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	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 paper reviews how marketing strategies shape the corporate equity issuance process across global markets between 2010 and 2025. It examines the role of traditional roadshows, corporate branding, digital engagement, and social media in influencing investor perceptions, reducing information asymmetry, and affecting equity offering outcomes, with particular attention to developing economies such as Indonesia. The study concludes that effective equity issuance requires a balance between sound financial fundamentals and transparent, accountable marketing communication that supports sustainable value creation rather than short-term hype. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Marketing Strategies in Corporate Equity Issuance: A Review of Traditional and Digital Investor Engagement
	

	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.


	Study design and methodology need revision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Check grammatical errors, sentence structuring.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
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Do Citation correction
	

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


	 Avoid fragmented sentences; maintain academic cohesion.

 Ensure consistency in tense and terminology throughout the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript claims to be a systematic review; however, it does not sufficiently adhere to established standards for conducting and reporting systematic reviews. A systematic review typically follows recognised guidelines such as the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA). In its current form, the manuscript lacks methodological clarity, defined scope, and analytical rigour.

Specifically, the study does not present a structured and transparent methodology. There is an absence of clearly articulated research questions, predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria, and a comprehensive search strategy.

The authors should clearly identify and justify the databases searched (e.g., PubMed, PsycINFO, Scopus) and provide a detailed account of the keywords and search strings used. The process of study selection, screening, and data extraction must be systematically described to ensure reproducibility.

The manuscript also requires a structured format, including distinct sections for Introduction, Methods, Results, Discussion, and Conclusion. Background information and rationale should be strengthened, and the objectives should be stated explicitly and coherently.

The inclusion of tables, figures, and a PRISMA flow diagram illustrating the study selection process would significantly improve clarity and presentation.

The discussion should interpret findings in relation to existing literature, acknowledge limitations, and identify gaps for future research. Evidence-based recommendations should be clearly derived from the review findings.

Include the experiences of the investors.
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