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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
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	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 is important to the scientific community because it integrates ethical principles with empirical evidence on how informed consent functions in both healthcare and research settings. It highlights persistent gaps between obtaining a signed consent form and ensuring genuine understanding, voluntariness, and supported decision-making. The review also provides timely insights into emerging challenges involving electronic consent, dynamic consent, data-intensive research, and artificial intelligence. Its evidence-based recommendations can guide researchers, clinicians, ethics committees, and policymakers in developing more effective, equitable, and ethically responsible consent practices.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the manuscript’s scope, including the ethical principles, practical challenges, and emerging developments related to informed consent in healthcare and research.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well structured. It clearly presents the background, scope, methodology, major findings, practical implications, and future research priorities of the review.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and accurately represent the manuscript’s major themes, including autonomy, decision-making capacity, electronic consent, research ethics, shared decision-making, therapeutic misconception, and voluntariness.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and accurately represent the manuscript’s major themes, including autonomy, decision-making capacity, electronic consent, research ethics, shared decision-making, therapeutic misconception, and voluntariness.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The objectives are clearly stated in the dedicated “Scope, Research Gap and Objectives” section. They are specific, logically organized, and well aligned with the manuscript’s scope and subsequent analysis.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The literature review is highly relevant and comprehensive. It effectively integrates foundational ethical frameworks, empirical studies, systematic reviews, and recent evidence on digital consent, data-intensive research, and artificial intelligence.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The literature review is current and includes recent publications and authoritative guidance through July 2026, while appropriately retaining foundational sources essential to the historical and ethical development of informed consent.

	

	
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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The literature search methodology is clearly explained, including databases, search period, key search concepts, eligibility criteria, screening, and appraisal procedures. However, providing complete database-specific search strings and the number of records identified and included would improve transparency and reproducibility.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The manuscript critically evaluates the literature by comparing ethical perspectives, empirical findings, intervention effectiveness, methodological limitations, and unresolved issues. It also distinguishes established evidence from emerging or uncertain claims, particularly regarding digital consent and artificial intelligence.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The manuscript clearly identifies important research gaps and future directions, particularly the need for validated consent-quality measures, equity-sensitive intervention trials, and context-specific standards for digital and AI-mediated consent.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The conclusions are logically derived from the reviewed evidence and align well with the manuscript’s objectives and critical analysis. They appropriately emphasize supported decision-making, effective communication, equitable consent practices, and stronger governance.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The manuscript acknowledges important limitations of the evidence, including heterogeneous study designs, inconsistent comprehension measures, limited generalizability, and the constraints of a narrative review. However, a more clearly separated limitations section discussing possible selection, language, and publication biases would strengthen the paper.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The references are of excellent quality and primarily drawn from reputable peer-reviewed journals, systematic reviews, and authoritative ethical and regulatory sources. They appropriately combine foundational publications with recent scholarship relevant to the manuscript’s scope.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The manuscript is written in clear, professional, and academically appropriate language. Complex ethical and methodological concepts are explained coherently, with logical organization and consistent terminology throughout.

	





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 is clear, informative, and accurately represents the scope and content of the article.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract comprehensively presents the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, conclusions, and future research directions.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound, evidence-based, and its conclusions are appropriately supported by the reviewed literature.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are sufficient, relevant, and current, while also appropriately including foundational sources essential to the subject.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. No apparent ethical issues were identified in this narrative review manuscript.
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