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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.


	his manuscript is important as it provides a nuanced, non-linear examination of the inflation-growth nexus in Indonesia, a major emerging economy. The application of the Zivot-Andrews unit root test and Threshold Autoregressive (TAR) model is methodologically robust and appropriate for capturing structural breaks and regime-dependent effects often overlooked in linear models. The identification of a specific inflation threshold (3.75%) offers a concrete, evidence-based benchmark for policymakers at Bank Indonesia. However, the policy relevance and scientific contribution are currently severely limited by a critical inconsistency between the reported results and the discussion/conclusion, which must be resolved.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but somewhat generic. A more specific title could enhance its impact. 
Suggestion: "The Inflation-Growth Nexus in Indonesia: A Threshold Regression Analysis with Endogenous Structural Breaks"
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive in its current form. It clearly states the aims, methods, key findings, and conclusion. No additions or deletions are suggested, pending the resolution of the major results discrepancy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript employs scientifically sound econometric techniques (ZA test, TAR model). However, a critical scientific issue exists. The results presented in Table 5 and the subsequent discussion in the text are contradictory. The table shows a positive coefficient for inflation in both regimes, while the text describes it as negative in the high-inflation regime. This fundamental inconsistency must be corrected and explained for the manuscript to be considered scientifically valid. The methodology and data analysis appear correct, but the interpretation and reporting of results are currently flawed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include a good mix of foundational theories (Barro, Mankiw) and recent empirical studies (2024, 2025). The literature review adequately covers the key debates and establishes the research gap.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication. There are minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasings (e.g., "data were collected form the World Bank," "Population growth [experienced] its break"). A thorough proofreading is recommended to polish the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The core finding is currently invalid due to a direct contradiction between the results table and the text. The authors must resolve this critical issue before the manuscript can be considered for publication. All other suggested revisions are contingent upon this primary correction.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues, such as data fabrication or plagiarism, are suspected. The primary concern is a severe inconsistency in results reporting, which could be considered a form of negligence. However, it appears to be an error in interpretation or reporting rather than intentional misconduct.
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