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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.


	The article offers a comprehensive and critical analysis of Indonesia's recent economic policies, centred on the ‘Golden Indonesia 2045’ vision, incorporating historical and international comparisons. The approach of examining the shift from a strategy focused on infrastructure investment to an economic security agenda adds value to the debate on development strategies in emerging countries. The contribution is relevant for academics and policymakers interested in middle-income traps, sovereign wealth fund governance, and commodity dependency risks. However, to maximise impact, it would be beneficial to strengthen the link between the evidence presented and operational policy recommendations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and reflects the content of the article. However, for greater clarity and focus, the following could be considered: “Toward Golden Indonesia 2045: Policy Shifts, Governance Challenges, and Future Directions”
	

	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 clear and well structured, presenting objectives, context, and main conclusions. We suggest briefly including the methodological approach (qualitative, comparative literature review) and a sentence highlighting the originality of the analysis. The inclusion of a note on limitations would also enhance transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and coherent. However, it could be improved if the following aspects were considered:

- The methodology is only mentioned in general terms: it would be useful to describe the criteria for selecting sources and the comparative approach.

- Some statements (e.g. on Danantara's costs and risks) could be accompanied by more quantitative data or comparative empirical studies.

- The Discussion section mixes description and analysis: it would be beneficial for the robustness of the article to separate factual evidence from critical interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, varied and relatively recent, including sources from 2024 and 2025. However:

- More international academic studies on SWFs and comparative experiences of energy transition in emerging countries could be incorporated.

- Some links are from journalistic sources: where possible, supplement with reports or academic articles for greater scientific rigour.
	

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


	Quality of English

The English is generally good and suitable for academic publication, but there are some points to review:

- Minor inconsistencies in verb tense (present/past).

- Some long sentences could be broken up to improve readability.

- Standardise technical terms (e.g., ‘security-based agenda’ vs. ‘security-focused agenda’).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is relevant and well written, but would benefit from:

- Methodological clarification.

- Greater connection between the evidence presented and public policy implications.

- Better balance between description and critical analysis.

- Integration of quantitative data whenever possible to reinforce arguments.
The article offers a timely and policy-relevant analysis of Indonesia's “Golden Indonesia 2045” agenda, with clear implications for the economy, public finances and governance. The article is written in a coherent manner and the contribution is mainly synthetic and interpretative (policy analysis/comparative analysis) rather than empirical.

Its strengths include: (i) a strong framing of the shift in policy priorities from infrastructure to security; (ii) a useful discussion of the governance risks of the SWF (Danantara) and commodity dependence; (iii) good links to the literature on the middle-income trap and debates on industrial policy.

Main limitations to be noted for review:

· Methodological transparency: a brief note on ‘Methods/Approach’ should be added, clarifying the literature search/selection and comparative criteria.

· Balance of references: several statements are based on high-quality journalism (e.g. FT, The Economist). The authors should base their central statements on official statistics and peer-reviewed or institutional reports (e.g. BPS/Statistics Indonesia, Bank Indonesia, IMF, World Bank), with media sources providing context only.

· Consistency and style: terminology should be harmonised (‘security-focused’ vs ‘security-based’), acronyms should be defined on first use, and minor linguistic editing should be carried out to ensure consistency in verb tenses and sentence length.

· Verification of factual accuracy: before acceptance, request a final check of macroeconomic figures (e.g. GDP growth in 2025, FDI, PMI) to ensure up-to-date accuracy at the review stage.

The article is ready for publication after the specific improvements above.
The article is solid and relevant, but requires minor methodological adjustments and analytical reinforcement to reach its full academic potential.
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