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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely issue: the role of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in shaping India’s developmental trajectory toward the Viksit Bharat-2047 vision. Its primary contribution lies in reframing AI not as an automatic growth catalyst, but as a conditional general-purpose technology whose developmental impact depends on foundational enablers and institutional sequencing. The proposed hierarchical framework of constraints and enablers provides a conceptual lens that can be useful for scholars working at the intersection of technology policy, development economics, and institutional analysis.

The paper is particularly valuable in synthesising sectoral evidence (agriculture, healthcare, manufacturing, and governance) into a unified analytical structure. By moving beyond technological optimism and focusing on systemic complementarities (connectivity, compute, context, competency), the manuscript contributes to the growing literature on digital development and structural transformation in emerging economies. With further methodological refinement and empirical strengthening, it has the potential to offer a meaningful conceptual contribution to development policy scholarship.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title:

Artificial Intelligence and Development in India: A Hierarchical Framework of Enablers, Constraints, and Sequencing

The title is largely suitable and accurately reflects the conceptual focus of the manuscript. It clearly communicates the geographical scope (India) and the analytical emphasis (hierarchical framework, enablers, constraints, sequencing).

However, a slightly sharper formulation could better emphasize the conditional and institutional nature of the argument.

Suggested Alternative Title (optional):

Artificial Intelligence and Structural Transformation in India: A Hierarchical Analysis of Foundational Enablers and Institutional Constraints

This alternative foregrounds structural transformation and institutional dimensions, which are central to the manuscript’s argument.
	

	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 clearly outlines the purpose, framework, sectors covered, and core conclusion that AI is a conditional, not automatic, driver of development. It appropriately emphasizes institutional coherence and foundational enablers.

However, the following improvements are recommended:

Clarity and Language:

Some sentences are grammatically dense (e.g., “computational resources capability capacity”) and should be revised for precision and readability.

Methodological Specification:

The abstract mentions sectoral and institutional analysis but does not explicitly state that the study is based on a systematic narrative review. Including this would enhance transparency.

Explicit Contribution:

The abstract would benefit from one sentence clearly stating the original contribution (i.e., the hierarchical constraint framework).

Reduction of Redundancy:

The phrase “coherent institutional design and sequential resolution of structural constraints” can be streamlined for conciseness.

Overall, the abstract is conceptually strong but would benefit from linguistic refinement and clearer articulation of methodological positioning and contribution.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually coherent and internally consistent. The analytical logic, particularly the hierarchical constraint perspective and the “Four Cs” framework, is sound and aligned with existing literature on digital infrastructure and development economics.

However, several concerns should be addressed:

Empirical Depth:

The paper relies heavily on policy documents, institutional reports, and secondary sources. While acceptable for a narrative review, claims about impact (e.g., productivity improvements, early detection effectiveness) should be more cautiously framed or supported with quantitative evidence where available.

Causal Claims:

At times, the manuscript moves from descriptive institutional documentation to implied causal inference. The distinction between “technological feasibility” and “developmental impact” should be maintained more consistently.

Methodological Transparency:

The systematic narrative review approach should be described in more detail (e.g., inclusion criteria, time frame of documents, selection rationale).

Conceptual Clarification:

The hierarchical modeling reference (interpretive structural modeling) is mentioned but not operationally demonstrated. Either expand this methodological element or present it clearly as a conceptual adaptation.

The manuscript is scientifically grounded but would benefit from stronger methodological rigor and more cautious empirical positioning.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include recent policy documents (2024 - 2025), which strengthens the manuscript’s timeliness.

However, the reference list would benefit from:

Peer-Reviewed Academic Literature:

There is heavy reliance on government reports, institutional publications, and consulting reports (e.g., McKinsey, World Economic Forum). Inclusion of peer-reviewed journal articles on:

· AI as a general-purpose technology,

· Digital public infrastructure,

· Institutional capacity and development economics,

· Technology diffusion in emerging economies,

· would significantly strengthen the scholarly positioning.

Global Comparative Literature:

Adding comparative studies on AI adoption in other developing economies would improve analytical depth.

Overall, references are recent but need stronger academic grounding.
	

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


	The manuscript communicates its ideas clearly but requires substantial language editing before publication. Issues include:

Repetition of words (e.g., “capability capacity”).

Grammatical inconsistencies (articles, subject-verb agreement).

Informal or awkward phrasing (“smoothen its production flows”).

Occasional conceptual redundancy.

A thorough professional language edit is strongly recommended to improve clarity, flow, and scholarly tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The inclusion of visual figures (Figures 1-6) significantly aids the reader in understanding the complex interdependencies between the "Four Cs" and sectoral outcomes. The author should ensure that Figure 3 and Figure 5, which share similar titles in the text, are clearly distinguished in the final layout.
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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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