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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 review manuscript addresses an interesting topic in several research areas as ML, cloud computing and digital marketing. Valuable literature across existing works is offered whose objective is to show how these technologies converge to innovate marketing systems. The manuscript contributes to a significant volume of research aimed at making digital marketing strategies more optimal using intelligent, data-driven techniques.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is often well chosen, as it corresponds to the fundamental themes of the article.
	

	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 dense with detail and sets out the larger themes of the manuscript, such as the role of ML, cloud computing and web technologies in digital marketing. But it could be improved with a concise statement of the analysis strategy and an explicit outline of the paper's practical uses or guidelines. 

The advantages and challenges needed to be divided up more clearly to improve readability.

Suggestions:

1. Specify the approach and mention "literature review".
2. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It refers to both academic and industrial sources in a suitable manner and provides a good overview of existing abilities and issues. Nevertheless, the manuscript could profit from a more careful evaluation, regarding the comparison of approaches and tools. Rather than summarizing what others have done, an assessment of their relative strengths and limitations would add value
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes many references which are recent and relevant. However, a few cited works seem tangential (e.g. facial expression recognition, pandemic-related analysis) and could be removed. 
I suggest adding more critical references from more recent years discussing ML applications in marketing, in conjunction with cloud computing and the exponential growth of data (the concept of big data). This axis necessarily strengthens the current context of the search for this manuscript.
	

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


	The language is globally correct for scholarly communications. But the introduction is too text-heavy, so that some ambiguous expressions are long and have minor grammatical errors. They could be adjusted by an English trained editor. In addition, it would be helpful to improve the flow and clarity of the document if the sentences in the long paragraphs were better formulated in the same tense. Since, this is a review manuscript, and you are theoretically presenting past research and comparisons of results already made (use the simple past tense).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript is well written and organized in its various sections, with an interesting amount of information related to the field covered.  However, the manuscript should benefit from the following:

1. Reduce the introduction and the redundancy in the "literature review" with careful proofreading.
2. Clarify and personalize the introduction: ideas are not clearly linked by logical connectors and do not show a thematic progression. In addition, they are not adequately justified in relation to the main topic of machine learning in digital marketing.

3. The manuscript misses an opportunity to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the different machine learning techniques and platforms discussed. After the comparative table, there should be a critical discussion to add value to the final choice - for example, identifying the best performing methods offers the best integration features and this would make the comparison more relevant for the reader.

4. Figure 6 shows several reported values to show the performance of various ML applications. However, the rules used to obtain these measurements are not explained. It is essential to clarify whether the values come from primary data analysis, clustered results from the literature or approximations. The absence of such details will compromise the accuracy of the study.
5. The "recommendations" section is not linked to what precedes it, and what is the point of presenting it? It is a summary in the form of bullet points, we avoid this reduced description. You must explain what it is about by using: linked sentences, a sequence of ideas, etc.
6. An important part that is missing is how big data storage improves loyalty in cloud-based data platforms?
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No 
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