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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 addresses an important and timely topic for the scientific community, particularly in the context of value creation in knowledge-based economies. Intellectual capital is increasingly recognized as a valuable, rare, and difficult-to-imitate resource, and firms with strong human, structural, and capital employed performance are better positioned to develop high-quality and sustainable strategies. In this regard, corporate social responsibility is not merely a philanthropic activity but reflects the effective utilization and externalization of a firm’s internal capabilities. By examining the mediating role of CSR in the relationship between intellectual capital and firm value especially within the context of emerging markets, this study contributes to a more integrated understanding of
how intangible resources are translated into economic outcomes.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	


Review Form (Research)
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



[bookmark: PART__2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is clear and generally well-structured, and it summarizes the main aspects of the study. However, it could be improved by including more specific information about the empirical results and by more clearly highlighting the contribution of the paper.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. In general, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the research design seems appropriate for addressing the stated research questions. At the same time, there are several aspects that could be clarified or improved in order to strengthen the overall quality of the study.
To begin with, the data section lacks some transparency. The manuscript mentions that the sample includes 51 companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange, but it is not entirely clear how these firms were selected. It would be helpful if the authors could explain the sampling criteria in more detail and specify the exact data sources used (for example, whether the data were taken from the official IDX database or other platforms). This would make the study more reproducible.
Also, with respect to the measurement of firm value, the analysis mainly relies on EVA, while ROA is only used as a robustness check. It might be useful to provide a stronger justification for this choice and, if possible, to consider additional commonly used proxies (for instance, market-based indicators) or at least briefly discuss them.

Regarding methodology, the approach used is generally acceptable, but it is based on rather traditional techniques such as the causal-step method and the Sobel test. The paper could benefit from incorporating more recent approaches, especially bootstrap-based mediation analysis or more advanced panel data techniques that can better address potential endogeneity issues.
The literature review is relevant, although it would benefit from further updating. In particular, including more recent studies (especially from 2024–2025) and engaging more directly with current research trends, including ESG-related discussions, would strengthen this part. It might also be helpful to indicate more clearly which recent studies are most closely related to the present analysis.
In addition, the manuscript does not provide a separate list of keywords after the abstract. Adding a set of relevant keywords would improve the visibility and indexing of the paper.

The presentation of results is generally clear, but the discussion could be developed further. Some tables, especially Tables 4–6, are not discussed in sufficient detail in the text. It is also not always clear whether the values reported in the tables are based on the authors’ own calculations or taken from specific sources. Adding source information and referring more explicitly to the tables in the discussion would improve clarity.
Finally, the role of corporate social responsibility in the model could be explained in more depth. While CSR is treated as a mediating variable, its theoretical grounding remains somewhat limited. A stronger connection to established theoretical frameworks would make this part more convincing.

Overall, the manuscript has good potential, but it would benefit from revisions aimed at improving data transparency, updating the literature, and strengthening the interpretation of the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The references are generally relevant and sufficient in number. However, the manuscript could benefit from including more recent studies, particularly those published in 2024 and 2025, in order to better reflect current developments in the field. Adding more recent work on intellectual capital, CSR, and ESG-related topics would further strengthen the paper.
	






Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript deals with a relevant topic and presents a structured empirical analysis. The study shows potential; however, a number of issues should be addressed before it can be considered for publication. In particular, more clarity is needed regarding data sources and sample selection. The methodological approach could also be strengthened by incorporating more recent techniques, and the literature review would benefit from further updating. Overall, I would
recommend a major revision.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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