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	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 provides a timely and structured overview of explainable artificial intelligence (XAI), a rapidly growing field critical to the deployment of trustworthy AI systems in high-stakes domains such as healthcare, finance, and autonomous systems. By systematically categorizing XAI methods into pre-hoc and post-hoc interpretability, and further subclassifying post-hoc methods into perturbation- and backpropagation-based approaches, the paper offers a clear taxonomy that can guide both new researchers and practitioners. The discussion of theoretical limitations and future directions adds value by identifying key challenges in explanation fidelity, real-time interpretability, and multimodal explanations. As AI systems become more embedded in societal decision-making, such a review plays an essential role in advancing transparency, accountability, and user trust.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "A Review of Explainable Artificial Intelligence" is appropriate and accurately reflects the scope of the manuscript. However, to enhance specificity and impact, a slightly more precise alternative could be:
"A Systematic Review of Interpretability Methods in Explainable Artificial Intelligence"
This better emphasizes the methodological classification and analytical depth provided in the paper.
	

	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 is well-written and covers the key aspects: context, classification framework, methodological critique, and future outlook. However, it could be improved by:

· Clarifying that the review is not a meta-analysis or systematic literature review in the PRISMA sense, but rather a conceptual and taxonomical synthesis.

· Briefly mentioning real-world applications or limitations of current XAI methods, which are discussed in the body but missing in the abstract.

· Adding a sentence on evaluation criteria (e.g., model fidelity, interpretability, computational cost) to strengthen the critical analysis.

Suggested revision to last sentence:

"Finally, we discuss core trade-offs in theoretical completeness, computational efficiency, and explanation validity, and propose interdisciplinary research directions to advance trustworthy AI."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The classification of XAI methods into pre-hoc and post-hoc interpretability is widely accepted in the literature (e.g., Guidotti et al., 2019; Lipton, 2018). The descriptions of methods such as GAM, NAM, PDA, RISE, Influence Functions, CAM, and Grad-CAM are accurate and supported by appropriate references.

However, there are a few minor technical inaccuracies:

· Equation (1) and (2) for GAM and GA²M are present in the text but not fully rendered — likely a formatting issue.

· The description of Influence Function as "global" is debatable; while it analyzes global training data influence, it often provides instance-level (local) insights.

· Activation Maximization (AM) is attributed to Erhan et al. [17], but the citation refers to a different paper (Arras et al., 2017). This appears to be a citation mismatch that should be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include key works (e.g., Guidotti, Lipton, Caruana, Selvaraju). However, the list has several limitations:

Some citations are duplicated (e.g., [12] and [13] both cite Caruana et al. 2015).

Several references are incorrectly numbered or misplaced (e.g., [1], [2], [8] appear multiple times).

The reference list includes non-primary sources and some appear to be placeholders or misattributed.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and academic, but there are recurring grammatical and stylistic issues that affect readability:

Recommendation: The manuscript would benefit from professional language editing before publication to ensure clarity and consistency.
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