Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Economics, Business and Accounting

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJEBA_132715

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Public Emergencies, Corporate Cash Holdings, and Analysts’ Forecast Bias

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Yes, the manuscript delves into the impact of Public Emergencies, Corporate Cash Holdings, and Analysts’ Forecast Bias. Although this subject has been addressed in previous literature, each study has approached this issue from a distinct perspective. Therefore, this manuscript is pertinent to ongoing research in the country's scope.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, because the title has not yet reflected the research issues. The title of the topic can be rewritten as: Factors Affecting Accuracy of Analysts’ Forecast.
	

	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.


	No, because the abstract is unclear about the purpose, methodology, results, and suggestions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, because the basic structure of the research article includes an introduction, literature review, methods, results, discussion, and conclusion, thus, the manuscript has no discussion section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The authors have not identified any significant gaps in the existing literature that could justify the continuation of this research. This oversight suggests a lack of originality and insufficient engagement with the current academic discourse.

2. Introduction: The introduction lacks key components such as clear objectives, motivation, methods, contributions, and research questions. Instead, it primarily lists previous studies without providing a strong foundation for the research.

3. The manuscript lacks a clear gap in the literature review. This section is essential and should address relevant issues in a logical sequence with a clear purpose and hypothesis formulation, but this section does not deal with hypothesis development.

4. The methodology section lacks specific research methods such as models, research methods, and hypotheses tests. The manuscript should describe the study's algorithm and provide primary data for calculations or indicate the sources of their receipt. The Results section should include the results obtained, their economic interpretation, explanation, and justification. If hypotheses were predicted, provide the results of their verification.

5. Discussion of Results: The discussion does not fully explore the implications of the author(s)' findings for both practice and theory. This section does not provide scientific and practical values for researchers and scholars in this field. In particular, the author(s) has not provided the results of model testing and forecasting models as mentioned in the methodology section.

5. The implications for research, practice and/or society are crucial as it is the article's core. Here, the authors need to present not just the findings (which may include analytics, systematization, and calculations) but also provide an economic interpretation, explanation, and justification of those results. If any hypotheses were made, this section should include a discussion on their verification, indicating whether each hypothesis was accepted or rejected. 
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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?
	No
	

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


	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)
	6
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