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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The study of global governance in occupational health and safety is crucial due to the rising complexity of workplace hazards in a globalized world. Understanding these dynamics informs policy-making, strengthens professional collaboration, and fosters knowledge sharing among practitioners. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it’s.
	

	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 demonstrates a relevant and timely topic, but it requires stronger conceptual grounding, clearer methodological coherence, alignment between global claims and national data, and Improved academic rigor and language quality.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript may be strengthened by addressing the following concerns:
· The introduction section does not explicitly state research questions / specific objectives and expected contribution. It could be better if the authors end the introduction with clear research objectives and scope of the study.
· The introduction is excessively long, repetitive, and poorly structured. It reads more like a policy briefing or training manual than a focused scholarly introduction. Authors are suggested to remove excessive legal and historical detail that does not directly support the research question.
· “Global governance” is repeatedly mentioned but never conceptually defined. Authors could explicitly define global governance (e.g., coordination beyond the nation-state).
· The section titled “Material and Methods” does not describe methods. Instead, it presents results, discussion-level explanations, and literature-supported interpretations. This section must be completely rewritten to include study design, population and sampling, data collection instruments, data collection procedures, data analysis procedures, and ethical considerations.
· The manuscript combines results and discussion throughout, making it difficult to distinguish between empirical data, interpretation, and literature-based contextualization. Authors are required to split results and discussion into separate sections. The results section should present data clearly with tables/figures, percentages, and statistical analyses, while the discussion section should interpret findings, relate them to literature, and highlight implications.
· Citations are used throughout results to justify interpretations (e.g., Geminiani 2008, Rothstein 2012, Burton 2010). This blurs lines between empirical results and discussion. Authors are required to remove references from results, and use literature in discussion to contextualize findings. 

· The conclusion section is essentially a repetition of results and discussion, with normative recommendations. Authors are suggested to rewrite conclusion to include key empirical findings, contextual interpretation, limitations, and suggested future research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient, but have inconsistent formatting and style. For example, Entry 1: “F rance” typo and inconsistent conference citation, Entry 9: Citation year 2024, but article Epub date 2013 ( confusing, Entry 10: Quotation marks in title; journal volume/issue inconsistent with APA, Entry 11: Both PMC link and DOI included; APA typically requires DOI only, and some references include full URLs, some don’t. Authors are required to standardize all references in one style, e.g., APA 7th edition. 
	

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


	Acceptable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The publication of this manuscript is contingent upon substantial revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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