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	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.


	Per the title of the paper, it is clear this work is relevant. It is multidisciplinary providing a snapshot on the use of technology as a catalyst for effective and efficient management and value creation in corporate institutions. It provides a background for future studies in this area.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The topic sounds as if the author focus on AI and Board monitoring relationship. However, the abstract and the analysis cum discussion relegates the AI contribution. In fact, corporate board and firm performance discourse has been a long debate and not new. In the context of the paper, AI should rather/is considered a ‘moderating’ variable and the title must reflect this. The following is suggested:

‘The moderating effect of AI in board of directors’ monitoring strategies on firms’ financial performance: A dynamic approach’
	

	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 but does not reflect the title. It is more of determinants of financial performance than how AI moderated corporate board oversight activities to drive or improve performance. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Good, Structure-wise.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Currency of references is good.
	

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


	Good.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The paper has so many hanging sentences, sentences not relating to anything particularly. That means, there are a lot of linking words missing. Some sentences need to be revised, combined and/or linked to the preceding one to create the meaning the author intended.

2. In-text citations are mostly wrong. Citations are not sentences; they are part of the sentence. A statement can end with a ‘full-stop’ before the citation which is providing empirical evidence to the said statement.

3. Discussions of the result is not contextually grounded enough.

4. There are font inconsistencies.

5. Nothing was said about Table 3: Correlation matrix. What purpose is it then serving in the paper?

6. The conclusion could be a little more comprehensive.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

None specifically detected
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