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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 timely topic at the intersection of corporate finance, marketing, and investor relations. The study contributes to the growing body of interdisciplinary research that recognizes capital market transactions as not only financial but also communicative and reputational processes. The emphasis on digital communication, social media, and emerging market contexts adds contemporary relevance, particularly for scholars and practitioners interested in IPOs and seasoned equity offerings in developing economies. With further refinement in methodological transparency and theoretical integration, the paper has the potential to serve as a useful reference point for future empirical research and policy discussions in capital market development. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the core content of the manuscript. It clearly communicates the focus on marketing strategies within the corporate equity issuance process and correctly identifies the study as a literature review.

However, to enhance precision and academic appeal, the authors may consider one of the following alternative titles:

1. Marketing Strategies in Corporate Equity Issuance: A Systematic Review of Investor Communication and Market Outcomes

2. Marketing, Investor Relations, and Equity Issuance Outcomes: A Systematic Literature Review

These alternatives better emphasize the systematic nature of the review and the investor communication dimension.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, covering the aims, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. It clearly outlines the scope of the review and highlights the importance of marketing strategies in shaping investor perceptions and equity offering outcomes. However, the abstract can be strengthened in the following ways:

1. Clarify the methodological contribution: The abstract should explicitly state whether the review follows a recognized systematic review protocol (e.g., PRISMA-style logic), even if adapted.

2. Improve numerical consistency: The abstract mentions 87 publications, while the methodology section later refers to 70 studies retained. This inconsistency should be resolved.

3. Sharpen the contribution statement: The abstract would benefit from one concise sentence explicitly stating what is new about this review compared to prior IPO or equity issuance literature reviews.

Overall, the abstract is solid but would benefit from minor refinement for clarity and internal consistency.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of conceptual grounding, literature coverage, and logical argumentation. The authors demonstrate a good understanding of foundational theories such as information asymmetry, signaling, and investor perception, and they integrate these effectively with marketing and branding perspectives.

Several areas require improvement to strengthen scientific rigor:

· The systematic review process needs clearer documentation (e.g., search strings, screening stages, and justification for exclusion).

· The thematic synthesis would benefit from a summary table mapping key themes, representative studies, methods, and findings.

· The paper occasionally shifts between IPO-specific evidence and broader equity issuance contexts without clearly distinguishing between them.

Addressing these issues would significantly enhance the methodological robustness and replicability of the study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally strong, relevant, and includes both classic and recent studies. Seminal works (e.g., Ritter, Loughran & Ritter, Luo) are appropriately cited alongside contemporary research on digital communication and emerging markets. However, the authors should consider:

· Adding recent (post-2022) high-impact finance and marketing journal articles on digital investor relations, fintech-driven disclosure, and social media sentiment in capital markets.
· Ensuring consistency in citation formatting (some minor inconsistencies are visible in DOI presentation and author initials).
· Clarifying the credibility and peer-review status of a few locally focused or practitioner-oriented sources.

Overall, references are sufficient, but some enhancements would strengthen the paper’s international positioning.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The overall language quality is good and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is generally clear, coherent, and professionally written. Nevertheless, authors should consider:

· Reducing sentence length in several dense paragraphs, particularly in Sections 3.3 and 3.5.
· Eliminating minor grammatical inconsistencies and improving transitions between paragraphs.
· Ensuring consistent use of academic tone (e.g., avoiding overly narrative phrasing in parts of the discussion).

A careful professional language edit would further improve readability and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	While the manuscript is well-developed, the authors are encouraged to:

· Include a conceptual framework or integrative model summarizing how marketing strategies influence equity issuance outcomes across pre-listing and post-listing stages.
· More clearly distinguish developed vs. emerging market evidence rather than blending them within the same narrative.
· Explicitly state the managerial and policy implications in a short dedicated subsection within the conclusion.

The manuscript should be reconsidered after the authors address the methodological clarifications, consistency issues, and structural enhancements highlighted in this review.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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