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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 matters because it shines a light on a corner of fraud research that usually gets ignored, small businesses in the United States. Most studies either chase big corporations or focus on developing countries, leaving a huge gap in our understanding of how audit failures actually play out in lean, informally run American firms. What I really appreciate here is that the authors didn't just rehash common sense; they ran the numbers and found a strong, quantifiable link (β = 0.850) between specific audit weaknesses and fraud risk. For other researchers, this offers a clean, replicable framework ,survey design, agency theory lens, regression model, that can be tested across different industries or regions. It also quietly challenges the cozy assumption that trust and close relationships are enough to keep small businesses safe. So scientifically, it's not a flashy breakthrough, but it's a solid, useful brick in a wall that badly needed building.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Yeah, it’s good. Tells you exactly what the paper is about. No confusion.
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Pretty solid. Covers the essentials. Could have mentioned the sample size (250) upfront, but not a big deal.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Works fine. “Internal Audit, Fraud Risk, Small Enterprises” – does the job.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Really well done. Sets the scene nicely for why small businesses are vulnerable.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Yes. Very clear. Hypothesis is right there at the end of the theory section.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Mostly yes. Good mix of recent papers (2022–2026). A few older ones are fine because they’re classics.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Acceptable for what they’re trying to do. Snowball sampling has limits, but they acknowledge that.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – This is a bit thin. No mention of informed consent or IRB. Probably fine but should be added.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Very clear. Tables are easy to read, and the regression output is explained well.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Yes. No unnecessary fluff. Each table adds something.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Surprisingly good. They actually compare their results to previous studies, not just repeat them
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Yes. The R-squared (0.73) and beta (0.85) back up what they’re claiming.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Yes. They’re honest about self-reporting bias and small sample size. Refreshing.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Plenty of references. Could use maybe one more U.S.-specific small biz fraud study, but not a dealbreaker.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Yes. Reads smoothly. No weird jargon or overly complex sentences.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes – no complaints here. It’s descriptive and honest.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes – but, I’d add the sample size
(250) in the abstract itself. Saves the reader from hunting for it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes – the logic flows. Hypothesis testing is appropriate.
They don’t overclaim causality, which is nice to see.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes – enough recent work (2024, 2025, 2026). The older Jensen & Meckling paper is fine since it’s foundational. No red flags.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No – nothing obvious. Anonymous survey, no coercion. But they should explicitly mention informed consent next time.
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	This paper is actually pretty good. I wasn’t expecting much from the title, but it delivers. The topic is relevant, most audit research ignores tiny businesses, and this fills a real gap. The stats are solid (R² = 0.73 is impressive for survey data), and they don’t try to oversell.
A few small things before publication:
1. Add a line about informed consent / IRB in the methodology. It’s probably fine, but journals are getting strict about this.
2. The abstract would benefit from the exact sample size (250).
Maybe one more U.S.-focused reference on small enterprise fraud, just to ground it better.
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