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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 addresses an emerging and policy-relevant topic by examining how new quality agricultural productivity influences the consumption upgrading of rural residents in China. By integrating productivity theory, consumption economics, and spatial econometric analysis, the study contributes to understanding the linkage between agricultural modernization and domestic demand expansion. The use of long-term provincial panel data and the focus on regional heterogeneity provide useful empirical evidence for policymakers concerned with high-quality development and rural revitalization. The findings are relevant not only to agricultural economists but also to scholars studying consumption behavior, regional development, and structural transformation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the main content of the study but is overly long and grammatically awkward, which may reduce clarity.
Suggested alternative title:

“Impact of New Quality Agricultural Productivity on Rural Consumption Upgrading: Mechanisms and Regional Heterogeneity in China.”
	

	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 clearly states the objective, data source, methodology, and main findings. However:

· The abstract is dense and concept-heavy, making it difficult to read for a broad audience.

· The methodological description can be shortened.

· The policy implications can be stated more concisely.

Overall, the abstract is informative but would benefit from language polishing and simplification to improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and employs appropriate econometric methods, including fixed-effects panel models, mediation analysis, robustness checks, and regional heterogeneity analysis. The construction of the new quality agricultural productivity index using the entropy weight method is reasonable and well justified.
However, the following points require attention:

· Some regression results report very high R² values, which should be briefly discussed to rule out concerns of overfitting.

· The paper relies on linear interpolation for missing data; a short justification or robustness discussion would strengthen credibility.

· The theoretical section is very lengthy and could be streamlined to focus more directly on testable mechanisms.

With these minor clarifications, the manuscript meets scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, up-to-date, and relevant, with many recent studies from 2023-2026. This strengthens the academic grounding of the paper.

Minor issues include:

· Inconsistencies in reference formatting.

· Some references lack page ranges or volume numbers.

· A few journal titles and author names need uniform spacing and punctuation.

Overall, the references are sufficient and appropriate.
	

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


	The manuscript uses advanced academic language, but the English expression is often overly complex, with long sentences and heavy theoretical phrasing. This reduces readability, especially in the theoretical analysis section.

It is recommended to:

· Shorten long sentences.

· Reduce excessive philosophical and ideological phrasing.

· Improve grammatical flow and punctuation.

The paper would benefit from professional language editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The theoretical framework is rigorous but excessively long; condensing it would improve balance between theory and empirics.

· Some tables lack concise interpretation immediately below them.

· Policy recommendations are detailed but could be prioritized into fewer, more actionable points.

· A conceptual diagram illustrating the mechanism and mediation pathways would improve presentation.
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