the Method, Results and Discussion sections to interpret the effect sizes using conventional benchmarks for standardized mean differences, distinguishing small and moderate effects where appropriate. We also added brief discussion of their practical meaning, noting that the strongest gains were observed in critical and systemic thinking and that even small-to-moderate effects may be educationally relevant in a short digital intervention implemented under heterogeneous real-world conditions (lines 244-247; 284-305; 339–348).
4. Deepen the Discussion with Theory and Context
The Discussion section would benefit from stronger integration of the findings with the existing literature and theoretical models. Consider:
Q9: Anchoring your interpretation of results in established research on OER effectiveness and social entrepreneurship education.
R: Thank you. We strengthened the Discussion by grounding the interpretation of the findings more explicitly in the previously reviewed literature on OER, digital learning environments, and social entrepreneurship education (lines XX–XX).
Q10: Providing a theoretically grounded interpretation for why scientific thinking did not improve among Bolivian participants, potentially drawing on contextual or curricular differences.
R: Thank you. We briefly expanded the Discussion to provide a more developed interpretation of this result, with attention to possible contextual factors (lines 314–371).
Q11: Expanding the implications for higher-education policy, curriculum design, and instructional innovation in Latin America.
A more analytical, literature-connected discussion will enhance the manuscript’s scholarly contribution.
R: Thank you. We strengthened the implications section just as suggested (lines 380–402).
5. Expand and Strengthen the Limitations
Q12: The Limitations section should more explicitly acknowledge variables that may influence outcomes, including:
· Non-random sampling and sample size imbalance.
· Differences in digital access, technological familiarity, or implementation fidelity.
· Cultural influences on self-assessment and self-report.
· Lack of performance-based measures to complement perceived competency.
· Potential social desirability or response-shift bias.
Identifying these limitations will help contextualize the findings and demonstrate research integrity.
R: We expanded the Limitations section accordingly to acknowledge the non-random sampling strategy, sample size imbalance, the reliance on self-reported perceived competencies, the absence of performance-based measures, and the possible influence of implementation conditions on the observed outcomes (lines 404–417).
6. Additional Recommendations
Q13: The writing is generally clear, but some paragraphs are dense and may benefit from concise restructuring.
R: We revised the manuscript throughout to improve concision and readability, particularly in the Introduction and Literature Review, where several dense paragraphs were restructured and tightened.
Q14: Review APA formatting for consistency in citations, references, and DOIs.
R: Six new references were added (in yellow), and the full reference list was rechecked for consistency with APA style.
Q15: Consider reducing citation clusters and instead synthesizing key themes across sources.
These are minor adjustments that will help improve readability and flow.
R: R: We addressed this recommendation mainly in the Literature Review by strengthening thematic synthesis across sources. We also reorganized the section for better flow; for example, the discussion of Digital Platforms now follows the Open Education background rather than the Social Entrepreneurship justification.
Overall Recommendation
Major Revisions Recommended.
The manuscript addresses an important research problem and has a strong foundation. With substantial revisions that expand methodological transparency, strengthen theoretical integration, and present results more fully, this study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to research on social entrepreneurship education and open educational resources in higher-education contexts.
