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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.

	Indeed, the presented manuscript constitutes a groundbreaking study of forensic accounting research for the scientific community since it is the first comprehensive bibliometric mapping of the literature in question during almost sixty years of its existence (from 1969 to 2026). In addition, by detecting the paradigm shift in the direction from traditional techniques of fraud detection to the more technological sphere, including digital forensics and artificial intelligence implementation, this bibliometric analysis identifies several major emerging fields that need to be addressed by academic researchers with urgency, in particular, the use of data analytics and blockchain technologies in the process of investigative accounting. Moreover, the current analysis identifies certain geographic trends in literature production, particularly, the significant role played by the USA and the growing importance of Southeast Asia, at the same time indicating fragmented international scientific collaboration. Thus, for further scientific cooperation and exchange of knowledge, there are several crucial opportunities provided by this manuscript, especially the need for the further investigation of digital evidence processing techniques and automation ethics.
	





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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The title “Bibliometric Analysis of Forensic Accounting Using the Scopus Database” is adequate and relevant for the article. The use of bibliometric analysis, forensic accounting, and Scopus database are accurately reflected in the title. However, the title can be improved by indicating the time period under investigation (1969–2026) and the specific aspects that will be addressed (such as trends, themes, and collaboration patterns). This makes it a “Good” title instead of an “Excellent” one.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

Abstract is relatively complete as it contains information about the background of the research, methods used (bibliometric analysis via RStudio and Scopus from 1969 till 2026), its main goals, and the principal findings, which include paradigm shift from traditional forensics to digital one, geographical shift of researches from the USA to Southeast Asia, and the importance of internal controls. On the other hand, it lacks some numbers that could be included to make it more informative. For instance, it could mention how many documents have been examined (770). Mentioning of software used for the study (Biblioshiny) and the most important conclusion would make the abstract even better.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The selected keywords are partly relevant but contain significant drawbacks. For example, "digital forensics" conveys a major conclusion (paradigm shift), while "financial and non-financial fraud" is relevant to the scope of the research. Still, there are some crucial keywords missing in order to make the paper searchable and informative (bibliometric analysis, forensic accounting, Scopus). The use of "RStudio" as a keyword is not very effective since it indicates the software used in this study, while it would be better to mention such themes as "internal control," "fraud detection," and others that follow from the findings. Although the chosen keywords do not create a false impression about the content of the paper, their selection could be improved.
	

	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
	Grade: 4 (Good)

The background information is well-researched and clearly indicates an understanding of the literature on forensic accounting. The introduction manages to explain the concept of forensic accounting, its history, functions, skills, modernization through AI and big data, and how bibliometrics mapping has been growing in significance recently. However, the presentation appears rather heavy-handed and a bit redundant since some of the ideas are stated repeatedly without being properly subdivided or broken up with headings. In addition, there seems to be some lack of focus in moving from general information about forensic accounting to the justification for carrying out a particular study. The material provided is definitely enough, but a better structure would make it excellent.
	

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

All five research goals have been clearly and explicitly mentioned at the end of the introductory part in the form of numbered bullet points. Each goal is precise, operational, and focused on bibliometrics, which include analyzing the increasing trend over a particular time period (1969-2026), identifying prominent authors, affiliation, countries; identifying prominent fields; examining the conceptual framework through co-occurrence and/or co-citation analysis, and analyzing trends. The goals are well arranged, unambiguous, and all cover necessary aspects of bibliometric analysis; hence, they can easily be evaluated.
	

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

While the literature review addresses key concepts within the realm of forensic accounting (such as regulatory changes, competencies of forensic accountants, causes of fraud, the Enron scandal, Benford’s law, the fraud triangle), it lacks relevance to the methodology used in this particular study. A relevant literature review for conducting bibliometrics would be one which: (1) references previous bibliometric/systematic reviews of the field of forensic accounting; (2) outlines the areas in which existing maps of the intellectual framework of this field lack information; and (3) explains why quantitative analysis of publications in the area is required. This literature review can rather be seen as an introductory one which touches upon some of the major themes associated with forensic accounting. Therefore, no strong rationale as to the appropriateness of the methodology is provided.
	

