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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a highly relevant and emerging intersection of behavioural finance and artificial intelligence, which is of significant interest to the academic and practitioner community. By synthesizing literature on behavioural biases and examining the de-biasing potential of AI-driven tools, the study contributes to advancing understanding of investor decision-making in a technology-driven financial environment. The integration of behavioural insights with AI applications provides a novel perspective that enriches existing literature. Also, the paper offers practical implications for investors, financial planners, and policymakers, enhancing its overall relevance and applicability.
	






PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – yes,the title is appropriate
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract is good and comprehensive one but it do not address the limitations of study . So , it should be included in one or two lines
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- keywords are appropriate
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- Literature review is also well- explained 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- Objectives are clearly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Background of study s explained but it lacks some important in-text citations
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- recent studies are included 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The manuscript is conceptually sound; however, the methodological rigor is limited due to the use of a narrative review approach without a clearly defined systematic procedure.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- critical analysis is done but it is not mentioned that from which time – period literature is reviewed and the selection of articles is done on what basis.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The limitations and future research direction section is completely missing. That needs to be included in introduction also with more clarity .
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- Yes conclusion is well- explained 
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, this whole section is missing
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The number of references are vey less and also these articles are not mainly indexed in Scopus database
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4-- yes the language is clear and easy to understand.
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes,the title is appropriate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract provides a good overview; however, it does not clearly mention the limitations of the study and lacks specific methodological details (e.g., databases used, selection criteria). Including these aspects would improve clarity and completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	he manuscript is conceptually sound; however, the methodological rigor is limited due to the use of a narrative review approach without a clearly defined systematic procedure
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	While the manuscript includes a mix of foundational and recent studies, several references lack proper formatting (missing DOIs, inconsistent citation style), and some are not from high-impact peer-reviewed journals.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic; however, it currently lacks methodological rigor expected of a review paper in a reputed journal. The absence of a structured systematic review framework (e.g., PRISMA) and limited critical synthesis reduce its contribution. The paper has potential but requires minor revision.
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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 details)
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