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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 addresses a timely and scientifically relevant topic concerning the application of behavioural economics to business strategy. Its particular value lies in integrating three areas that are often examined separately—pricing, marketing, and finance—within a common strategic perspective. Rather than merely cataloguing behavioural effects, the authors critically examine their reliability, boundary conditions, practical applicability, and potential implications for fairness, trust, and stakeholder welfare. The manuscript is therefore relevant both to the academic community and to practitioners seeking a more evidence-based and responsible application of behavioural insights.
	


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
	5/5. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects both the review design and the three main domains examined.
	

	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
	5/5. The abstract adequately presents the objective, scope, review period, major behavioural mechanisms, key findings, and principal contribution of the manuscript.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. The keywords are well aligned with the manuscript and provide appropriate coverage for indexing and retrieval.
	

	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
	5/5. The background is well structured and provides an appropriate theoretical foundation, identifies limitations in prior literature, and establishes the need for an integrated review.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. The objectives are explicitly stated and are well aligned with the structure of the manuscript.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. The literature is highly relevant to the behavioural mechanisms and strategic domains addressed.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. The review appropriately combines seminal studies with recent literature, including publications from 2024–2026.
	

	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
	4/5. The search methodology is clearly described; however, reproducibility could be improved by providing more database-specific search details and, where feasible, basic information on the number of records identified and screened.
	

	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
	5/5. Critical analysis is a major strength of the manuscript, particularly its discussion of heterogeneity, publication bias, external validity, endogeneity, and boundary conditions.
	

	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
	      5/5. Research gaps and future directions are explicitly and comprehensively developed.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5. The conclusions follow logically from the reviewed evidence and appropriately avoid universal or overly strong claims.
	

	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
	5/5. The limitations are explicitly and appropriately acknowledged.
	

	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
	5/5. The references are predominantly peer-reviewed and drawn from established scholarly journals, with an appropriate balance between seminal and recent research.
	

	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
	5/5. The manuscript is clearly written and well structured. Only minor stylistic editing could reduce occasional repetition.
	


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 accurately reflects the subject, methodological approach, and the three major domains covered in the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarises the objective, review approach, principal findings, relevant boundary conditions, and the manuscript’s strategic contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates a balanced interpretation of the available evidence. A particular strength is the distinction between laboratory and field evidence and the explicit consideration of causal identification, external validity, heterogeneity, publication bias, and endogeneity. The authors appropriately avoid presenting behavioural effects as universal.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The reference base is sufficient and appropriately balanced between seminal contributions and recent peer-reviewed research. The inclusion of studies from 2024–2026 is particularly valuable for rapidly developing topics such as personalised and algorithmic pricing.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO – no evident ethical issues.
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