EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	The manuscript in its current state requires a major revision to meet the standards of academic publication. The most pressing concern is the language, tone, and grammatical precision, which currently detract significantly from the work's credibility and impact. The writing style is often informal and colloquial, using phrases such as "this article talks about" or "AI may scare executives," which are unsuitable for a scholarly journal. Furthermore, frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetition of ideas undermine the clarity and professionalism of the argument.

 

The abstract functions more as a simple summary than a powerful, standalone synopsis; it must be rewritten to concisely state the research problem, methodology, key findings, and implications. Structurally, the document requires attention to its formatting. The concluding sections are confusingly organized, blending summary, implications, limitations, and recommendations into a disjointed flow that should be streamlined into a coherent conclusion and a separate, clear recommendations section.


The analysis within the literature review and discussion sections would benefit from a more critical synthesis. Rather than primarily reporting the findings of other studies, the authors should deepen their analysis by interpreting these findings, identifying overarching trends and contradictions, and explicitly linking them back to the research gap stated in the introduction to build a more persuasive argument.


	Editor’s Comment 1: Language, Tone, and Grammatical Precision
Comment: The manuscript in its current state requires a major revision to meet the standards of academic publication. The most pressing concern is the language, tone, and grammatical precision, which currently detract significantly from the work's credibility and impact. The writing style is often informal and colloquial, using phrases such as "this article talks about" or "AI may scare executives," which are unsuitable for a scholarly journal. Furthermore, frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetition of ideas undermine the clarity and professionalism of the argument.

Response: We greatly appreciate your feedback on the language, tone, and grammatical precision of the manuscript. We have carefully revised the manuscript to eliminate informal and colloquial expressions, such as “this article talks about” and “AI may scare executives.” These phrases have been replaced with more formal academic language, ensuring the tone aligns with the scholarly standards of the journal. Additionally, we have thoroughly proofread the manuscript to correct grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetition of ideas, which were identified during the revision process. The revisions aim to improve clarity, coherence, and professionalism, enhancing the manuscript’s overall impact.

Editor’s Comment 2: Abstract
Comment: The abstract functions more as a simple summary than a powerful, standalone synopsis; it must be rewritten to concisely state the research problem, methodology, key findings, and implications.

Response: We agree with your observation that the abstract needed improvement to clearly reflect the research problem, methodology, key findings, and implications. The abstract has been rewritten to focus on these critical elements, as follows:

· Research Problem: The lack of AI literacy among business executives and its impact on decision-making.

· Methodology: A systematic review of 38 studies published between 2020 and 2025.

· Key Findings: AI literacy is essential for executives, yet there are significant barriers to its adoption, including lack of standardized training, resistance, and time constraints.

· Implications: Recommendations for tailored executive education, continuous learning, and fostering a culture of collaboration to enhance AI literacy at the executive level.

These changes ensure the abstract now serves as a concise, standalone synopsis that clearly encapsulates the purpose and findings of the paper.

Editor’s Comment 3: Conclusion Section
Comment: Structurally, the document requires attention to its formatting. The concluding sections are confusingly organized, blending summary, implications, limitations, and recommendations into a disjointed flow that should be streamlined into a coherent conclusion and a separate, clear recommendations section.

Response: We appreciate your insight into the organization of the conclusion section. In response, we have restructured the conclusion to improve clarity. The conclusion has now been separated into three distinct sections:

· Conclusion: A concise summary of the key findings regarding the importance of AI literacy for executives and its impact on organizational decision-making.

· Implications: A discussion of the implications of AI literacy for business leadership, emphasizing its strategic importance.

· Recommendations: Clear, actionable recommendations for executives, organizations, and policymakers on fostering AI literacy and integrating it into business strategies.

This restructuring ensures that each component of the conclusion is logically presented and easy to follow.

Editor’s Comment 4: Literature Review and Discussion Sections
Comment: The analysis within the literature review and discussion sections would benefit from a more critical synthesis. Rather than primarily reporting the findings of other studies, the authors should deepen their analysis by interpreting these findings, identifying overarching trends and contradictions, and explicitly linking them back to the research gap stated in the introduction to build a more persuasive argument.

Response: We acknowledge the need for a more critical synthesis in the literature review and discussion sections. In response to your feedback:

· Literature Review: We have organized the studies into distinct themes, such as executive training, organizational resistance, and strategic integration. This thematic approach helps clarify the overarching trends and contradictions, such as the differences in AI adoption rates between sectors (e.g., e-commerce vs. healthcare) and the lack of executive-specific AI training programs.

· Discussion: We have expanded the discussion to go beyond summarizing studies by interpreting the findings in the context of the research gap. We explored why AI literacy is underexplored at the executive level compared to organizational adoption, linking the literature to leadership, strategy, and decision-making.

These changes aim to make the literature review and discussion more analytical, linking the findings to the research gap and enhancing the paper’s overall argument.



We hope these revisions address your concerns and significantly improve the manuscript. We greatly appreciate your valuable feedback, which has helped us strengthen the clarity, coherence, and academic rigor of the paper.
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