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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.


	I personally find this manuscript to be useful, as it gives evidence from the data collected across international markets. It links the traditional accrual-based accounting to the latest detection technology which is Machine Learning. It helps to explain why the governance tools works in some countries and why they do not work in other countries. It provides how earning management, ESG are being manipulated, so that practitioners can be aware of the real-world risks. Moreover, it recommends policy makers to tighten policies, improve disclosure and transparency to boost the financial reporting quality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is suitable but to improve a better impression and interest in reading the Manuscript, my suggestion is to “When machine learning meets earnings management – an international perspective on Governance and market impact”

	

	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.


	Well, it covers most of the necessary aspects like the scope, method, findings and implications. Perhaps it could include the key contributions of the publication and give some key quantifying data with findings. In the keywords, ESG can also be included.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually very sound especially the framing, constructs, directions taken on governance and technology. There are some gaps which must be fixed in order to improve the publication-quality of the manuscript:
1)Explain how you converted your findings into table ratings like how you counted the votes, thresholds used and whether finding are within study or not?
2)Real EM are becoming common – what is the evidence, cite the industry that is common
3) IFRS reduces aggressive EM – how? Is it when enforcement is strong and the company has few incentives to game the rules?

4) When Governance is rated – High/very high – how is this rated? Specifying the design applied behind the evidence – results might look biased due to the cause and effect are tangled.

No risk-of -bias/ quality assessment for observational studies

5) If you think ML outperforms the traditional accrual models – add caveats such as class imbalance, overfitting or interpretability, cross-market validation etc.
6) 3.3 is duplicated – I think the business Continuity plan should be Corporate Governance Framework
7) Period focus is 2023 to 2025 but summarised studies used data from 2010 to 2020
8) used systemic and systematically ambiguously – need fixes – means different

9)SG-EM and ESG-EM – if typo -error, fix it

10)Accuracy rates for detection method – no definition and validation splits

11) No distinction is shown between ESG disclosure quality and ESG performance – they are different in EM

12) Grammatical errors found – request proof-reading
13) Keys words should include ESG and machine learning

14) Table cites studies but do not link table entries to specific designs/samples

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	“Cai & [Coauthor] – incomplete referencing. You can add more references for systematic review.
	

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


	Clear but must improve standard by fixing grammatical and typo errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Inconsistent scope and low methodological transparency, ambiguous systematic framing, undefined coding for table ratings, claims of “effectiveness and accuracy” without clear coding rules, validation samples. The conclusion seemed stronger than the evidence shown in the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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