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	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.


	This article is relevant for the scientific community because it strengthens the ongoing discussion about how profitability and stock returns shape stock price valuations, particularly in the Indonesian financial sector. The variables chosen (like profitability, stock return, and dividend policy) are indeed quite common in previous research, but still useful as a supporting piece of evidence. Its findings, especially the fact that dividend policy does not moderate the relationships tested, can guide both academics and practitioners in rethinking these dynamics or expanding them with new perspectives. In this way, the paper adds value by confirming what is already known while also pointing to areas where future research can dig deeper.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear but feels a bit long and slightly repetitive. It conveys the main idea, but the phrasing could be made more concise and engaging like “Profitability, Stock Returns, and Dividend Policy: Impacts on Stock Price Valuation in the Indonesian Financial Sector” or “Do Dividend Policies Moderate Profitability and Stock Returns? Insights from the Indonesian Financial Sector”
	

	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 fairly comprehensive because it already outlines the aim, design, sample, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it could be made more concise so the abstract feels less like a methods section and more like a summary of key insights. Beside of that, since the variables are widely studied, it would be good to emphasize the contextual contribution (Indonesian financial sector, recent period) andi t also could better highlight why the findings matter for investors, policymakers, or future researchers. Detailed descriptions such as “SPSS version 26” and purposive sampling criteria can be shortened or removed, since abstracts usually focus more on findings than technical software.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the article is scientifically correct in terms of its objectives, methodology, and analysis. The research question is clear, the statistical tools are applied appropriately, and the conclusions are consistent with the results presented. However, the choice of variables (profitability, stock return, and dividend policy) is widely explored in existing literature, which limits the novelty of the paper. The article would benefit from a clearer explanation of why the findings are important beyond confirming earlier results.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are fairly recent, with several from 2020–2024. But Most references are Indonesia-focused. Including a few recent global studies (like from emerging markets in Asia or Africa) could help show broader relevance.
	

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


	The language is clear enough to understand, but it would benefit from careful editing to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Sentence structure and grammar should be refined, and redundant phrases should be reduced.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the article is scientifically correct and provides useful empirical evidence, but with improvements in updated references, and clearer academic English, the article can make a stronger contribution to the literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

This study is based entirely on secondary data obtained from publicly available sources. No human participants or sensitive personal data were involved, therefore ethical approval was not required, in my own opinion.
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