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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 underexplored topic by simultaneously examining the effects of Good Corporate Governance (GCG) mechanisms and earnings quality on Non-Performing Loan (NPL) in Indonesian banking companies, grounded in agency theory and stakeholder theory. The study contributes to the existing literature by integrating multiple governance proxies (institutional ownership, independent commissioners, and gender diversity) alongside earnings quality as determinants of banking credit risk in an emerging market setting. The findings provide relevant empirical insights for banking regulators, investors, and management regarding how governance quality and earnings reliability influence credit risk management and banking stability. The focus on the post-pandemic Indonesian banking sector during 2022–2024 adds contemporaneous value to ongoing academic discussions on financial system resilience and credit risk control.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	NO. The abstract contains a critical factual error. It states that institutional ownership, independent commissioners, and gender diversity each have significant negative effects on NPL. However, Table 3 clearly shows all three governance variables are statistically insignificant (p > 0.05). Only earnings quality is statistically significant. The abstract must be corrected to accurately reflect the actual results. Additionally, the study period in the abstract (2020–2024) is inconsistent with the methodology section (2022–2024); this discrepancy must be reconciled and clarified throughout the manuscript.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	



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. The title is clear, concise, and appropriately reflects the scope and objectives of the study. However, to increase specificity, the authors may consider adding “in Indonesian Banking Companies” explicitly in the title for immediate contextual clarity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	3
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Several issues affect scientific integrity: (1) The abstract contradicts the regression results by claiming significant negative effects for all three governance variables, whereas Table 3 shows they are all insignificant (p > 0.05). This must be corrected. (2) The observation period differs between the abstract (2020–2024) and the methodology section (2022–2024)—please clarify which period was used. (3) Two references are dated 2026 (Wulandari, 2026; Ahmed et al., 2026), which are unverifiable future publications and cannot support current empirical claims. (4) The regression formula uses “ANDQit” but the variable is defined as “EQ” for Earnings Quality; this inconsistency must be corrected. (5) The citation of Hussain et al. (2022) in Section 3.9 appears misattributed—the reference relates to directors’ foreign experience and environmental disclosure, not earnings management; please verify and correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. Two references are dated 2026 (Wulandari, 2026; Ahmed et al., 2026), which are future publications not yet verifiable at the time of submission. Some foundational references are also considerably dated (e.g., Kaihatu et al., 2004; Tjager, 2003). The authors are encouraged to include more recent empirical studies (2021–2025) specifically on NPL determinants and corporate governance mechanisms in Southeast Asian banking contexts to strengthen the literature base.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study uses publicly available secondary data from company annual reports and the Indonesia Stock Exchange, so no ethical approval or informed consent was required.
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