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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 manuscript is important for the scientific community as it empirically investigates the complex relationship of financial policy and firm value. However, the study provides contextually relevant evidence that may differ from results obtained in developed countries. Nevertheless, the research adds nuance to corporate finance theory by confirming the moderating role of profitability across investment, operational decisions and funding and offers a deeper understanding of value creation. Moreover, the findings of the study are crucial for researchers seeking to build sophisticated models of corporate behavior and for investors/practitioners in Asian markets. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is accurate and clearly reflects the manuscript’s econometric design. However, a more specific title could be, “Profitability as a moderator of financial policy’s effect on firm value: Evidence from Indonesian LQ-45 Companies.” This title includes the context of the paper, which is important for readers to assess the manuscript’s relevance at a glance. 
	

	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 comprehensive as it outlines the objective, sample, methodology and the findings. However, it can be improved by including a statement regarding the study’s contributions. Moreover, the abstract does not explicitly state the measurable proxies or operational variables. Adding a sentence specifying these variables will enhance the abstract’s quality. The abstract may also explicitly state the main finding for the funding decision, which is proxied by DER. Furthermore, a final sentence summarizing the theoretical and/or practical contribution of the research may add value to the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The core research question is correct and theoretically sound. However, there are some scientific and methodological flaws, which undermine the reliability of the results. For instance, PER has been used as a proxy for investment decision policy, but it is an investor expectation ratio and a measure of firm value. It is scientifically flawed because it creates a circular dependency, making the positive correlation trivial. Secondly, the manuscript employs panel data and relies solely on cross-sectional multiple linear regression. Ideally, panel data should be analyzed through Pooled OLS with clustered standard errors or Fixed/Random Effects to account for unobserved heterogeneity across companies. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a mix of recent and old papers. However, a significant portion of the papers cited in this study are 2018 or older. Given the evolution of financial markets, a manuscript covering a relatively recent period should feature a signification portion of papers from the last 5-7 years and include seminal studies. Furthermore, the references are heavily weighted toward local studies and general conceptual papers. There seems to be a noticeable lack of citations from top-tier finance journals. 
	

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


	The English quality is generally good and comprehensible. However, there are numerous grammatical and structural issues that may detract from the manuscript’s clarity. Some of the sentences are overly conversational and too informal for academic writing. Some sentences are too short, making the argument flow feel disjoined. The paper needs connecting ideas/stronger transition words to ensure a smooth flow. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely issue. The research design attempts a rigorous test using MRA, which is commendable. However, there are some methodological and reporting flaws that undermine its significance. Using appropriate panel data modeling techniques and addressing the issue in variable proxies will enhance the quality of the paper. Moreover, the manuscript needs to undergo a professional editing and proofreading process before being considered for publication. The content will look more authoritative once the linguistic barriers are removed. 
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