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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 timely and relevant question for the scientific communities by examining the economic value of Agentic AI across different development contexts. Its integration of firm-level productivity analysis with macroeconomic growth models provides a structured empirical bridge that is often missing in the current literature, which tends to focus on either micro- or macro-level effects in isolation. By explicitly comparing developed and emerging economies, the study contributes to ongoing debates about technological diffusion, inequality, and structural transformation in the age of AI.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. 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
	3 = Satisfactory
	





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 generally suitable. However, the title is somewhat long and could be made more concise for greater clarity and impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract clearly outlines the objective of the study, 
However, it would benefit from a slightly clearer articulation of what specifically distinguishes “Agentic AI” from broader AI adoption, since this is central to the paper’s framing. At present, the abstract reads more like a general AI–growth study rather than one focused on the unique economic implications of agentic systems. A brief clarifying phrase on how Agentic AI is operationalized in the index would improve precision. Additionally, the policy implications could be summarized more concisely to maintain focus on the main empirical contribution.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The overall empirical strategy - panel data analysis, fixed effects estimation, mediation modeling, and quantile regression is appropriate for the research questions posed. The structure of the models is logically presented, and the interpretation of coefficients is generally consistent with the statistical results. However, there are some concerns regarding the operationalization of “Agentic AI.” The constructed AI Adoption Index appears to rely on general AI investment, adoption, and patent indicators, which may not adequately distinguish agentic systems from broader AI technologies. This conceptual–measurement gap weakens the scientific precision of the study and should be addressed by either justifying the proxy more explicitly or refining the index to better capture agentic characteristics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	A large number of recent references, heavily concentrated in 2025–2026 publications and, that too, from a relatively narrow group of authors and journals. This raises concerns about balance and scholarly breadth. the reference base should engage more deeply with established, high-impact literature in innovation economics, growth theory
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	
No
	



PART  3: 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a contemporary issue focusing on technology, innovation, and economic development. The structure of the paper is generally clear, and the progression from theory to empirical analysis is well-organised. However, before the manuscript can proceed further in the review process, minor editorial refinements are required.
First, the authors should carefully revise the language for clarity and conciseness, as some sections are overly dense and repetitive, particularly in the literature review and discussion. Second, some references should be checked thoroughly for accuracy and completeness.

	




Reviewer details:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Alok Kumar, Banaras Hindu University, India

Page 2 of 3
V240326


