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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 article analyses a topic of current relevance about digital transformation, human resource management, and the development of employee competencies. By systematically synthesizing evidence on adaptive, AI-driven reskilling, this empirical study provides a theoretical framework that links organizational technology roadmaps with employee skill gaps. The inclusion of empirical statistical findings (e.g., Vetrivel et al., Passalacqua et al.) and a transparent discussion regarding sample limitations enhance the academic rigor of the work. This article offers highly valuable and practically applicable insights for managers, HR professionals, and researchers navigating workforce transitions in the era of Industry 4.0.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
The article title accurately reflects the scope of the study, the theoretical mechanism under examination, and the primary focus.
	

	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
	5
The abstract outlines the research context and the methods employed, and discusses the empirical results obtained as well as the limitations 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
	5
Keywords have been selected to align with standard indexing terms for AI and personnel management.
	

	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
	5
The necessity for employee reskilling—affecting approximately 50% of the workforce in the context of Industry 4.0—is scientifically substantiated, and the concepts of upskilling and reskilling are distinguished.
	

	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
	5
In the article, the research objective is stated in general terms at the end of the introduction. It indicates that the review examines how adaptive, AI-driven reskilling functions as a connecting mechanism between digital transformation initiatives and the development of employee competencies. However, the introduction does not present specific, numbered research objectives or hypotheses.
	

	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
	5
Fifty relevant studies have been included, covering the latest sources up to 2026 and encompassing diverse methodologies and contexts.
	

	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
	4
The search and selection process (Semantic Scholar, OpenAlex, PRISMA) is presented transparently. The self-audit note adds credibility.
	

	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
	5

The ethics of algorithmic bias, data privacy, and equal opportunity are examined, and an AI declaration by the authors is provided.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        5
A thematic synthesis was conducted systematically and illustrated with detailed, structured tables.
	

	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


	        5
Table 3.1 (characteristics of 50 studies) and Table 3.3 (summary of evidence with confidence levels) provide high analytical value.
	

	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
	        5
The discussion provides an in-depth analysis of contradictions (e.g., partial vs. full automation; explained variance in cross-sectional samples).



	

	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
The conclusions are logical and comprehensive, avoiding unsubstantiated generalizations regarding the long-term impact on employees' work capacity.
	


	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
	          5
Sections 4.4 and 5 detail the limitations regarding self-reporting, the lack of longitudinal studies, and indirect sampling.
	

	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
	           5
More than 50 new and directly relevant academic and scientific sources
	

	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
	          5
Written in fluent, professional academic English.
	




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 of the article clearly, accurately, and concisely reflects the research topic, mechanisms, and scope under discussion.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The summary discusses the background of the review, the key mechanisms examined, empirical findings, limitations, and general conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The manuscript uses a robust methodology that involves semantically and keyword-driven searching in major databases adhering to PRISMA principles and explicitly describes the thematic synthesis of its limitations.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The list of references includes 50 well-rounded and contemporary sources ranging from empirical research papers, systematic reviews to theoretical frameworks published by 2026.
	

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

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

	NO
This is an analysis of academic articles already published. Thus, it is not related to any human subject experiments, clinical trials, or other procedures that could cause ethical issues due to the collection of sensitive information.
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