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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the corporate governance and financial reporting literature by adopting a multi-proxy approach to measuring earnings management, thereby addressing a longstanding methodological limitation in studies that rely on a single proxy. Also by employing the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) estimator over an eleven-year panel dataset, the study advances methodological rigor in governance research within emerging market contexts, particularly Nigeria. Furthermore, the study's focus on the post-IFRS stabilization period and its incorporation of gender diversity as a core governance variable enriches the broader discourse on inclusive governance reform in Sub-Saharan Africa.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but with minor concerns requiring attention;
i. The abstract reports that audit committee meeting frequency "significantly reduces earnings smoothness", yet Table 5 (composite EM model) shows a positive and significant coefficient for meeting frequency (β = 0.112, p < 0.01), which contradicts the abstract's summary. This inconsistency should be reconciled.
ii. The abstract states that gender diversity "is associated with increased earnings smoothness," yet the abstract's overall framing presents diversity as a governance-enhancing attribute. The author should briefly acknowledge this contradiction to avoid misleading readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Several concerns affect the scientific integrity of the manuscript:
i. Composite EM results and narrative framing shows inconsistency:
Table 5 shows that audit committee meeting frequency has a positive and significant effect on composite earnings management (β = 0.112, p < 0.01), implying that more meetings are associated with greater overall manipulation. However, the discussion in Section 4.4 interprets meeting frequency positively without squarely addressing this anomaly. The author should explicitly acknowledge and explain this contradictory finding rather than selectively citing the earnings smoothness result (Table 4) as support for the diligence hypothesis.
ii. Earnings smoothness variable shows extreme distributional anomaly:
Table 2 reports a standard deviation of 67.71, a minimum of −1002.1, and a maximum of 1512.5 for the earnings smoothness variable. This extreme spread relative to the mean of 1.089 raises serious concerns about outliers or data errors. The author should address this distribution. Appropriate trimming procedures should be applied and documented, as extreme outliers can severely distort GMM estimates.
iii. Leverage as a control variable shows sign contradiction:
The a priori expectation states that leverage should have a positive sign (β7 > 0), based on the debt covenant hypothesis. Yet, results across all three models show negative and significant coefficients for leverage. This contradicts the theoretical expectation, but the discussion does not address this anomaly. It should be explained.
	

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

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

	YES, but with the following observations:
i. Several references contain broken or incorrectly formatted DOI links (e.g., Bilal et al., 2022; Uwuigbe et al., 2022; Kusnadi et al., 2022; Gull et al., 2023; Lückerath-Rovers, 2023). The author should verify and correct all publication years and DOI links to ensure citations are accurate and not misattributed.
ii. Idris et al. (2018) appears in the reference list but is not cited anywhere in the manuscript body. It should be removed.
iii. The foundational earnings management reference — Jones (1995) (the Modified Jones model) — is referenced repeatedly in the text but does not appear in the reference list. This should be added.
	

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

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

	NO major ethical issues are identified. The study uses secondary data drawn from publicly available audited annual reports, which does not require human subjects approval or informed consent. The methodology is transparent regarding data sourcing and the census/criterion sampling approach.
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