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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 a highly significant and timely issue within the banking and financial governance literature, particularly in the context of emerging economies such as Indonesia. The relationship between Good Corporate Governance (GCG), earnings quality, and Non-Performing Loans (NPL) is not only academically relevant but also critically important for regulators, investors, banking practitioners, and policymakers. 

In an era where financial stability is constantly challenged by post-pandemic recovery, inflationary pressures, and global uncertainty, understanding the internal governance mechanisms that shape banking risk becomes deeply valuable. The study contributes meaningful empirical evidence by focusing specifically on Indonesian listed banks, where governance structures and regulatory environments differ substantially from those of developed economies. 

This localised perspective strengthens the manuscript’s practical relevance and gives the paper strong potential to enrich both regional and international discussions on banking sustainability and risk management.

	



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
	
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
	
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
	
4
	

	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
	
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
	
4
	

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

	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
	
4
	

	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
	



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.

	
The title of the article is generally appropriate and reflects the central variables of the study; however, it could be improved for greater academic precision and grammatical clarity. The current title, “The Effect of Good Corporate Governance and Earnings Quality on Non-Performing Loan,” is understandable, but the phrase “Non-Performing Loan” would be stronger in plural form as “Non-Performing Loans,” since it refers to a financial ratio rather than a single loan. In addition, specifying the research context would increase its impact and scholarly attractiveness. 

A more refined alternative title could be (only suggestion): “The Effect of Good Corporate Governance Mechanisms and Earnings Quality on Non-Performing Loans: Evidence from Indonesian Banking Companies.” This revised version feels more complete, more professional, and immediately signals the study’s empirical setting.

	

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

	
The abstract is comprehensive and successfully presents the purpose, methodology, findings, and implications of the study. It provides a solid overview and allows readers to quickly understand the research direction. However, there are still opportunities to strengthen it further. The abstract would benefit from explicitly mentioning the sample size, namely the number of banking firms and total observations used in the panel regression analysis, as this improves methodological transparency. 

Additionally, there is a notable inconsistency between the abstract and the regression results presented in the findings section. The abstract states that institutional ownership, independent commissioners, and gender diversity have significant negative effects on NPL, while the regression table and discussion clearly indicate that these variables are negative but statistically insignificant. This inconsistency is very important and must be corrected immediately because it directly affects the credibility of the manuscript. 

The abstract should reflect the actual statistical findings precisely. Also, the term “earning quality” should be consistently revised to “earnings quality” throughout the manuscript for grammatical correctness and conceptual consistency.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
Scientifically, the manuscript is valuable and built upon a relevant theoretical foundation, especially through the use of agency theory and stakeholder theory. The literature review is broad and demonstrates the author’s effort to connect governance mechanisms with banking credit risk. The methodology is generally appropriate, and the use of panel data regression with model selection tests (Chow, Hausman, and LM tests) shows a sound quantitative approach. However, there are several scientific concerns that deserve careful attention. 

First, there is an inconsistency regarding the study period: the abstract mentions 2020–2024, while the methodology section states 2022–2024. This must be unified because such discrepancies create confusion and weaken methodological reliability. Second, the sample size is inconsistent, with the population initially stated as 47 companies, then 47 selected as samples, yet the regression results mention only 43 companies and 213 observations. This discrepancy requires a clearer explanation regarding excluded firms and missing observations. 

Third, the R-squared value of only 2.47% is extremely low, suggesting that major explanatory variables may be missing from the model. Variables such as CAR, LDR, ROA, inflation, GDP growth, and interest rates should be considered to strengthen explanatory power. Finally, while the authors conclude that GCG variables are insignificant, the abstract states the opposite. This contradiction is the manuscript’s most urgent scientific issue and must be resolved before publication consideration.

	

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

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

	
The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include several recent studies from 2024–2026, which is commendable and shows awareness of current scholarship. The inclusion of both foundational theories, such as Jensen and Meckling (1976), and contemporary governance studies, provides a balanced theoretical structure. 

However, some references appear mismatched with the context or need stronger justification. For example, the citation of Hussain et al. (2022) regarding environmental information disclosure seems weakly connected to earnings quality and NPL in banking and may need replacement with more directly relevant banking-focused earnings management literature. Similarly, some references related to manufacturing sectors may not fully support arguments in banking governance contexts. 

I would strongly recommend adding more recent high-impact studies specifically on bank governance and NPL determinants, particularly from journals such as Journal of Banking & Finance, International Review of Financial Analysis, and Corporate Governance: An International Review. Additional references from IMF, BIS, and World Bank reports on post-pandemic NPL trends would also enrich the discussion and improve international relevance.

	

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

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

	
No ethical issues found.
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