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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.


	The manuscript presents an important and original idea by integrating multiple valuation perspectives—financial, accounting, and strategic—on hard-to-value intangibles. The topic is timely and highly significant given the shift toward knowledge-based economies. While the structure is coherent and the literature well covered, the implementation could be strengthened by tightening the argument flow and clarifying the methodological contribution. At present, the paper effectively synthesizes information but could improve in analytical depth and integration of empirical evidence.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title conveys the topic but can be refined for smoother flow and academic tone. A clearer alternative could be “Valuing Hard-to-Value Intangibles: A Review of Methods, Challenges, and Emerging Trends.”
	

	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 introduces the topic effectively but should be expanded to summarize the structure, key findings, and implications of the review. I suggest adding a short statement of purpose, a concise description of the valuation approaches analyzed, and two or three takeaway points that show what readers will learn. The final sentence should clarify the paper’s relevance for practitioners and policymakers. Minor edits are also needed for grammar and precision (e.g., “pose challenges” instead of “pause challenges”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its discussion of theories and valuation methods, and the references cited are credible and up to date. The explanations of concepts such as the Resource-Based View, Real Options Theory, and Signaling Theory are accurate and align with established literature. However, the paper remains largely descriptive and does not apply any empirical or quantitative analysis to support its arguments. The scientific content is therefore correct in substance but limited in depth. Strengthening the analytical connection between the theories and valuation methods, and clarifying how each method addresses specific valuation challenges, would make the paper more robust. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct but conceptually basic, suitable for publication as a review or educational piece after revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and cover key theoretical and methodological sources. However, most are classic works, and only a few are recent. Given that the topic focuses on emerging trends in intangible valuation, the paper would benefit from incorporating more recent studies reflecting the latest developments in digital asset valuation, AI applications, and contemporary accounting practices. Overall, the references are sufficient for a descriptive review but should be updated to include more current sources to enhance the paper’s relevance and scientific rigor.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable, but it requires editing to meet scholarly standards. There are several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistent use of technical terms (for example, “pause challenges” instead of “pose challenges”). Sentence structure and paragraph transitions should also be improved for smoother flow and clarity. With careful proofreading and minor rewriting to refine grammar, consistency, and academic tone, the paper can reach an acceptable level for publication. At present, the English quality is fair but needs editing.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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