Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Economics, Business and Accounting

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJEBA_141164

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Role of AI in Economic Development and Green Technology

	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 explores the growing role of artificial intelligence in advancing economic development and supporting green technologies. It connects AI applications with sustainability goals and provides a timely discussion on how AI can facilitate more effective decision-making, resource optimization, and innovation. Given the global push toward digital transformation and sustainable growth, this topic is highly relevant for researchers, policymakers, and industry stakeholders. The manuscript’s coverage of green finance and AI-driven technological adoption addresses pressing environmental and economic challenges faced worldwide.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the key focus areas of the paper. It accurately captures the intersection between AI, economic development, and green technology.
	

	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 provides a broad overview of the manuscript but could be improved by being more concise and structured. Key findings and the methodology could be more explicitly mentioned. Consider clarifying the specific objectives and summarizing the main conclusions in a focused manner for better impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents accurate information supported by relevant literature. The arguments are generally sound, though the structure of the discussion could benefit from tighter organization. Some sections repeat similar ideas, which could be refined to enhance clarity and logical flow. The empirical references are relevant, but the methodology, particularly the use of descriptive research based solely on secondary data, could be expanded or justified more clearly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and include several recent works published between 2020 and 2024. They cover a wide range of peer-reviewed sources and provide adequate support to the arguments presented. However, the manuscript would benefit from better integration of the literature into the discussion rather than listing studies in a summary style.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires significant improvement to meet scholarly standards. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and redundant expressions, particularly in the Introduction and Methodology sections. A thorough English proofreading is recommended to ensure clarity and professional tone suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and evolving topic. However, the Introduction and Findings/Discussion (especially sections VI.1 and VI.2) would benefit from structural refinement to reduce redundancy and improve logical flow. The manuscript would also benefit from clearer distinction between the economic development narrative and the green finance sections, perhaps by introducing subheadings or better transitional phrases. Overall, improving coherence and tightening the language throughout will increase its scholarly value and readability.
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