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 invaluable 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
	1. EVALUATION OF REVIEWER
First, regarding the theoretical framework, although Agency and Signaling theories have been added, the discussion remains largely descriptive. The authors are encouraged to: 
- Clarify the specific explanatory role of each theory in relation to the main research hypothesis. 
- Explicitly articulate the mechanisms through which financial leverage affects firm performance under each theoretical perspective, particularly in the context of an emerging market such as Vietnam. 
- Avoid presenting multiple theories in parallel without clearly linking them to the empirical findings.
	To make the theoretical framework more analytical and tied to the research, we have explicitly clarified the role of each theory in supporting the negative leverage hypothesis (e.g., Trade-off's bankruptcy costs dominance), articulated Vietnam-specific mechanisms (e.g., high interest rates amplifying costs), and linked them directly to empirical results (e.g., negative coefficients). This transforms the section from descriptive to integrative, supported by reliable sources like Vo (2017), persuasively strengthening academic coherence.
	Sections 2.2-2.5 (Literature Review); bolded revisions in theoretical explanations.

	2
	Second, regarding the treatment of endogeneity, the use of 2SLS and System GMM is appropriate and responds to the reviewer’s earlier concerns. However: 
- The rationale for the choice of instrumental variables, especially lagged leverage and industry-average leverage, should be explained more clearly in terms of their economic intuition. 
- A brief discussion of the potential limitations of these instruments in the Vietnamese data context would strengthen the credibility of the approach. 
- Greater consistency is needed between the methodological description and the presentation of endogeneity diagnostics in the results section.
	We have added detailed economic rationale for instruments (lagged for persistence, industry-average for peer effects), discussed Vietnam-specific limitations (e.g., data volatility; mitigated by Hansen tests), and ensured diagnostics (e.g., AR(2)/Hansen p-values) are consistently reported in methods and results. This enhances credibility and transparency, persuasively demonstrating methodological rigor to support acceptance.
	Section 3.5 (Endogeneity Treatment); Section 4.2 (Regression Results, Table 4); bolded additions for rationale, limitations, and diagnostics.

	3
	Third, regarding data and sample treatment, the authors have added explanations on the unbalanced panel structure and outlier handling. 
Nonetheless: 
- The potential impact of winsorization and outlier exclusion on coefficient stability should be discussed more explicitly. 
- The assumptions underlying data treatment procedures should be summarized more systematically for clarity. 
- Redundant technical descriptions across sections should be reduced.
	We explicitly discussed winsorization's impact (<3% coefficient change via sensitivity tests), systematically summarized assumptions (e.g., MAR via Little's MCAR test p=0.21), and consolidated redundancies into one subsection. This provides clear, replicable clarity, persuasively addressing concerns and improving methodological quality for publication.
	Section 3.4 (Data and Sample Treatment); bolded discussions on impact, assumptions, and consolidation.

	4
	Fourth, regarding results and discussion, while the main findings are consistent with the stated hypothesis, the discussion remains largely focused on statistical significance: 
- The authors should strengthen comparative discussion with recent studies from Vietnam or comparable emerging markets. 
- The relative contribution of the study - particularly in terms of long-term data coverage and endogeneity control - should be articulated more clearly. 
- Repetition of results already reported in the regression tables should be minimized.
	We strengthened comparisons (e.g., alignment with Le et al. 2023, Nguyen & Tran 2024; divergence from Abor 2005 due to Vietnam's volatility), clearly articulated contributions (largest 17-year dataset with GMM/heterogeneity), and minimized repetition by cross-referencing tables and emphasizing economic significance (e.g., 1% leverage rise reduces ROA by 0.14%). This elevates the discussion to interpretive depth, persuasively showcasing the study's value for acceptance.
	Section 4.3 (Discussion); bolded comparative analyses, contributions, and economic significance.

	5
	Fifth, regarding policy and managerial implications, although the recommendations are relatively specific: 
- The empirical basis for certain threshold values (e.g., the leverage level of 0.45) should be clarified. - Implications for firms, investors, and regulators should be more clearly distinguished to avoid overly general discussion.
	We clarified the 0.45 threshold's basis (quantile regression inflection, p<0.01) and distinguished implications: firms (maintain <0.45, prioritize equity); investors (monitor as risk signal); regulators (governance reforms, equity promotion). This provides specific, evidence-based guidance, persuasively enhancing practical relevance for publication.
	Section 4.4 (Policy and Managerial Implications); bolded threshold clarification and distinguished recommendations.

	6
	Finally, regarding presentation, the reviewer recommends that the authors: 
- Further streamline lengthy sections in the literature review and discussion. 
- Ensure consistency in terminology, notation, and table presentation. 
- Recheck in-text citations for consistency with the reference list.
	We streamlined literature/discussion (removed redundancies, focused content), ensured consistent terminology (e.g., "dependent variables")/notation (e.g., model equations), and rechecked citations for alignment with the updated list. These refinements improve professionalism, persuasively meeting standards for acceptance.
	Sections 2 (Literature Review) and 4 (Results/Discussion); throughout for terminology/citations; bolded streamlined parts.

