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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 addresses an important and emerging area within accounting research - forensic accounting using bibliometric techniques. The study contributes to the scientific community by mapping the intellectual structure, thematic evolution, and global research trends in forensic accounting over a long-time horizon (1969-2026). Such analyses are valuable for scholars seeking to identify research gaps, influential authors, and evolving methodological directions, particularly in the context of increasing financial fraud and digital transformation. However, while the topic is relevant and timely, the manuscript requires significant improvement in methodological transparency, analytical depth, and academic rigor to meet international journal standards.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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
	3
	





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 could be improved. I suggest that title be refine to: A Bibliometric Analysis of Forensic Accounting Research: Evidence from Scopus (1969-2026). 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, here are suggestions for improvement:
Include data size (number of documents analyzed) 
Specify bibliometric tools/software (e.g., RStudio, Bibliometrix, VOSviewer) 
Highlight key metrics (citations, co-authorship, keyword co-occurrence) 
Present clear contributions and implications.  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY (Needs Improvement), here are suggestions:
Provide a clear bibliometric methodology framework 
Include: 
Search string used in Scopus 
Inclusion/exclusion criteria 
Time filtering justification 
Data cleaning process 
Present visual outputs (networks, clusters, thematic maps) 
Improve analytical rigor beyond descriptive summaries. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, here are some Suggestions:
Include recent studies (2023–2025) on: 
Digital forensics 
AI in forensic accounting 
Fraud analytics and fintech 
Ensure proper citation formatting (remove broken/dummy links) 
Increase high-impact journal sources (Scopus/WoS indexed). 
	

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

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

	NO
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic but currently lacks methodological rigor, analytical depth, and publication-quality presentation. The bibliometric approach is appropriate; however, the execution is weak and incomplete. Substantial revision is required, particularly in the methodology, data visualization, literature synthesis, and discussion of implications. I recommend major revision before reconsideration.
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