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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.
	The manuscript is very timely and relevant since artificial intelligence is increasingly becoming a key component in managerial decision making in all sectors. The manuscript adds significantly to the academic and managerial literature on human-AI collaboration through a synthesis of current studies on artificial intelligence. It considers not only the strengths but also the weaknesses of integrating AI into management decision making. Therefore, the manuscript would be valuable to both researchers and managers interested in learning about AI in management decisions.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

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
	4(Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4(Good)
	

	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 objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4(Good)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4(Good)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3(Satisfactory)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3(Satisfactory)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3(Satisfactory)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	                       4(Good)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	                        4(Good)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	                2(Needs Improvement)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	               3(Satisfactory)
	

	14. 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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but it could be enhanced through the inclusion of a brief description of the methodology and main contributions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	        YES, but the paper does not contain any empirical analysis. The authors need to explain their theoretical orientation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO , While several sources are relatively new, there is no sufficient analysis of high-quality journals (MIS Quarterly, Organization Science, Journal of Management).

There should be more research studies (2022–2025) on AI adoption in practice.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	 NO
	


PART 3. 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is pertinent and well-organized; however, it is basically descriptive. It lacks the rigorous methodology that should be present in an excellent review article. Significant improvements are required, especially in terms of methodology and critical analysis.

The manuscript discusses an important contemporary issue in light of growing use of artificial intelligence in managerial decision-making.

- Structure of the paper is well thought out and logical.

- Insightful discussion on human-AI collaboration.

- Practical implications are well defined and valuable.

Concerns:

1. Insufficiently structured review: The manuscript conducts a narrative review, however, no methodology is outlined (search strategy, criteria of inclusion and exclusion, and sources are not discussed explicitly). That makes it difficult to follow and undermines the rigor of the process of conducting the review.

2. Insufficiently analytical approach: The review mainly consists of a summary of previous findings without sufficient comparisons and discussions of different views.

3. Improper consideration of the study limitations: It is essential for review paper to include its own limitations.

4. References quality issues: Several references seem to be of lower quality (they may be used for further revision). It would be useful to incorporate more articles from highly prestigious journals.

Minor suggestions:

- Introduce a conceptual framework to illustrate human-AI collaboration in managerial decision-making.

- Clarify methodology section.

- Avoid repetitions.

- Add more recent (2022-2025) publications.

- Emphasize contributions of the review and outline further research avenues in the discussion.
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