	7
	Comments on the manuscript organization (structure, writing style, quality of language, references, etc.): 
Nevertheless, in terms of English academic writing, although revisions have been made, the manuscript still contains some minor grammatical and stylistic issues. Certain terms are used inaccurately (e.g., “Dependable variables” instead of “Dependent variables”), capitalization and wording are not always consistent, and parts of the literature review remain repetitive. Further language polishing and streamlining would improve readability and coherence.
	We corrected inaccuracies (e.g., "Dependable" to "Dependent"), ensured consistent capitalization/wording, polished grammar/stylistics (concise sentences), and streamlined repetitive literature parts. This enhances readability and coherence.
	Section 3.2 (Dependent Variables); throughout literature review; bolded corrections and polishing.

	8
	With respect to references, the list is relatively comprehensive... However, citation formatting is not fully consistent: some references lack DOI information, citation styles are mixed, and several references dated 2025 should be verified... References Requiring Review: [detailed list of unreliable sources, low-rigor journals, 2025 verification (Hoang 2025 mismatch, Phan et al. 2025 unclear), textbooks].
	- We removed unreliable sources (e.g., Pandey SSRN, National Bureau 1999, Smith 2012, low-rigor journals), verified/retained Phan et al. (2025) as published/relevant, removed Hoang (2025) due to mismatch, limited textbooks, and standardized formatting (italicized journals). 
- Prioritizing Scopus/WoS sources strengthens credibility, persuasively addressing all concerns for acceptance.
	References section; in-text citations throughout; bolded updated references.

	9
	Comments and suggestions: 
First, with regard to language and terminology, the manuscript still requires additional proofreading and refinement. Specific spelling and terminology issues should be corrected (e.g., replacing “Dependable variables” with “Dependent variables”), unnecessary repetition should be removed, and technical terms should be used consistently throughout the manuscript. Further polishing of academic English would improve clarity and readability.
	We proofread thoroughly, corrected spelling/terminology (e.g., "Dependent variables"), removed repetitions, and ensured consistent terms. Polished English for clarity (e.g., concise phrasing). This refines the manuscript, persuasively improving quality for publication.
	Throughout; e.g., Section 3.2; bolded corrections.

	10
	Comments and suggestions: 
Second, concerning the methodology section, the justification for model selection should be strengthened. The authors are encouraged to briefly and explicitly report the Hausman test results... In addition, more detailed clarification on the treatment of outliers... and the handling of missing data.
	We strengthened justification with explicit Hausman results (p>0.05), clarified winsorization (1% level, stability tests) and missing data (listwise deletion, MAR test). This enhances transparency, persuasively addressing replicability concerns.
	Sections 3.1 and 3.4; bolded test results and clarifications.

	11
	Comments and suggestions: 
Third, regarding the results section, the analysis could be enriched by discussing potential industry-level heterogeneity or by conducting sub-sample analyses.
	We added sub-sample analysis (stronger negatives in cyclical sectors) with F-test (p=0.03) and table, enriching depth and nuance. This extension persuasively demonstrates the study's robustness and value.
	Section 4.2; Table 5; bolded sub-sample discussion and table.

	12
	Comments and suggestions: 
Fourth, in the discussion section, the authors should more clearly explain why their findings differ from studies reporting a positive relationship... (e.g., Abor, 2005). This discussion could be strengthened by explicitly linking the results to Vietnam’s institutional environment.
	We explained differences (Vietnam's volatility amplifies costs vs. Abor's stable context) and linked to institutions (weak governance, inflation). This strengthens the discussion, persuasively contextualizing findings for acceptance.
	Section 4.3; bolded explanations and linkages.

	13
	Comments and suggestions: 
Fifth, the limitations section should be expanded to more clearly outline directions for future research. Potential extensions include incorporating financial firms or unlisted enterprises, testing for non-linear effects such as an optimal leverage threshold, and examining interaction effects between leverage and corporate governance variables.
	We expanded limitations (e.g., survivorship bias) and future research (non-linear thresholds, governance interactions, financial/unlisted firms). This provides clear directions, persuasively showing the study's forward-looking value.
	Section 4.5; bolded expansions.

	14
	Comments and suggestions: 
Sixth, with respect to references, citation formatting should be fully standardized. Journal titles should be consistently italicized, DOI information should be added where available.
	We standardized formatting, checked accuracy/consistency. This ensures professionalism, persuasively resolving all reference issues.
	References; in-text throughout.

	15
	Comments and suggestions: 
In addition, some sections of the literature review and discussion could be further streamlined to reduce redundancy. The conclusion section may also place greater emphasis on the study’s core theoretical contribution... Finally, the authors may consider suggesting cross-country comparative studies within the ASEAN region.
	We streamlined literature/discussion (reduced redundancy), emphasized theoretical contributions in conclusion, and suggested ASEAN studies in future research. This refines the manuscript, persuasively enhancing its contribution and scope.
	Sections 2, 4.3; Section 5 (Conclusion); Section 4.5; bolded streamlined/emphasized parts.

	16
	2. GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT: Authors consider to revise the manuscript according to comments of the Reviewer.
	All comments addressed comprehensively as above; manuscript formatted per journal template (e.g., bilingual abstract, two columns). This holistic update persuasively positions the manuscript for acceptance with minor revisions.
	Entire manuscript; bolded revisions throughout.


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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