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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 
the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1.OK 
 
2. Ok 
3. Adjust to pointed suggestion. 
 
4.Ok, just insert an item relating to the historical comparison to check which banks  
 
5. Ok. 
 
5. There was a lack of greater emphasis on the statistical part, so I suggest including this in the 
methodology 
 
(In addition to the 6 points mentioned above, reviewers are free to provide additional 
suggestions/comments) 
 
As for the article, I suggest the following adjustments: 
 
presented a correlation for investors to invest resources from the perspective of dividends. First, it 
would also be necessary to check whether these banks always had a policy of distributing 
dividends, or whether there was a time when they did not do this to the detriment of losses. Also 
identify whether the bank adopts a compensation plan with the creation of a capital reserve to be 
able to compensate shareholders for losses if they occur. This was not noted in the article. 
 
I believe it is relevant given that investors want security, profitability and return on invested capital. 
 
It is one thing for the study to point out that investors are looking for dividends, it is another to 
identify policies that maintain and enable, even in the event of unforeseen events on the part of 
banks, a compensating minimum dividend. The minimum expected by someone who invested their 
money and wants to have a return on the capital or part of it. 
 
The suggestion now is, in addition to this first, to identify which of these banks have created capital 
reserves in their PL, to compensate these shareholders. 
 
Otherwise, the article is good, but it needs to deepen this justification, pointing out solutions on the 
part of banks to increase customer loyalty. 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
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