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PART 1: Comments

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

	
	
	Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments
	
	

	
	
	are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	
	

	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 provides a timely and significant exploration of ethical governance challenges emerging from the integration of
agentic artificial intelligence (AI) within Business Process Management (BPM). As organizations increasingly adopt autonomous and semi-autonomous AI systems, the questions of human autonomy, organizational accountability, and algorithmic
transparency become germane for both scholars and practitioners. By
empirically examining these interconnected dimensions through mixed methods, the research provides evidence-based clarity on how governance structures can mitigate ethical and operational risks in
AI-enabled environments. The study significantly contributes to the growing body of AI governance knowledge by proposing a balanced framework that supports responsible innovation, making it valuable to researchers, policymakers, and industry leaders navigating the complexities of AI-driven organizational processes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the manuscript, “Governance and Ethical Oversight of Agentic Artificial Intelligence in Business Process Management: Balancing Human-Autonomy, Organizational Accountability and
Algorithmic Transparency,” is well suited coupled with the scope and
objectives presented in the paper. It clearly communicates the core thematic areas like autonomy, accountability, and transparency, which are central to the study’s empirical and conceptual contributions. The title is adequately specific, reflecting both the context (Business Process Management) and the ethical–governance
dimensions under investigation. Additionally, it uses terminology that
resonates with scholars, practitioners, and policymakers working in AI governance and organizational process management. Overall, the title is appropriate and effectively captures the manuscript’s scholarly intent.
	







	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 of the manuscript is generally comprehensive and clearly articulates the core objectives, methodological orientation, and key findings of the study. It effectively depict the central governance pillars: human autonomy, organizational accountability, and algorithmic transparency while highlighting their relevance within
agentic AI–AI-supported Business Process Management (BPM). The
abstract also encapsulates the mixed-method design and provides concise insights into the empirical outcomes, demonstrating how these variables influence responsible AI governance.
However, there are areas where the abstract can be improved. First, the flow would benefit from a sharper articulation of the practical significance of the findings, particularly how organizations, policymakers, or BPM practitioners can utilize the proposed governance framework. Additionally, the abstract could be strengthened by including a more impactful concluding sentence that
emphasizes the broader implications of adopting ethical oversight structures in AI-driven environments. This enhancement would deepen clarity and increase the abstract’s appeal to a wider academic and professional audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates a strong grounding in contemporary scholarship on AI governance, ethical oversight, and Business Process Management (BPM). It depicts a timely and increasingly critical issue; the governance implications of deploying agentic artificial intelligence within organizational processes using a well structured mixed-methods design that enhances methodological rigor and strengthens the validity of the
findings. The integration of quantitative analysis (via PLS-SEM) with qualitative thematic insights provides a robust triangulation strategy, allowing the study to capture both statistical relationships and contextual managerial interpretations.

The manuscript’s assessment of human autonomy, organizational accountability, and algorithmic transparency reflects a nuanced understanding of socio-technical governance challenges in real-world AI-enabled environments. The argumentation is coherent, the theoretical grounding is well articulated, and the empirical conclusions are logically justified by the data. Importantly, the study situates ethical AI governance as a strategic organizational capability
	







	
	rather than a mere compliance exercise, thereby providing both theoretical depth and practical relevance. Overall, the scientific approach, analytical execution, and resulting interpretations appear accurate, defensible, and aligned with established academic standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional
references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient, relevant, and predominantly recent, with many citations drawn from 2024–2025, which aligns well with contemporary discourse on AI governance, autonomy, and
ethical oversight. The list reflects a thoughtful blend of empirical studies, theoretical works, and domain-specific scholarship, demonstrating good engagement with current debates in AI-enabled BPM. However, while the coverage is strong, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating a few additional recent peer-reviewed publications to further strengthen its grounding—particularly studies that explore empirical governance frameworks, human–AI collaboration dynamics, and post-deployment risks in autonomous AI systems. To enrich the reference base, the following recent works
may be useful additions:

Chowdhury, M. T., Paul, S. K., & Aryal, A. (2025). Human–artificial intelligence collaboration in organizational outcomes: The mediating role of responsible AI. Annals of Operations Research. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10479-025-06534-7

Dignum, V. (2023). Governance by and of AI: Implementing ethical
AI principles. AI and Ethics, 3(1), 1–15.

Rahwan, I., et al. (2022). Machine behaviour: A field of study for understanding AI agents. Nature, 591, 1–12.

These additional references would reinforce the manuscript’s positioning within current scientific conversations and further substantiate its claims on responsible, ethical, and transparent AI governance.
	







	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The authors uses appropriate academic terminology and successfully communicate complex concepts related to AI governance, human autonomy, organizational accountability, and algorithmic transparency. However, there are
some areas where the writing could be improved. Occasional issues
with sentence structure, verbosity, and inconsistent phrasing slightly affect readability. In some sections, long or densely constructed sentences may obscure key points, and a few formatting inconsistencies appear across the manuscript. Refining the text for clarity, conciseness, and coherence would further strengthen the presentation and ensure seamless flow for readers. With minor grammatical, stylistic, and structural adjustments, the manuscript would fully meet the linguistic standards expected in academic publications and effectively communicate its contributions to the scientific and managerial community.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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