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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.


	This manuscript addresses a significant and timely issue by exploring the role of artificial intelligence in reducing the tax gap through enhanced auditing practices. As governments worldwide strive to improve tax compliance and revenue collection, the integration of AI offers a transformative approach with the potential to streamline operations, detect fraud, and enhance decision-making. The study contributes to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on the correlation and impact of AI technologies in tax administration, particularly in developing economies. Its findings offer valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners interested in leveraging AI to advance fiscal policy and public financial management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "The Impact of Using Artificial Intelligence in Auditing to Reduce the Tax Gap," is generally clear and reflects the main theme of the paper.
	

	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 generally comprehensive, as it outlines the research aim, methodology, key findings, and significance. However, it could benefit from tightening and rephrasing to enhance clarity and impact. Here are specific suggestions:
What to Revise or Delete:

· Repetition: Phrases like “reducing the tax gap” are overused.

· Lengthy Phrasing: Some sentences are too long and repetitive, reducing readability.

· Vague Terms: Replace general terms like “important role” with more precise wording


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and methodologically sound overall.

The author clearly defined the research problem, formulated hypotheses, and apply a logical methodology to test them. The use of a descriptive-analytical approach combined with statistical analysis (e.g., Pearson correlation, regression analysis using SPSS) is appropriate for examining the relationship between AI in auditing and the tax gap. Reliability testing (via Cronbach’s alpha) confirms the internal consistency of the measurement instrument.

However, to strengthen its scientific rigor, the paper could benefit from:

· Clearer discussion of limitations, such as sampling bias or the generalizability of findings beyond the local context.

· More detailed explanation of the questionnaire design and validation process.

· A more structured discussion section comparing results with previous studies
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are largely sufficient and mostly recent, with many published between 2020 and 2025, which reflects current research trends in artificial intelligence and tax auditing. The authors have cited a variety of sources, including academic journals, systematic reviews, and practical case studies related to AI applications in taxation.
Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Avoid duplicate entries – Some references appear repeated or inconsistently formatted (e.g., Boumediene et al., 2020).

2. Enhance coverage of global tax AI initiatives, such as:

· OECD reports on AI in tax compliance.

· World Bank or IMF publications on digital taxation strategies.

3. Add technical references on AI in auditing, for deeper academic grounding:

· Vasarhelyi, M. A., Kogan, A., & Tuttle, B. M. (2015). Big Data in Accounting: An Overview. Accounting Horizons.

· Appelbaum, D., Kogan, A., & Vasarhelyi, M. A. (2017). Analytics and artificial intelligence in auditing. Journal of Emerging Technologies in Accounting.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are adequate but require improvement to meet the standards of scholarly communication.

Strengths:

· The manuscript communicates the core ideas and methodology clearly.

· Technical terms related to artificial intelligence and tax auditing are appropriately used.

Areas for Improvement:

1. Grammatical Issues: Several sentences are overly long or awkwardly constructed, affecting readability.

2. Repetition: Key phrases such as “reduce the tax gap” and “artificial intelligence in auditing” are repeated excessively and can be rephrased.

3. Tone and Structure: Some parts sound conversational or informal and would benefit from a more academic tone.

4. Punctuation and Flow: Better use of punctuation and transitions would help with sentence flow and coherence.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, scientifically sound, and addresses a highly relevant topic—the use of artificial intelligence in auditing to reduce the tax gap. It offers original insights supported by quantitative analysis. However, improvements in language clarity, reference formatting, and discussion of limitations are needed before publication.

Once revisions are addressed, it would make a valuable contribution to the literature on AI in public finance and auditing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No, there are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript.
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