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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 manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic-how China’s common prosperity initiatives influence the financial performance of digital firms, considering legitimacy, efficiency, and uncertainty. The study’s novelty lies in integrating Legitimacy Theory, Resource-Based View, and Institutional Theory to explain how corporate social responsibility and compliance behaviours affect firm performance in a complex regulatory environment. The paper provides valuable insights for policymakers, corporate strategists, and academics exploring the intersection of social policy, financial performance, and technological innovation in emerging economies. The large panel dataset (5,170 firm-year observations) adds empirical rigor and practical significance to the study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and reflective of the paper’s focus on legitimacy, efficiency, and uncertainty as lenses for understanding financial outcomes. However, to improve precision, it could be revised to: “Legitimacy, Efficiency, and Uncertainty: Examining the Financial Consequences of Common Prosperity Initiatives in China’s Digital Firms.”
	

	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 well structured, clear, and informative. It captures the research question, methodology, findings, and implications effectively. However, it could be improved by:

· Briefly stating the theoretical frameworks applied (Legitimacy, RBV, Institutional theory).

· Summarizing the policy or managerial implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and methodologically sound. The research design, variable definitions, and model specifications are clear and appropriate. The use of fixed effects models, endogeneity tests, and robustness checks adds credibility.

However, some improvements are recommended:

· Clarify the source and construction of the Common Prosperity Score (CPScore). Although described in detail, the rationale behind the logarithmic transformations should be justified conceptually.

· The PriScore and TerScore show limited variation, possibly affecting regression sensitivity. The authors should discuss potential measurement bias or limitations.

· The Heterogeneity Test table (Table 9) mixes unrelated variables like Cprating (possibly a typographical artifact). The authors should correct and streamline this table.

· Include more justification for the theoretical linkages particularly how Legitimacy Theory directly interacts with Efficiency and Uncertainty in the Chinese context.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and generally up to date (mostly 2021–2025). However:

· A few references are incomplete or missing publication details (e.g., “Gao J, Wang D. Quantifying the Benefit of Artificial Intelligence for Scientific Research.” lacks publication source).

· Add more foundational works on Common Prosperity Policy and Digital Governance in China (e.g., works by Li Keqiang, 2022; and Piketty, 2020 on income distribution).

· Cross-check the consistency of reference numbering with in-text citations.
	

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


	The language is scholarly, articulate, and well-structured. However, some minor issues were observed:

· Occasional run-on sentences reduce readability (especially in theoretical framework sections).

· Some terms like “secondary distribution” and “tertiary distribution” could be briefly redefined in each major section for clarity to an international audience unfamiliar with Chinese fiscal terminology.

· Figures and tables are well formatted but should include sources or notes explaining variable scales (e.g., CPScore range 1–9).

Overall, the English is of high academic quality and suitable for publication with light editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The paper’s conceptual framework (Figure 1) is useful but would benefit from labeling the directional relationships (positive/negative effects).

· The discussion section is excellently deep, integrative, and theoretically consistent. However, it should better distinguish short-term vs long-term financial impacts.

· The conclusion is sound but could briefly mention the study’s limitations (e.g., focus on Chinese firms limits generalizability) and suggest cross-country comparative research.

· The highlights section at the end is clear and concise - appropriate for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical concerns are apparent. The study uses secondary data from established databases (GTA, Enterprise Common Prosperity Database) and does not involve human participants.
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