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

The literature review includes an acceptable amount of recent literature, with numerous sources cited from 2023, 2024, and even 2025 (for example, Kumar, 2025; Munandar & Honggowati, 2025; Shanikat & Aldabbas, 2025). It thus proves that the author has acquainted him/herself with the modern scholarship in the field of forensic accounting. Nevertheless, the literature review makes use of some older works from 2006 to 2015 (such as Williams, 2006; Pearson & Singleton, 2008; Bhasin, 2013), which can be quite important yet might have some relatively modern analogues. Furthermore, considering the projected period for the bibliometric analysis up to 2026, there are no very recent bibliometric studies mentioned in 2024 to 2025.
	

	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
	Rating: 1 (Poor)

The literature review methodology (Section 2) fails to give even a brief overview of the literature search methodology. It does not provide information about the databases used, keywords/search strings used in the search process, inclusion/exclusion criteria, or the selection process of cited references. The literature review only consists of an extensive list of references without providing any insight into the methodology used for the literature search. However, it must be noted that the methodology for searching the literature for the bibliometric analysis (in Section 3) is explained in great detail. Nonetheless, it is important to note that literature search methodology for bibliometric analysis is different from that of literature review methodology.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The literature review seems more descriptive in nature compared to being evaluative. It discusses various studies such as regulatory reforms, the abilities of forensic accountants, the causes of fraudulent behavior, the case of Enron, and Benford’s law without making any comments on methodology used, conflicts among studies, and the credibility of sources utilized. The literature review starts off by saying that it “helps identify existing gaps,” although it fails to provide clear examples of literature gaps and evaluates prior literature in a critical manner. It does not provide a comparison of different views, an evaluation of different theoretical models used (such as the fraud triangle model), or a discussion of the generality of the literature reviewed. A critical approach should involve an assessment of the benefits and demerits of earlier literature and its contribution to the current bibliometric analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The research paper does present research gaps and directions for future research. In this regard, one can notice that the authors point out the research gap regarding the limitations of using only one database (Scopus). They suggest that future research in the area should consider integrating another source such as Web of Science or Dimensions as there is an evident need to look at other journals. At the same time, it is suggested that a qualitative review of the topic should be conducted to reveal problems and challenges associated with introducing Blockchain and AI technologies in forensic investigation in developing countries. The fragmentation of the international research collaboration is also pointed out by the authors. Even though research gaps are identified in a less explicit manner (the paper is not focused on that part of the discussion), the paper presents some ideas about the future directions in research, which earns this criterion a good mark.
	

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

Conclusions are sound and based on previous results. In the conclusion, the author mentions those findings that coincide with provided evidence in the paper: USA is the leading donor (see Figure 7 and Table 4), changing geography of studies and focus on Southeast Asia region (due to emergence of Indonesia and Malaysia in publication statistics and affiliations of authors), prevalence of studies about internal control (keyword usage, see Table 6), paradigm shift to digital forensic research post 2018 year (topic trends in Figure 18, use of such keywords as AI, data mining), and fragmentation of collaborations between authors (see Figure 21). It was also appropriate to mention potential limitations of the current study (one database used only) and suggest directions for further research in relation to research topic. Logical connections are valid but it is possible to provide references to figures/tables more accurately, as well as avoid unnecessary generalizations (which are poorly quantified).
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

Although the article mentions limitations, these limitations were only partially and incompletely covered. Specifically, in their conclusion, the authors mention the use of one database (Scopus) only and propose to integrate their study with Web of Science and Dimensions in the future. Yet, there are many other limitations, which have not been mentioned, including: limited to publications in English only, limited to open access sources only, limited to peer-reviewed outputs only, limited by bias associated with Scopus indexing, absence of qualitative component due to the nature of bibliometric analysis, and projection into the future in terms of data collection (March 2026).
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

A great many references used are obtained from peer-reviewed and reliable academic journals, including the likes of the Journal of Financial Crime, Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, Managerial Auditing Journal, Journal of Business Ethics, Expert Systems with Applications, and Issues in Accounting Education, among other reputable titles that are Scopus-listed and go through stringent reviews. The use of recent papers (2023-2025) alongside very cited seminal works, such as Bell & Carcello (2000), indicates an equilibrium between up-to-date information and classic scholarly contribution in the area. Nevertheless, there is a minority of non-strictly peer-reviewed authentic references (i.e., books, non-peer-reviewed research papers, and possibly some conference proceedings), although they are relatively few in number.
	

