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	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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by systematically mapping the fragmented regulatory landscape of artificial intelligence in cybersecurity and proposing a unifying conceptual framework. While AI technologies are increasingly deployed to strengthen cyber defense, the paper highlights the ethical, legal, and governance gaps that hinder responsible adoption. By integrating comparative policy analysis with the proposed AI-Cybersecurity Regulatory Integration Model (AI-CRIM), the study provides scholars, practitioners, and policymakers with both a synthesized evidence base and a practical blueprint for aligning innovation with accountability. The work thus advances interdisciplinary dialogue between computer science, law, and policy, helping to guide the development of harmonized standards for secure and ethical AI applications in cybersecurity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Regulation of Artificial Intelligence in Cybersecurity: Challenges and Opportunities” is clear and descriptive, but it is somewhat broad and generic. It captures the main theme, but it could be refined to highlight the systematic review methodology and the framework contribution (AI-CRIM), which would make it stronger for a scholarly audience. 
	

	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 comprehensive in that it covers the background, methodology, key findings, comparative regulatory analysis, and the proposed conceptual framework (AI-CRIM). However, it is dense and slightly overloaded, which may reduce readability and focus. Abstracts should strike a balance between breadth and conciseness, while clearly highlighting contribution and novelty.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its scope, methodology, and presentation of findings, but it requires refinement in certain areas to fully meet the standards of scientific rigor. The use of a systematic literature review guided by PRISMA principles demonstrates methodological robustness and provides a structured evidence base. The comparative regulatory analysis of the EU AI Act, the U.S. NIST AI RMF, China’s AI measures, and OECD principles is accurate and adds strong value by situating the discussion in a global policy context. Furthermore, the development of the AI-Cybersecurity Regulatory Integration Model (AI-CRIM) represents a novel conceptual contribution that aligns ethical, technical, and governance perspectives. However, some sections of the manuscript are repetitive (particularly within the methodology), and the depth of critical evaluation varies across subsections, with certain claims requiring stronger empirical support or clearer citation. The inclusion of illustrative cases is useful but should be expanded with more concrete evidence to strengthen the link between theory and practice. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but it would benefit from tighter organization, removal of redundancies, and deeper integration of empirical examples to reinforce its theoretical framework and policy recommendations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and recent, with a large number drawn from 2019–2024, covering both technical and policy perspectives. The inclusion of sources such as the EU AI Act (2024), NIST AI RMF (2023), China’s CAC measures (2022–2023), and recent peer-reviewed studies in cybersecurity and AI ethics strengthens the manuscript’s currency and relevance. This demonstrates awareness of the latest regulatory and scholarly developments. However, there are some areas where the references could be broadened or deepened. For example, while the manuscript engages well with European, U.S., and Chinese frameworks, it would benefit from incorporating perspectives from developing regions (e.g., Africa, Latin America, South Asia), where AI adoption in cybersecurity presents distinct challenges. Additionally, empirical studies or meta-analyses published in top-tier journals (e.g., Computers & Security, IEEE Transactions on Information Forensics and Security, AI & Society) could further substantiate claims around explainable AI, data governance, and practical cybersecurity applications. A few references are also policy reports or working papers without peer review, which should ideally be complemented by scholarly studies to reinforce credibility.
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely issue at the intersection of artificial intelligence, cybersecurity, and regulation. The writing is generally clear, and the structure moving from background and methodology to challenges, opportunities, comparative analysis, and a conceptual framework makes it easy to follow. The introduction is strong in framing AI as both an enabler and a challenge, though some sections could be streamlined to avoid redundancy. The inclusion of the AI-Cybersecurity Regulatory Integration Model (AI-CRIM) is a valuable contribution, but it would benefit from greater operational detail, perhaps with a worked example or application scenario to demonstrate practical utility. Figures referenced (e.g., PRISMA flow diagram, AI-CRIM framework) should be included for completeness, as their absence weakens the manuscript’s presentation. The discussion is well-grounded but could be further enriched by engaging more critically with gaps in existing literature and by expanding coverage to include perspectives from developing regions, where cybersecurity and AI regulation face unique constraints. Overall, the paper is scientifically correct and makes a relevant contribution, but a tighter presentation, removal of repeated sections, and additional empirical illustrations would improve its quality and impact.
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