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	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.


	I have critically evaluated the submitted article titled "The Impact of Foreign Direct Investment on Dongguan's Export Structure: Evidence from a VECM Model." While the research addresses a relevant topic for a significant economic hub, several fundamental issues severely compromise its current scientific merit.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The manuscript addresses the important issue of how foreign direct investment (FDI) affects export structure upgrading at the city level, focusing on Dongguan—one of China’s most important manufacturing and export-oriented cities. City-level empirical evidence is relatively scarce in the FDI–trade literature, which is predominantly dominated by national or provincial analyses. If methodologically strengthened, this study could provide valuable insights for regional development policy, industrial upgrading strategies, and debates on the limits of FDI-led growth models in emerging economies.
	

	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 study’s focus on Dongguan offers a degree of contextual novelty, as the literature review correctly identifies a gap in city-level empirical research on FDI and export structure. The finding of a potential “low-end lock-in” despite large FDI inflows could offer a nuanced contribution to discussions on the limitations of FDI-driven development. However, the econometric framework (VECM) and the underlying theoretical arguments are standard and well-established. Thus, the manuscript’s novelty lies mainly in its case selection rather than in theoretical or methodological innovation. This limited novelty is further undermined by serious methodological and reporting weaknesses discussed below.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The selection of a Vector Error Correction Model (VECM) is, in principle, appropriate for examining long-run equilibrium relationships and short-run dynamics among cointegrated non-stationary time series. The chosen variables (FDI, export commodity structure, trade mode structure, and GDP) are also conceptually relevant. However, the empirical implementation suffers from several critical flaws:

Data Credibility: The most serious concern is the use of annual data covering the period 1995–2024. It is highly unlikely that finalized and officially published annual data for the full year 2024 would be available for a manuscript submitted or published in 2025. This raises substantial doubts about the reliability, transparency, and sources of the data used, potentially invalidating the entire empirical analysis. Immediate clarification and likely revision of the data period are required.

Incomplete Model Reporting: The manuscript does not report the full estimated long-run cointegration equations or the short-run error correction equations. Instead, only selected coefficients are mentioned. This omission is a critical methodological weakness, as it prevents readers from assessing model specification, coefficient significance, robustness, and reproducibility of results.

Ambiguity in Stationarity Tests: Although most variables are identified as I(1), the unit root test results for D(LEXS2) are inconsistent (ADF suggests non-stationarity, while PP suggests stationarity). The conclusion that all variables are integrated of order one is therefore not fully convincing. Additional tests, robustness checks, or clearer justification are necessary.

Contradictory Interpretation of Long-Run Effects: The manuscript states that the coefficients of FDI in the cointegration vectors for LEXS1 and LEXS2 are zero, implying no direct long-run impact. At the same time, it claims that FDI maintains a long-run equilibrium relationship with export structure and discusses long-term indirect effects. These statements are conceptually inconsistent and require clearer econometric interpretation and reconciliation within the VECM framework.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The validity of the conclusions is significantly weakened by the methodological issues outlined above. Claims regarding long-run relationships are internally inconsistent, and interpretations linking FDI to “low-end lock-in” and foreign control of core production links go beyond what can be directly inferred from VECM impulse responses and variance decompositions alone. Stronger theoretical justification or complementary qualitative or micro-level evidence would be required to substantiate such claims.
	

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


	The manuscript has the potential to contribute meaningfully to the literature by offering a city-level perspective on FDI and export structure transformation in a major manufacturing hub. However, due to serious concerns regarding data credibility, incomplete econometric reporting, and inconsistent interpretation of results, the current version does not yet make a reliable or robust contribution. Substantial revision is required before the findings can be considered trustworthy.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Revision
Key Issues to Be Addressed

· Questionable credibility of data extending to 2024

· Incomplete reporting of VECM equations

· Contradictory interpretation of long-run effects

· Ambiguity in stationarity test results

· Overinterpretation of empirical findings beyond model evidence

The manuscript is conceptually relevant but requires substantial methodological clarification, improved transparency, and more cautious interpretation of results before it can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No explicit ethical violations or competing interest issues are evident from the manuscript in its current form. However, transparency regarding data sources and availability must be improved to ensure research integrity.
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