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	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.


	The Scientific Community's Significance

Three significant contributions are made by this manuscript:

• Addresses a crucial gap in developing economies where corruption has a significant negative influence on governance and development by empirically validating anti-fraud measures in Nigeria's public sector.

• Provides actionable insights for policymakers in comparable situations by identifying stakeholder-driven remedies (internal controls, whistleblower protections, and professional accountants) that improve accountability.

• Enhances the worldwide conversation on institutional fraud prevention by putting Moral Disengagement Theory to the test in a non-Western context, bridging theory and practice. Its emphasis on Nigeria's distinct sociopolitical environment provides background that is frequently lacking in popular literature
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Current title is "BRIDGING THE INTEGRITY GAP: A STAKEHOLDER APPROACH TO WHISTLE-BLOWER ENGAGEMENT IN COMBATING FRAUD IN FEDERAL MINISTRIES, DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES IN NIGERIA (MDAs)"

Evaluation: Although the title is accurate, it is quite wordy. Although it accurately conveys the study's objective, it might be made more impactful by streamlining it.
Suggested Title: "Bridging the Integrity Gap: Stakeholder Engagement of Whistle-Blowers Against Fraud in Nigerian MDAs"

Justification: Shorter while keeping important ideas (fraud, Nigerian MDAs, whistleblowing, and stakeholder approach).
	

	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.


	Strengths: • Clearly articulates the study problem, methodology (based on a survey of 285 HODs and accountants), and important conclusions (importance of internal controls and whistleblowing; conditional role of accountants). 
• Offers helpful advice in the end. 
Enhancements Recommended: 
• Provide background: Give a brief explanation of the high risk factors for Nigeria's MDAs, such as systematic corruption and budgetary anomalies. 
• Make sampling clear: "Ondo State, Nigeria" should be mentioned specifically to put generalizability constraints in context. 
• Clarify conclusions: Indicate that "supporting institutional frameworks" are necessary for accountant skills (words like "conditional role" are too general and less effective). 
• For improved indexing, add "public sector" or "Nigeria" to your keywords.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Strengths: • Methodology: Strong correlations between internal controls and fraud reduction and whistleblowing are supported by robust regression analysis (F-statistic = 15.325, p<0.001; R2 = 0.5614).
• Theoretical foundation: Institutional dread and silence are suitably contextualized by Moral Disengagement Theory. 

• Noted are the following limitations: Purposive sampling restricts generalizability; accountant expertise is not significant (p=0.0621). 
Issues: 
• Generalizability: Results are state-specific (Ondo); caution should be exercised when making national assertions. 
• Endogeneity risk: Unmeasured confounders, such as organizational culture, may be correlated with the independent variable of fraud incidence. 
• 1.3821 Durbin-Watson: The authors should address the suggestion of potential autocorrelation. 
• Ethical supervision: There is no reference to informed consent or IRB approval for sensitive fraud-related data.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Strengths: • Recency: 92% of citations show that the author is up to date with current research.
• Contextual relevance: Nigerian studies (e.g., Yahaya 2024; Apalowowa 2025) are heavily emphasized. 

Gaps and Recommendations: • Foundational theories: Not included are important studies such as Near & Miceli (1985) on the efficacy of whistleblowers. 
A study on stakeholder theory by Freeman (1984). 
• International comparisons: Include studies on whistleblowing in comparable economies (e.g., Chaudhuri & Rey, 2021*, *"Whistle-Blowing in the Developing World"). 
• Nigerian policy: For local context, include the *"Whistle-blower Protection Bill (2019)"*.


	

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


	· Overall: Academic English is functional but requires polishing. Syntax is occasionally convoluted, and grammatical errors (e.g., subject-verb agreement, article misuse) appear throughout.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	N/A
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	N/A
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Accept As It Is: (9)
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