	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
	Language: Satisfactory (3)

Although it is generally clear, the language of the paper has some issues that hamper its readability. The first paragraph of the introduction is unnecessarily long and repetitive because it covers almost identical points in different sentences. There are also some overly complicated sentences in other parts of the text such as the one that starts with "The demand for continuous adaptation is driven by…" Moreover, the language of the text includes many grammatical mistakes and awkward phrases: "expanding from United States" (it should be "expanding from the United States"), "the role of forensic accountant comes" (it should be "the role of a forensic accountant comes"), "there are many forensic accounting theory" (it should be "theories"), "the study has moved on to" (it should be "field"). The literature review also suffers from insufficient organization.
	





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.
	Definitely yes. The title of the work is relevant because it describes the research methodology used, the field of study, and even the database that will be used for conducting this research.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is not fully comprehensive.

Suggestions for improvement:
Include key numbers, such as the total number of documents reviewed (770), and add a conclusion sentence about the contribution of this study. For example, “This study can be used as a guide for other scholars and professionals, emphasizing the importance of global cooperation and digital forensic technology.” Moreover, highlight at least one finding from the results section, such as the top countries (USA and Indonesia) or the most common term (“internal control”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 NO, there is a major scientific inaccuracy within the manuscript.
According to the manuscript, the data were collected on 7 March 2026 ("The data were collected on 7 March 2026," see Section 3). The analysis refers to the timeframe "from 1969 to 2026" (abstract and methodology). Considering that today is April 2026, it means that the scientists managed to collect data from the future, and it is impossible. This problem casts doubt on the reproducibility and validity of the research.
The suggestion for improving the manuscript: The date of data collection should be changed in order to make sure that it refers to an actual past event (for example, 7 March 2025 or even 7 March 2026, if it is being written from the future). Besides, one should pay attention to the temporal scope of the analysis, as it should be restricted to those years when there was actual information to analyze.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, references are adequate and updated.

There are about 85 references in the manuscript, which is sufficient for an article in bibliometric analysis. The references have been sourced from a wide range of peer-reviewed journal articles, books, and conferences from reputable publishers such as Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, Journal of Financial Crime, Managerial Auditing Journal, Journal of Business Ethics, and Expert Systems with Applications.

As regards to recency, a considerable number of references are from 2023, 2024, and 2025 years, such as (Airout et al., 2024; Al-Raggad et al., 2025; Kumar et al., 2025; Munandar & Honggowati, 2025; Ramadhan et al., 2025; Shanikat & Aldabbas, 2025). It is okay to cite old works since the field of forensic accounting involves the discussion of history, and hence some old references like (Bell & Carcello, 2000; Enofe et al., 2013) should be included.
	

	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

	
This article offers an insightful bibliometric analysis of literature on forensic accounting from the last six decades (1969 to 2026). Among many positive aspects of this study, one may highlight its methodological strength (PRISMA framework; Scopus search with RStudio/Biblioshiny), size of the sample (770 articles), and interesting insights gained through this investigation (digital forensics becoming the mainstream; expansion from North America to Southeastern countries; the importance of internal control topic). The goals and conclusions are explicitly mentioned in the article, and conclusions are logically connected to the results.
Nevertheless, several problems need to be resolved in order to consider the paper publishable:
Inaccuracies in scientific content: Data gathering has been carried out on the day that does not yet exist (7 March 2026). This issue needs to be rectified and other dates should be chosen. Also, the temporal dimension of the research should change correspondingly.
Literature review relevance and critical assessment: Literature review seems to have been performed superficially. Bibliographic material reviewed is rather unrelated to the method under consideration. Besides, no critique of previously published literature has been provided.
Abstract completeness: The abstract must include important quantifiers (e.g., number of documents used for analysis = 770) and a closing remark on the contributions made by the study.
Choice of keywords: Instead of using "RStudio," use "internal control," "fraud detection," or other relevant keywords, like "bibliometric analysis" and "forensic accounting."
Problems with language: Grammatical errors, unclear sentences, and repetition mar the quality of the manuscript.
Limitations: Language restriction to English, open access only, and indexing on Scopus should be stated in the limitations. Lack of qualitative approach is another limitation.
In conclusion, the manuscript has a lot of value and is worthy of publication; however, it needs serious editing.
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