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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	To explain why financial fraud affects bank performance, the manuscript focuses on a policy-relevant, persistent issue in emerging economic systems and directly uses forensic accounting as a moderating variable. Its narrow focus on Nigerian Deposit Money Banks provides empirical data on fraud rates, regulatory capacity, and digital banking threats, which are under-researched in the global literature. The study achieves this by integrating panel regression and Granger causality analysis, which are methodologically more rigorous than the descriptive evaluations standard in banking studies on fraud. Scholars, regulators, and other individuals interested in accounting, finance, and governance can find the results helpful in their efforts to provide evidence-based reasons for institutionalizing forensic accounting practices in emerging markets.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and depicts the primary variables, context, and industry under analysis. 

Nonetheless, it may be refined more clearly. One of the alternative titles can be:
Financial Fraud, Forensic Accounting, and Corporate Performance of Deposit Money Banks in Nigeria: Panel Data and Causality Test Evidence.

However, the initial title can be used as it is.
	

	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 abstract is very detailed, listing the objectives, methods, key findings, and policy implications. It is strong because it clearly spells out the moderating effect of forensic accounting and the application of Granger causality tests. The abstract would, however, be improved by a brief explanation of the sample size and period to enhance transparency. It is also advisable to do small streamlining to avoid repetition between the results and conclusion sentences, especially where the moderating effect of forensic accounting is repeated in similar words.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Most parts of the manuscript are scientifically valid in their conceptualization of the topic, the methodological decisions, and the interpretation of the results. The research models are suitable because they require the application of fixed- and random-effects models, interaction terms, and diagnostic tests. However, specific conceptualizations may be clarified, particularly in the literature review and theoretical parts, where various assertions have been put forward without direct empirical or reference backing. Also, the paper tends to confuse moderation and mediation, especially in the methodology part, which also needs to be revised to ensure theoretical and statistical consistency. The paper did not make mention of research question (s) and hypothesis statements.
Details Comments
The conceptual uncertainties between moderation and mediation.
Strength: The paper refers to forensic accounting as a mediating effect in the methodology section. However, the empirical models clearly examine a moderating effect through interaction terms.
Recommendation: You need to revise all the instances of mediating effect to moderating effect in all parts of the manuscript, especially in the methodology section, model specification, and objectives.
Presentation of theoretical implications.
Weakness: Fraud Triangle, Fraud Diamond, and Fraud Box Key models are raised, but it is not clear in the manuscript how the results support, refine, or reject the theories.
Recommendation: Include a brief sub-chapter in the discussion or conclusion that explains how forensic accounting applies opportunity reduction and capability neutralization within these frameworks, thereby further generalizing the fraud theory in the bank context.
Consistent and unsubstantiated statements in the literature review.
Weakness: There are multiple instances in which definitional and causal statements are made without referencing, particularly in the corporate performance and theoretical review sections.
Recommendation: Be sure that credible academic sources back up all of the definitions and causal assertions. Where definitions are author-made, make it clear and support the concept.
Issues in measurement in forensic accounting.
Weakness: The forensic accounting index is a binary checklist that fails to consider its reliability and validity. Also, the appendix mentioned is not visible in the manuscript.
Recommendation: Justify the construction of the index, cite other studies that have employed similar scores, and, ideally, give a strength or sensitivity test to demonstrate that the findings are not caused by measurement selection. 
Inflation of statistically insignificant terms of interaction.
Weakness: The discussion gives substantive meaning to specific interaction terms that are not significant.
Recommendation: Be able to tell the difference between statistically supported results and directional trends. Treat insignificant coefficients with care.
Imbalance in the results and discussion.
Strengths and Weaknesses: The result section is very comprehensive, but the discussion section is not well developed, and only the conclusion and recommendations sections are available.
Recommendation: Sum up repetitive descriptive explanations and broaden the discussion to compare findings with previous empirical research and reveal similarities and differences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is considerable and covers several recent studies, dating back to 2022-2025, which makes the manuscript more relevant. 
Nevertheless, the article could have drawn more on internationally accepted literature in forensic accounting and fraud to address the high level of regionalism. Also, ensure that all or most of the references have DOIs, are corrected, and direct you straight to the journal article. Consider replacing some of the outdated reference list.
	

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


	The language is usually readable and appropriate in academic communication, although it needs editing. 
Weakness: There are recurring problems with sentence structure, subject-verb agreement, uneven tenses, and unjustified repetition. In certain parts, especially the methodology and empirical review, some sentences are too wordy, which reduces clarity. 
There are inconsistencies in formatting, which lack scholastic refinement. Also, the tables are not well described in the text and formatted.

E.g. Model 1… “i is the deposit money banks and t is the t is the time frame for the study and e is the error term.”
Recommendation: Do a comprehensive language editing, eliminate redundancy, standardize terminology, and format and label all tables properly and reference them in the body of text.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript’s contribution is also meaningful, but it could use more coherence between sections. The definitions in the literature review must be consistently referenced, and acronyms such as AICPA should be spelled out on first use. Some informative tables could be improved to better align with the narrative and eliminate dependency. Lastly, the conclusion might be strengthened by explicitly connecting the findings to the theoretical frameworks mentioned above, particularly the Fraud Triangle, Fraud Diamond, and Fraud Box Key models, to justify the study’s theoretical impact.

Thus, the paper has significant empirical input and practical implications, yet its lack of scholarly contribution is evident in its conceptual gaps, weak theoretical discussion, and presentation. The identified weaknesses will be addressed extensively to make the entire manuscript more straightforward, rigorous, and appropriate for publication.
	


	PART  2: 



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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not have any significant ethical concerns. The research is based on published financial statistics and institutional sources cited in publications, thereby reducing ethical risk. Nonetheless, it would be good practice to include a concise statement on ethics or data availability to explain that all data were obtained from publicly available sources and that no confidential bank-level data were used.
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