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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 is important because it expands fraud risk study to small enterprises, an underexplored area in audit and governance studies. It shows how weaknesses in audit practices increase vulnerability to financial misconduct in resources.
	





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
	The title is okay, the core variables are identifiable, But the word ‘selected ‘is too generic and U.S is grammatically incomplete.
The title could be reframed like this ‘Internal Audit Weaknesses and Fraud Risk: Evidence from Small Enterprises in the United States. Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	The abstract needs improvement. The motivation for the study should be clearly stated and the contribution to the field of knowledge explicitly communicated. Rating scale: 3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate and useful but little improvement. I suggest the researcher should add ‘internal control weaknesses and audit independence’ for better visibility and precision. Rating Scale: 4 
	

	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
	It is sufficient and well organised. It is well structured with research gap clearly stated. Rating Scale: 5 
	

	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
	Yes, the research objective and hypothesis are clearly stated. 
concern: The study is primarily a relationship (associational) study, not a true effect (causal) study. But your wordings currently suggest causality: wordings like increase fraud risk (stated in 2.2 paragragh 3, also used in 4.2, line 1, 5.0 line 1 and in 5.1 line 2) and exacerbate fraud risk (used in last paragraph of the introduction, mentioned also in paragraph 2 of 2.1, found also in paragraph 2, line 8 of 3.0). These are too strong for your design. Instead wordings like positively associated with, significantly related to, predicts fraud risk etc is better.
Below is the objective from the manuscript: 
‘The main objective of this study was to examine the role of internal audit weaknesses in exacerbating fraud risk in U.S. small enterprises’ 
And this is my suggestion:
“The main objective of this study is to examine the relationship between internal audit weaknesses and fraud risk among small enterprises in the United States” 
Rating Scale : 4
	

	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
	Yes, the literature review is relevant, up-to-date and demonstrates strong thematic consistency. Rating Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes, Appropriate for relationship study. The researcher should note that the use of perception-based data, Limits strength of conclusions as such should be cautious in generalisation of findings. Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	No, ethical issues were not addressed in the manuscript and this is a significant omission for academic standards. The study did not mention whether participants agreed voluntarily, how respondents’ identities were protected,
Ethical approval and Data protection statement.
These are expected in any study involving human participants   Rating scale: 1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the results are presented clearly.
Interpretation slightly overstated as it used causal tone “increase fraud risk” as earlier mentioned. Instead use “positively associated with”
	

	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
	Yes, the tables are clear, relevant and necessary.
The tables directly support the study’s objectives:
Table 1 - Descriptive statistics
Table 2 - Regression results
In the table 1- Descriptive statistics, no standard deviation was reported. Only means are shown. This limit understanding of data dispersion. I suggest standard deviation column should be added. Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	Yes, the discussion relates the findings to existing literature but lack connection back to agency theory, it should be improved by explaining how findings support:
1. monitoring role
2. information asymmetry
3. control mechanisms
which are central to Agency Theory. Rating Scale 3
	

	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
	Yes, the conclusions are generally supported by the data, but they are slightly overstated in terms of causality and generalization.  e.g ‘significantly increase fraud risk’ in paragraph 1 of 5.0. Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	Yes, the limitations are addressed including self-reported data, the sampling method, sample size and the scope of variables. However, these points lack explicit detail. For instance, the distinction between perception and reality was not sufficiently emphasized; the study measures perceived fraud risk rather than actual fraud. Also, the model's limitations are not discussed. The study relies on a single independent variable, which should be explicitly noted as a limitation. Rating scale : 4
	

	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
	Yes, the references are generally relevant, recent and sufficient in number. 23 References is very okay. Rating Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear and understandable language.
Rating scale : 5
	





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, but it can be reframed as I suggested earlier in number 1 of part 2.1 of this form
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

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

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

	There are no obvious ethical violations but there is a missing ethical disclosure, which is a concern.
	
















PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This is a well-written and structured paper that tackles an important, under-researched topic. All the manuscript needs are a bit more methodological rigour and deeper analytical insight with minor polishing.
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