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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 explores a very relevant and timely issue in today’s management and information systems landscape, especially with the increasing influence of Artificial Intelligence on decision-making processes. It does a good job of bringing together existing studies and showing how the conversation has shifted from viewing AI as a replacement tool to seeing it as something that supports and enhances managerial decisions. The paper is valuable in how it connects technical aspects of AI with human and organizational factors, making it useful for both academic researchers and industry practitioners. Overall, it adds meaningful insight into how humans and AI can work together more effectively in modern organizations.
	


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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4= Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	


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 of the manuscript is extremely accurate and suitable 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript abstract deep fit and very comprehensive because it covers the entirety of the paper.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The manuscript showcases a strong conceptual grounding and is supported by relevant scholarly literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
While the references are relevant and credible, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent empirical studies (2023–2025) from high-impact journals to strengthen its academic rigor.


	

	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 clearly organized and addresses an important and timely topic. However, it is largely conceptual and would benefit from some level of empirical support. I would recommend acceptance with minor revisions, particularly to improve the clarity of the methodology and to provide a more detailed discussion of the study’s limitations.

In addition, the methodology section could be strengthened by offering more transparency on how the literature was selected, such as outlining the search strategy and inclusion criteria. The limitations section would also benefit from further expansion, especially in relation to the lack of empirical validation. It may also be helpful to incorporate more recent studies (2023–2025) to better reflect the rapid developments in AI research. Finally, including a simple conceptual framework or model could help illustrate the idea of human–AI collaboration more clearly.
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