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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 addresses a topic of genuine relevance to the scientific community  how AI-enabled chatbots and conversational assistants shape customer experience in e-marketing, with particular attention to the Jordanian context, which remains underrepresented in the literature. The attempt to synthesise a fragmented body of Jordanian evidence, read against the more established international literature on anthropomorphism, trust and service failure, is a useful exercise. However, the manuscript's contribution is primarily synthetic rather than methodologically novel: it is a critical narrative review rather than a meta-analysis or original empirical study, which inherently limits the strength of the conclusions that can be drawn. The manuscript's value depends heavily on the rigour with which the included studies are methodologically appraised, particularly given the authors' own acknowledgement that the Jordanian literature is dominated by cross-sectional self-report surveys, convenience sampling and PLS structural equation modelling. Provided these limitations are clearly foregrounded and the recommendations for future research remain proportionate to the actual quality of the underlying evidence, the review can nonetheless serve as a useful reference point for guiding future empirical work particularly experimental and longitudinal studies  on conversational AI in Arabic-speaking emerging markets.
	



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 paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Accurate and specific, but somewhat long.
	

	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 = Excellent
Covers scope, methods, key findings, and a clear conditional conclusion with future directions  unusually complete.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Relevant and searchable, though generic terms like "customer satisfaction" add limited discriminating value.
	

	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 = Excellent
Introduction moves logically from global evidence to the Jordanian context, with a clearly stated gap.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Section 1.1 states scope and research gap clearly, though the objectives could be phrased as more explicit, numbered aims.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Strong integration of Jordanian and international studies directly tied to the review's mechanisms.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Search period runs to June 2026 and includes several 2024–2026 sources, though some foundational citations (2018–2021) are necessarily older.
	

	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
	4 = Good
Databases, search period, and screening approach are described (Section 2), though it lacks a PRISMA-type flow diagram or exact search-term/Boolean detail  reasonable for a narrative review but not exhaustive.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
A clear strength the review explicitly flags methodological weaknesses (e.g., the Hashem 2025 sampling inconsistency) rather than merely summarizing findings.
	

	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

	5 = Excellent
Section 10 gives detailed, prioritized, well-justified future research directions.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Conclusions follow directly from the evidence synthesized and are appropriately hedged rather than overstated.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
Section 12 is candid about selection bias, language restriction, and lack of quantitative synthesis.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
Reference list consists of peer-reviewed journal articles with DOIs from reputable outlets.
	

	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
	4 = Good
Generally clear academic prose, though dense and long paragraphs in places (e.g., Section 7) could be tightened for readability.
	



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 accurately reflects the content, methodology (critical narrative review) and geographic focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract covers the problem statement, methodology, key findings, limitations and future directions in a balanced way.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. Claims are supported by appropriate sources, the proposed mechanisms are consistent with the cited literature, and the authors avoid overgeneralization by consistently flagging methodological limitations in the included studies (non-probability sampling, cross-sectional data, inconsistencies such as the one noted in Hashem, 2025).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The bibliography includes over 30 references, predominantly from peer-reviewed journals with DOIs, including several 2024–2026 publications, while retaining necessary foundational references (2018–2021)
	

	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 a narrative literature review; no primary data collection involving human subjects was conducted. A Declaration of AI Use (Grammarly, ChatGPT) is appropriately included, clarifying that these tools were used only for grammatical refinement and reference formatting, with the authors accepting full responsibility for the content.
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