Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Economics, Business and Accounting

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJEBA_155111

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EVENT STUDY METHODOLOGY IN FINANCIAL RESEARCH: CLASSICAL FOUNDATIONS, MODERN DEVELOPMENTS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 provides a timely and comprehensive overview of event study methodology, tracing its evolution from classical foundations to cutting-edge developments, which is invaluable for both novice and seasoned researchers in financial economics.

· By systematically cataloging the theoretical underpinnings, traditional models, and their inherent limitations, the paper serves as an excellent pedagogical tool and a reference point for ensuring methodological rigor in future empirical work.

· The detailed discussion of modern advancements—including multifactor models, GARCH, high-frequency data, and machine learning—directly addresses the contemporary challenges of financial market analysis and equips the scientific community with a roadmap for adopting these sophisticated techniques.

· Furthermore, the paper's forward-looking perspective on applications in ESG, cryptocurrency, and social media analytics highlights critical and emerging areas for scholarly inquiry, thereby helping to shape the future research agenda in the field.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The title, "EVENT STUDY METHODOLOGY IN FINANCIAL RESEARCH: CLASSICAL FOUNDATIONS, MODERN DEVELOPMENTS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS," is highly suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript's content.

· It effectively captures the three core pillars of the paper: the historical roots, contemporary advancements, and prospective research avenues.

· The title is clear, descriptive, and uses keywords that will ensure the article is easily discoverable by researchers interested in this specific methodology.

· No alternative title is necessary, as the current one is both comprehensive and precise in representing the scope and contribution of the work.


	

	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 largely comprehensive and provides a solid, structured summary of the manuscript's aims, content, and conclusions, effectively outlining the journey from classical to modern methods.

· It could be strengthened by briefly mentioning the purpose or motivation for this review, such as the increasing complexity of financial markets or the proliferation of new data sources that necessitate a methodological update.

· To enhance its utility, the abstract could explicitly name one or two of the key modern advancements discussed, such as "GARCH-based volatility modeling" or "machine learning integration," rather than just listing them as categories.

· Finally, ensuring the keywords are a perfect mirror of the paper's core themes is beneficial; the current list is strong, but perhaps "High-Frequency Data" or "Machine Learning" could be considered for inclusion if space allows.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	·  The manuscript is scientifically correct in its description of the foundational theories, models, and statistical tests, demonstrating a firm grasp of the established literature (e.g., EMH, market model, Patell test).

· The explanations of the mathematical formulas for classical models (Mean Adjusted, Market, CAPM) and modern approaches (Fama-French, GARCH) are accurate and presented clearly, making the technical aspects accessible.

· The discussion of limitations, such as event clustering and cross-sectional dependence, correctly identifies the key vulnerabilities of classical methods, justifying the need for the modern advancements presented later.

· The paper accurately represents the purpose and application of modern techniques, correctly positioning multifactor models as tools for better expected return estimation and bootstrap methods as robust alternatives to parametric testing.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are highly sufficient and form a strong foundation, including all the seminal and canonical works in the field (e.g., Fama et al., 1969; Brown & Warner, 1985; MacKinlay, 1997).

· The manuscript does an excellent job of incorporating recent and highly relevant literature, with numerous citations from 2024 and 2025, demonstrating a strong command of the latest developments and debates in event study methodology.

· The references are well-balanced between theoretical foundations, methodological critiques, and applied studies, providing readers with a comprehensive entry point into the literature.

· While the reference list is already strong, adding a citation for a key text on high-frequency econometrics, such as Campbell, Lo, and MacKinlay's "The Econometrics of Financial Markets" (already in the list), or a specific work on the practical implementation of machine learning in finance (beyond Gu, Kelly & Xiu) could further enrich specific sections.


	

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


	· The language is, for the most part, suitable for scholarly communication, conveying complex ideas with reasonable clarity and adhering to the formal tone expected in academic writing.

· However, the manuscript would benefit from a thorough revision to address minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and some redundancy in expression (e.g., the repeated use of "the study" or "the researcher").

· Sentences are occasionally overly long and complex, which can impede readability. Breaking these into more concise statements would significantly enhance the flow and clarity of the arguments.

· A professional copy-editing service or a meticulous review by the authors to refine sentence structure and correct small grammatical errors is recommended to elevate the manuscript to the highest standard of scholarly prose.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The use of a summary table (Table 1) is an excellent pedagogical tool that effectively contrasts classical and modern approaches.

· The structure is logical, flowing smoothly from theory to classical methods, their limitations, modern solutions, and finally future directions.

· The manuscript could be strengthened by including a more critical discussion of the practical implementation challenges of modern methods (e.g., data requirements for GARCH, computational cost of bootstrapping, complexity of ML models).

· A concluding figure or diagram illustrating the evolution of the methodology and its key branches would be a valuable visual aid for readers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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