ARTICLE EDITING EXPLANATION
	1. Article’s title: Examining the Impact of Leverage on Corporate Performance: Insights from Vietnam's Publicly-Listed Companies

	2. 


Dear the Editorial Board,
First of all, we would like to express our gratitude to all of you for spending time reading our manuscript and giving us constructive feedback to help us improve our work.
After receiving the critique of the article and the contributions from the Editorial Board of Quy Nhon University Journal of Science, we have edited the article as follows:
	No.
	Comments from the reviewer(s), journal editor(s)
	Author's revisions
	Editing location (page, section,...)

	1
	Comments on the content, research methodology (originality, reliability, scientific and practical value, etc.): The manuscript investigates the impact of leverage on firm performance using a large dataset of 749 publicly listed Vietnamese companies from 2006–2022. The topic is relevant and well-established in corporate finance, and the paper provides an updated empirical assessment for an emerging market.
	Acknowledged strengths and addressed limitations by enhancing originality through additional theories and endogeneity controls.
	Entire manuscript, specifically Section 1 (Introduction), Section 2 (Literature Review), Section 3 (Research Methods)

	2
	Strengths: (1) Large and high-quality dataset: 9,555 observations from HOSE and HNX enhances reliability and improves generalizability within the Vietnamese market context.
	Retained and emphasized the dataset's value in contributions section.
	Section 1 (Introduction [Research Contribution]), Section 3.2 (Research sample and data)

	3
	Strengths: (2) Employing famous theorem
	Clarified as Modigliani-Miller theorem and integrated into theoretical framework for better context.
	Section 2 (Literature Review)

	4
	Strengths: (3) Appropriate methodologies: OLS and Random Effects Models, with year and industry fixed effects.
	Retained and justified with Hausman test.
	Section 3.3 (Regression method)

	5
	Limitations: (1) Methodological justification needs strengthening: The manuscript states both “fixed-effects controlled OLS” and “we used REM model” without sufficiently justifying model choice (Section 3.3). Authors didn't use Hausman test results are presented to support the use of REM.
	Added Hausman test results (χ² = 4.56, p-value = 0.207 > 0.05) and clear justification for REM.
	Section 3.3 (Regression method)

	6
	Limitations: (2) Endogeneity concerns are not addressed: Leverage and firm performance are typically endogenous (reverse causality; omitted variables). Techniques such as 2SLS, GMM, or lagged regressors are not applied.
	Introduced 2SLS with instruments (lagged leverage, industry average) and system GMM; added diagnostics (Durbin-Wu-Hausman, Sargan, Hansen tests).
	Section 3.4 (Addressing Endogeneity), Table 4, Section 4 (Results and Discussion).

	7
	Limitations: (3) Theoretical contribution is limited: While the paper is empirically solid, originality in theory building is modest.
	Expanded to include Agency and Signaling theories; articulated refinements in emerging markets.
	Section 2 (Literature Review), Section 1 (Introduction [Research Contribution]), Section 5 (Conclusion)

	8
	Limitations: (4) Panel imbalance and outlier removal: The paper removes extreme values but does not discuss how this may affect parameter stability or selection bias.
	Added winsorization details (1%), robustness checks, Heckman test for bias (p=0.12 >0.05).
	Section 3.2 (Research sample and data)

	9
	Scientific and Practical Value: The findings - financial leverage negatively affects ROA, ROE, and EPS - are consistent with Vietnamese market characteristics and international evidence (Table 4). The implications for firms, investors, and policymakers are practical and well-presented (Section 4.9).
	Enhanced with post-COVID and inflation contexts; compared to recent studies for novelty.
	Section 4.9 (Policy Implications), Section 1 (Introduction [Research Contribution]), Section 5 (Conclusion)

	10
	Comments on the manuscript organization (structure, writing style, quality of language, references, etc.): Strengths: (1) Logical structure following standard academic format.
	Retained and improved flow by merging subsections.
	Entire manuscript

	11
	Strengths: (2) Tables and statistics are clear
	Reformatted for single-page fit and added explanations.
	Tables 3 and 4

	12
	Strengths: (3) Writing style is generally clear, concise, and professional.
	Polished for consistency.
	Throughout

	13
	Strengths: (4) Extensive and updated references, including sources from 2019–2024.
	Added 2023-2025 sources (e.g., Hoang, 2025; Kim, 2023).
	References section

