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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 offers valuable insight into the global landscape of crime prevention research, highlighting patterns of scholarly authorship and regional representation. It fills a gap in meta-research within criminology by quantitatively analyzing publication trends, authorship concentration, and geographic disparities. Such findings are important for identifying systemic inequalities in knowledge production and informing future funding and collaboration policies. It also contributes methodologically by applying bibliometric tools in a criminological context, which is still underutilized in this discipline.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is broadly suitable and clearly communicates the main elements of the study: topic (crime prevention), methodology (bibliometric analysis), and focus (authorship and regional contribution). However, it could be slightly improved for clarity and academic appeal. A suggested alternative:

„Global Trends in Crime Prevention Research: A Bibliometric Analysis of Authorship and Regional Representation“
This revised title enhances clarity by using more standard bibliometric terminology („regional representation“) and signaling a broader analytical scope.
	

	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 adequately outlines the research aim, methodology, and key findings. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. The bibliometric methodology is appropriate for the research question, and the indicators (e.g., publication count, h-index, regional distribution) are standard and well-applied. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate, with most of the literature in the last five years (recent literature). Theoretical or critical works on knowledge inequality and global epistemic asymmetries (e.g., Connell’s „Southern Theory“, or works on decolonizing academic publishing). Bibliometric method texts or recent guides such as:
Aria, M., & Cuccurullo, C. (2017). bibliometrix: An R-tool for comprehensive science mapping analysis, Journal of Informetrics, 11(4), 959-975.

Donthu, N., Kumar, S., et al. (2021). How to conduct a bibliometric analysis: An overview and guidelines, Journal of Business Research, 133, 285-296.
	

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


	The English is mostly suitable, but minor improvements in academic phrasing and grammar are recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a very well-written and well-structured manuscript. The content is thoughtfully organized, and the methodology is clearly presented and consistently applied throughout the paper. The bibliometric analysis is thorough and insightful, offering valuable guidance for future research, particularly in relation to identifying gaps and potential funding opportunities. The visual presentation of the findings is clear and effectively enhances the interpretation of results. Minor attention should be given to technical issues, such as extraneous characters and typographic inconsistencies (e.g., quotation marks), which can be easily addressed during copy-editing. Overall, this is a strong contribution to the field, and I found the manuscript both informative and engaging.
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