Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Economics, Business and Accounting

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJEBA_135963

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Prediction Of Customers' Interest In Neuromarketing Based On Hybrid Gray Wolf And Cheetah Algorithm

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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 offers an exciting step forward in understanding how people respond to products by using brain signals and smart algorithms. By combining the Gray Wolf and Cheetah algorithms, the authors have created a powerful tool that picks out the most important brain signal features, helping to better predict customer preferences. 

This kind of research is important because it connects neuroscience with marketing in a meaningful way, showing how technology can offer deeper insights into human decision-making. It could help businesses create more personalized and effective marketing strategies while also opening new paths for research in Neuromarketing and AI.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title gives a good sense of what the paper is about, especially for a technical audience, but it could be clearer and more engaging. The phrase "Customers' Interest in Neuromarketing" is a bit confusing. It sounds like the paper is about how much customers like Neuromarketing itself, rather than using Neuromarketing tools (like brain signals) to study their product choices. 

Alternative title: "Predicting Consumer Choices Using Brain Signals and a Hybrid Gray Wolf–Cheetah Algorithm"


	

	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 of these manuscripts conveys the main idea and introduces the methodology and results well, but it could be improved in a few important ways to make it more comprehensive, clear, and professional.
Suggestions :

1. Grammar and sentence structure: Some sentences are unclear or grammatically incorrect. For example, “Purpose article ready to present new solution the neuromarketing…” needs rephrasing.

2. Clarify objectives and novelty: Be more specific about what makes your hybrid algorithm new or different.

3. Define scope more clearly: Specify the type of products or the context in which the predictions are made.

4. Explain technical terms briefly: If you mention "high order spectra," include a very short phrase about what it does or why it's useful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates a scientifically sound approach, particularly in the use of EEG signals and optimization algorithms to predict consumer behavior. However, there are a few areas that need further clarification and refinement, especially regarding the sample size, detailed methodology, and the justification of the hybrid algorithm's novelty. Addressing these points will strengthen the manuscript and make it more scientifically rigorous.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on the provided references list, it appears that the references are a mix of recent and older sources. However it is sufficient.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The language and English quality of the article are understandable, but there’s room for improvement to make it flow more naturally and professionally for scholarly communication. Some sentences may benefit from clearer phrasing, smoother transitions, and more formal language. A few grammatical tweaks and better transitions between ideas would help make the writing more polished and easier to follow. 
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