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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	1. The title clearly indicates that the manuscript eill explore the interplay between blockchain technology and artificial interligence (AI) specifically within the context of the accounting profession. This helps set expectations for the reader regarding the subject matter. 
2. The research problem is very clear and to the point which enable the reader to follow though.
3. Overall an interesting paper that could go a long way and invite future researchers to do more research in this space.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is relevant and suitable, effectively conveying the essence of the research while inviting curiosity about integrating the significant technological advancement in a professional domain. This could potentially engage a diverse of audience, including accountants, technologists, acardemics, and policy makers interested in the technological advancement in finace and accounting.
	

	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.

	Its comprehensive enough.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Yes
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	1. Limitations: The study used a qualitative study however I think a quantitative study could provide a more robust and empirical validation of the findings, offering measurable data and statistical analysis to support the conclusions. The author is also in agreement on this.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	There are a number of references for 2016, 2017 and 2018. The author can update these to reflect a more recent study by using the recent references especially that a lot has evolved in this space over the past few years. I am aare that the author would like to bring what the challenges were then and in agreement that even in 2020, there were still challenges that could be used and not for 2016.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	

The quality is suitable for the scholary communication.


	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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