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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 contributes to a very important issue: the rising concern of misinformation and disinformation in professional and institutional settings. Situating professional skepticism within ethics, psychology, and governance provides an interdisciplinary framework useful in helping scholars and practitioners understand how critical inquiry can act to improve decision-making and organizational transparency. Valuable comparative insights arise from the combining of local, Cameroon-based case studies with global case studies, thus broadening the applicability of the research in varied settings. The actionable nature of the study, in the form of recommendations aimed at embedding skepticism into both training and governance frameworks, makes it valuable for advancing research and policy development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Managing Misinformation and Disinformation through Professional Skepticism” is appropriate and reflects both the scope and contents of the paper.

Suggested alternative: "Professional Skepticism as a Framework for Managing Misinformation and Disinformation in Organizational Governance."
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is also well-structured and comprehensive, covering background information, case studies, theoretical grounding, and key findings. It summarizes the importance of professional skepticism for addressing misinformation and disinformation. However, the abstract would have been more complete with a brief description of the methodological approach adopted in the research study, which is a qualitative case study, and the practical recommendations put forward within the study itself.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. A logical argument with a robust theoretical basis and empirical case studies serves as its base. The integration of ethical theory, information theory, cognitive psychology, and fraud models into the analysis is appropriate to support the conclusions. The discussion and conclusions are indeed consistent with the objectives and data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are current, relevant, and from reputable scholarly and institutional sources, including WHO, OECD, and peer-reviewed journals. The inclusion of 2017–2024 ensures contemporary relevance. If relevant, recent works could be added pertaining to either AI-driven misinformation detection or digital literacy from 2023–2025 to further bolster the reference list.
	

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


	Yes, the language and the academic tone are suitable for scholarly publication. The writing is clear, cohesive, and without grammatical or stylistic errors. The manuscript sustains an appropriate professional, academic tone for an international readership.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is timely and relevant because it points to one of the most compelling challenges in today's information environment: misinformation and disinformation. The interdisciplinary approach undertaken in this paper deepens and adds novelty to the discussion on professional skepticism, thereby combining ethics, psychology, and governance. The case studies from CBC Health Services and MBV Consulting Group further enhance the paper by providing grounded and context-specific insights. The writing is clear, the arguments are coherent, and the recommendations are practical and policy-oriented. Overall, this is a well-developed and meaningful contribution that will be beneficial to researchers, educators, and professionals who take an interest in ethics, governance, and information integrity.
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