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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.


	This research is of undeniable interest to the scientific community because it deals with a topical issue: the issue of fraud in public administrations and its impact on their organizational performance. Faced with the silence observed due to the fear of denouncing acts of fraud, an approach by stakeholders, particularly whistleblowers, seems relevant to collect relevant information on acts of fraud.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes

	

	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 summary would benefit from being completed by specifying the methodological approach and the sampling method. In terms of results, concerning the heads of services and accountants who make the denunciation, no perspective concerning their protection is formulated.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. However, it is worth highlighting a few shortcomings: 
· The concept of stakeholders is not presented and the stakeholder theory has not been mobilized. well as theories of governance 
· The methodology is incomplete. 
· The results are too synthetic and somewhat dense, which reduces their understanding. It is difficult to know the hypothesis tested and the result obtained since the regression equation is not presented. In addition, there are parentheses that are empty.
·  The conclusion should recall the methodology and present the limitations and perspectives
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficiently recent but should be completed with the authors on the stakeholders and the eponymous theory (Edward Freeman, Samuel Mercier, Yvon Pesqueux, Françoise Quairel, Jean Pascal Gond and others). 

The same is true of theories on governance (shareholder and partnership)
	

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


	Yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

NO
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
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