	14
	Strengths: (5) Policy implications are detailed and contextually meaningful for Vietnam (Section 4.9).
	Expanded with current economic contexts.
	Section 4.9 (Policy Implications)

	15
	Weaknesses: (1) English language inconsistencies: Occasional grammar errors and awkward phrasing (e.g., Section 1, Section 3.3).
	Corrected grammar, phrasing, and tense (e.g., consistent present for findings).
	Sections 1, 3.3, Abstract, throughout

	16
	Weaknesses: (2) Minor tense inconsistencies.
	Standardized tenses.
	Throughout

	17
	Weaknesses: (3) Redundancy in literature review: Several citations repeated (e.g., Abor 2005 appears in two sections).
	Consolidated citations, removed redundancies.
	Section 2 (Literature Review)

	18
	Weaknesses: (4) Formatting issues: Tables sometimes span awkwardly across pages. Some paragraphs are overly long and should be broken up to improve readability.
	Reformatted tables to single pages; split long paragraphs.
	Tables 3 and 4, Sections 2, 4

	19
	Weaknesses: (5) Citation-formatting issues: For example, in Section 1, the sentence “According to⁴, the study focused on…” does not introduce the scholar by name... Revise to include the scholar’s name at first mention and ensure proper narrative citation style.
	Converted to narrative style (e.g., "Abor (2005)").
	Throughout, e.g., Introduction, Literature Review

	20
	Comments and suggestions: (1) The theoretical framework is not sufficiently developed. Presently, only two theories... add more theoretical perspectives (signaling, agency, etc.)
	Added Agency (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) and Signaling (Ross, 1977).
	Section 2 (Literature Review)

	21
	(2) Research Gap: The research gap is still unclear... articulate what is missing... dimension... theoretical lens... state: “This study empirically tests X theory in the context of Vietnam…”
	Clarified gaps (endogeneity, long-term data) and stated theoretical testing.
	Section 1 (Introduction [Research Contribution]), 

	22
	(3) Academic Contribution: The manuscript does not clearly explain its theoretical contribution... articulate: How does the large dataset improve... knowledge gap... findings interact with theories?
	Added explicit subsection on contributions.
	Section 1.2 (Research Contribution), Section 4 (Results and Discussion)

	23
	(4) Issues with Tables 3 and 4: Table 3... Missing statistical significance markers... spread across two pages... Table 4... spread across two pages; Does not explain... insufficient notes.
	Added markers (,,); explained t-stats; added method notes; single-page format.
	Tables 3 and 4

	24
	(5) Structure of Section 4 (Results and Discussion): Subsections 4.3–4.7 are not necessary... integrate into a single discussion... summarized as a table.
	Merged into unified discussion; summarized controls in Table 4.
	Section 4 (Results and Discussion)

	25
	(6) Regression Model – Missing Hausman Test: ...must report: Hausman χ² value; p-value; clear justification.
	Reported χ²=4.56, p=0.207, justification.
	Section 3.3 (Regression method)

	26
	(7) Data validity – sample of 749 firms: ...explain: How the authors verified... handled delistings... prevented data bias... clarify: criteria... unbalanced panel... survivorship bias.
	Added details on verification (audited reports), handling (historical data, imputation), criteria, Heckman test.
	Section 3.2 (Research sample and data)

	27
	(8) Missing Discussion on Endogeneity: ...lacks: Instrumental variable... 2SLS / System GMM... Lagged... Reverse-causality... diagnostics... explain how... distinct from earlier studies.
	Added 2SLS, GMM, Granger causality; distinguished from prior studies.
	Section 3.4 (Addressing Endogeneity), Section 4 (Results and Discussion)

	28
	4. Resume of the evaluation: Research results (1 - Lacking novelty); References (2 - Medium); Scientific and practical value (3 - Poor); Manuscript organization quality (4 - Poor).
	Improved novelty (comparisons, endogeneity); updated references; enhanced value (robustness, implications); fixed organization (formatting, structure).
	Entire manuscript, References, Section 1 (Introduction), Section 5 (Conclusion)

	29
	5. Reviewer’s recommendation: Reconsider with major revisions
	All major revisions implemented.
	Entire manuscript

	30
	(Editor) II. GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT: Authors consider to revise the manuscript according to comments of the Reviewer
	All comments addressed; manuscript reformatted per journal template (fonts, two columns, etc.).
	Entire manuscript


Note: The edited parts by the authors were marked in red in the manuscript for the Editorial Board to easily review.
Thank you very much for your great support.
Best regards,
The authors
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