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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 is important because it provides a comprehensive understanding of how robotics and automation are transforming industries, labor markets, and economic systems in the era of Industry 4.0. It highlights both the benefits, such as productivity and innovation, and the challenges, including job displacement and inequality. The study also offers practical insights and policy recommendations that can support sustainable and inclusive technological development.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	[bookmark: _Hlk229048415]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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, relevant, and appropriate for the study. It clearly reflects the main focus of the paper by highlighting robotics, automation, Industry 4.0, workforce implications, and economic perspectives. The title is also informative and gives readers a good understanding of what to expect from the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract gives a clear and comprehensive summary of the paper. It explains the main focus of the study, including the technological trends, workforce implications, and economic effects of robotics and automation in Industry 4.0. The objectives and overall direction of the manuscript are well presented, although the abstract could be slightly more concise and include clearer mention of the key findings or contributions of the study.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The keywords are clear, relevant, and closely related to the main topics discussed in the paper. They effectively capture the focus of the study, including robotics, automation, Industry 4.0, artificial intelligence, labor markets, and economic transformation. These keywords are also useful for helping readers and researchers easily identify the article in academic searches and databases.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background section is well written, informative, and logically organized. It clearly explains the development of industrial revolutions and provides a strong foundation for understanding the role of robotics and automation in Industry 4.0. The flow of information is smooth and helps readers easily understand the context and importance of the study.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The objectives of the paper are clearly presented and easy to understand. The study clearly explains its focus on technological trends, workforce changes, and the economic impact of robotics and automation in Industry 4.0. The objectives are well connected to the overall content and direction of the manuscript.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant, informative, and closely aligned with the focus of the study. It uses recent and appropriate references to discuss key topics such as Industry 4.0, robotics, automation, workforce transformation, and economic impacts. The review also helps build a strong foundation for the study by connecting existing research with the objectives of the paper.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is current and up to date, with most of the references coming from recent studies published between 2023 and 2026. This helps strengthen the quality and relevance of the paper by ensuring that the discussion reflects the latest trends and developments in Industry 4.0, robotics, and automation.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The paper uses a wide range of relevant and recent sources, but the process used to collect and select the literature is not explained clearly enough. Important details such as the databases searched, keywords used, and criteria for selecting studies are not fully described. Including a clearer explanation of the literature search process would improve the transparency and strength of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The paper shows a good level of critical analysis by discussing both the benefits and challenges of robotics and automation in Industry 4.0. It goes beyond simple description by addressing issues such as productivity, workforce changes, job displacement, and inequality. However, the analysis could be improved further by including more detailed comparisons of different studies and a deeper discussion of conflicting viewpoints in the literature.

	

	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

	Rating: 4 = Good
The paper does a good job of identifying important research gaps and future directions related to robotics and automation in Industry 4.0. It highlights areas that need further study, especially the connection between technology, workforce changes, and economic outcomes. The manuscript also points to future challenges such as skills development, inequality, and sustainable adoption of automation, although these future directions could be explained more clearly and in greater detail

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are clear, logical, and consistent with the discussions presented in the paper. They effectively summarize the main points related to robotics, automation, workforce transformation, and economic impacts in Industry 4.0. The conclusion also provides a balanced view by highlighting both the benefits and challenges of technological advancement.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The paper discusses different challenges related to robotics and automation, but the specific limitations of the study are not clearly presented. Limitations such as the use of secondary sources, lack of primary data, and limited empirical analysis could be discussed more directly. Including a dedicated limitations section would make the study more transparent and academically stronger

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The paper uses a good range of recent and relevant references from peer-reviewed and reputable academic sources. Most of the studies cited are closely related to robotics, automation, Industry 4.0, and workforce transformation, which strengthens the quality of the manuscript. However, a few very recent or future-dated references may need additional verification to ensure consistency and authenticity.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally written in clear and easy-to-understand language. The ideas are presented in a logical way, and the academic writing style is appropriate for the topic. However, there are a few minor grammatical errors, formatting issues, and repeated points in some sections that could be improved with additional proofreading and editing.

	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	[bookmark: _Hlk229048504]Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is appropriate and clearly matches the content of the paper. It effectively highlights the main themes of the study, including robotics, automation, Industry 4.0, workforce changes, and economic perspectives, making it easy for readers to understand the focus of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is clear and comprehensive. It gives a good overview of the study by summarizing the main topics, objectives, and key discussions related to robotics, automation, workforce implications, and economic perspectives in Industry 4.0.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically accurate and well supported by relevant literature on robotics, automation, and Industry 4.0. The discussions and conclusions are logical and consistent with the objectives of the study. However, some references and citation details should be reviewed carefully, and a clearer explanation of the literature review methodology would further improve the scientific quality of the paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript includes a good number of relevant and up-to-date references, with many sources published in recent years. The references are closely related to the topics discussed in the paper, including robotics, automation, Industry 4.0, labor markets, and economic transformation. This helps strengthen the credibility and overall quality of the study.
	

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

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

	No significant ethical issues were found in this manuscript. The study is based on published literature and does not involve human participants, personal data, or animal experiments. The manuscript also includes clear statements regarding conflicts of interest, ethical approval and data availability
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript provides a clear and well-organized discussion of robotics and automation in the era of Industry 4.0. It successfully connects technological developments with workforce and economic impacts, making the study relevant and valuable for both academic and practical discussions. The paper is supported by recent literature and presents balanced arguments on the opportunities and challenges of automation. However, the study could be strengthened by providing a clearer explanation of the literature review methodology, adding deeper critical analysis, and including a more direct discussion of the study’s limitations. Minor proofreading and careful verification of a few references are also recommended to improve the overall quality of the manuscript.
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