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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 carries significant weight for the scientific community as it deepens understanding of the rapidly evolving topic of Big Data Analytics (BDA) and Artificial Intelligence (AI) in auditing. The research goes a step further by associating this technological advancement with the Audit 5. 0 paradigm. The study combines a review of the literature with a fresh empirical study to explain how these technologies make the audit process more streamlined, robust, and better at risk management and decision, making without totally discarding human judgment and ethical oversight. Hence, this paper fulfills a vital gap between theoretical and practical aspects of the issue during this digital transformation period.
Moreover, the paper is made in the midst of ongoing professional and regulatory changes. Examples include the intensification of AI utilization in the Big Four firms, release of ISACA's Advanced in AI Audit certification, and demands for responsible AI integration made by the PCAOB. In such situations, the availability of empirical evidence on the real, world impact of AI tools is limited and scattered. The authors pinpoint fresh openings for research, such as delays in regulation, ethical problems (e. g. , bias and explainability), shortage of skills, and uneven adoption across different contexts, thus laying the groundwork for subsequent work to delve into these problems more deeply and in a more structured way.

Besides, stressing the hybrid human, AI model core of Audit 5. 0a notion that is being developed in recent ethnographic and conceptual worksthe study thus contributes to the further development of technology, augmented assurance practices. Therefore, it can be considered 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes this title is suitable and well-aligned with the paper's content


	

	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 paper's abstract is quite comprehensive for its limited space and has done a good job of covering various sections: background (digital business models, data explosion, challenges for traditional auditing), objective (examining BDA and AI's influence on internal/external auditing in the Audit 5.0 context, impacts on quality/risk/decision, making, auditor roles/competencies/standards), research method (mixed, method: systematic literature review + empirical analysis via SEM/statistical tests in finance/tech sectors), key results (superior performance metrics like 96% accuracy, fraud detection time reduction from 72 to 12 hours, productivity gains, continuous auditing, security, trust), and implications (fundamental shift to intelligent auditing + need for competencies/regulatory alignment). Besides, it has included appropriate keywords.

Suggested Additions / Modifications

Add balance: Briefly mention the major challenges (e. g. , "In fact, there are still some challenges related to algorithmic bias, explainability, skill gaps, and regulatory lags. ") to indicate that the paper has a nuanced consideration of the issue.

Clarify claims: Instead of directly stating the empirical part of the paper because it is perception, based, change the impressive metrics (96% accuracy, time reduction) as coming from "integrated literature" or "illustrative evidence".

Fix method description: What is more accurate is changing the method part, from "mixed, method with structural equation modeling" to "systematic literature review combined with quantitative empirical analysis (survey data and statistical modeling)".

These minor modifications help make it more transparent, balanced, and consistent.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Indeed, the manuscript is scientifically plausible and its key points are essentially in line with the existing literature, however, it is still marked with significant limitations related to empirical rigor, precision, and consistency that render the manuscript neither fully robust nor "scientifically impeccable. "

In short, the manuscript is scientifically sound as a conceptual/theoretical work that portrays new trends in digital auditing but the empirical part diminishes the overall correctness because of contradictory claims, unclear methods, and an exaggeration possibly. By a more explicit metric attribution (e. g. , to the literature), a reconciled methodology, and a more cautious framing of Audit 5. 0, it would be on a much stronger scientific basis. As it is now, it is quite suitable for exploratory/discussion purposes, but it requires revisions to be up to the highest academic standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the paper are sufficient both in number and the scope
for a literature review covering digital auditing, BDA, AI, and the progression toward Audit 5. 0.

While the paper is supported by over 40 citations, it appears to be mainly based on the work of the top scholars in the field (e. g. , Alles, Vasarhelyi, Appelbaum, Kokina, Brown, Liburd, Fedyk) from 2012 to 2025.

Major classics (e. g. , 2015, BDA/continuous auditing works from Alles, Vasarhelyi) are used to provide a solid historical base, whereas the latest articles (e. g. , 2024, 2025, Orero, Blat, Tosi, Hakami, Applied Sciences, SpringerOpen) demonstrate that the author is aware of the ongoing changes in digital transformation, AI adoption, and Audit 5. 0 concepts.

The reference list is reasonable but could be improved: Approximately half of the references are from 2020 onwards and there are a couple of 2024, 2025 that reflect new topics, human, AI collaboration, ethical issues, and Industry 5. 0, inspired auditing. However, given the extremely rapid changes in AI in auditing (e. g. , generative AI, edge AI, explainable AI, regulatory responses), the reference list has some of the very latest 2025 publications missing which focus on "Audit 5. 0" concepts or empirical AI applications.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication but fall short of top-tier journal standards.
The article's language and level of English are, to a large extent, appropriate for academic communication although they are not quite of the standard expected in top, tier journals.

The article is formal and clear and, in general, technically accurate, however, it is not without issues: there are minor grammatical mistakes, some awkward phrasing, the text is unnecessarily repeated, the context is not consistent (e. g. , US vs. Nigeria), and there are some instances of non, idiomatic expressions.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This article gives a very timely and extended coverage of Audit 5. 0 as a human, centric, technologically, driven evolution of auditing. It very well maps the transformation potential of Big Data Analytics and AI in the areas of audit quality, audit efficiency, continuous audit, and decision, making.

It offers a very solid literature review and presents a fair discussion of the positive sides together with the real challenges (e. g. skill gaps, ethics, explainability, regulatory lags) thus it is a good piece of work contributing to the discourse on digital transformation in auditing.
Missing items are Diagram, data tables
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