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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 timely and relevant topic that contributes to ongoing discussions in the field. By bringing together conceptual insights and structured analysis, the study helps clarify an emerging research area and provides a useful foundation for future empirical work. The framework and discussions presented can support both researchers and practitioners who are seeking to better understand and operationalize the concepts explored in the paper. Overall, the work adds value by synthesizing existing knowledge and proposing a structured perspective that can guide subsequent studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript. It clearly conveys the main theme of the study and aligns well with the objectives and findings presented. No change is necessary.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and provides a good overview of the study’s motivation, focus, and contributions. However, it could be improved by briefly clarifying the nature of the study (conceptual, empirical, or mixed) and highlighting the main outcomes more explicitly. Minor tightening of language and removal of repetitive phrasing would further enhance clarity. No major additions or deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and based on appropriate theoretical foundations. The arguments are logically developed, and the methods used are consistent with the objectives of the study. The conclusions drawn are reasonable and supported by the analysis presented, although care should be taken not to overstate generalizability where the study is exploratory or conceptual in nature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant and largely up to date, covering both foundational and recent literature. They adequately support the arguments made in the manuscript. A small number of additional recent journal articles in closely related areas could further strengthen the positioning of the work, but this is not essential.
	

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

	

The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the manuscript is understandable throughout. Some sentences are longer than necessary and could be refined for clarity and flow. A light language edit would improve readability but is not critical.


	

	Optional/General comments

	

The manuscript is well organized and addresses an important topic with a thoughtful and structured approach. With minor refinements in clarity, presentation, and emphasis on key contributions, the paper has the potential to serve as a useful reference for researchers working in this area.
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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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