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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The manuscript fills a significant gap in literature by empirically examining how whistle blowing mechanisms, expert accountants and internal control systems affect fraud prevention in Nigerian public institutions. It has strong implications for governance and anti corruption policy formulation. The study provides statistically robust insights that can guide future academic interventions. The stakeholder based framework emphasises a collaborative approach to enhance integrity and accountability in Nigerian public institutions.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title of the article is very much suitable as it reflects the key theme of the paper. However, it is too lengthy. Also, no acronyms or abbreviations to be used in the title unless they are in general use like NASA etc.  Alternative title suggestion is 
“Bridging the Integrity Gap: A stakeholder Approach  to Whistle blower  Engagement in combating Fraud in Public Institutions in Nigeria” 
	

	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 is comprehensive. Well defined research problem, properly described research approach – survey design, explained statistical methods used, summarised the findings and given recommendations. However, usage of certain words could have been better.  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	By and large the manuscript is scientifically correct. However, one important issue needs correction/ clarification.

QUOTE

“Table 1 presents the results of a multiple regression analysis of stakeholder approaches towards dealing with whistle-blowers and their effects on combating financial fraud. The determinants in the regression model are mechanisms of whistle-blowing, utilization of expert accountants, and internal control mechanisms as a major dependent construct.”

UNQUOTE

This sentence appears to contain a mis statement with regard to independent variables mentioned as “dependent construct”. In the regression table it shows financial fraud is the dependent variable and others are independent variables.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient references are given and they are fairly recent.
	

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


	The manuscript uses appropriate technical terminology, follows a logical flow .

Requires good review of the long sentences, multiple sentences needlessly combined with punctuation and conjunctions.

I suggest the authors to get it verified by authorized applications like Grammarly or any other such tool.   
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. In the manuscript there is a sub heading 2.1.1 Financial Fraud. The authors must have thought of defining the same or explaining the same but nothing has been written. Either to be completed or the subheading to be removed.
2. In 2.3 Empirical review” while mentioning about previous research their statistical figures are also mentioned which is not usually done. Only their findings are to be written.

3. 2.4 Knowledge Gap – seems to be research gap.  
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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?
	
	

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


	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)
	8.5
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