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	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 contributes to the literature on trade and macroeconomic dynamics by reassessing the relationship between domestic demand and export performance in Gabon within the “New Export Channel” framework. Using the ARDL bounds testing approach of M. Hashem Pesaran et al. (2001), it provides an alternative to conventional cointegration methods developed by Robert F. Engle and Clive W. J. Granger (1987) and Søren Johansen and Katarina Juselius (1992), particularly in a small-sample context. The findings of this manuscript offer updated empirical evidence on substitutability, reverse causation, and the limited role of price competitiveness, thereby enriching policy discussions on export-led growth in small open and developing economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is very suitable, clear and concise. 
	

	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 informative but requires revision to improve clarity, structure, and balance. It should follow a standard format such as background, objective, method, data, key findings, and implications, to enhance coherence and readability.

The following revisions are recommended:

1. Clearly articulate the research motivation and its theoretical or policy relevance at the beginning.

2. Streamline the methodological discussion by briefly stating the use of the ARDL bounds testing approach of M. Hashem Pesaran et al. (2001) as an alternative to conventional cointegration techniques such as Robert F. Engle and Clive W. J. Granger (1987).

3. Indicate clearly whether the reported elasticities reflect short-run or long-run effects.

4. Moderate strong policy or industrialization claims to ensure consistency with the empirical evidence.

5. Improve language precision, logical flow, and overall academic presentation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually grounded and methodologically based on accepted econometric techniques; however, in its current form, it does not fully meet scientific standards of consistency, robustness, and clarity. Substantial revisions are necessary to ensure methodological coherence, accurate interpretation, and improved academic presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list includes important foundational works but lacks sufficiently recent studies. I recommend adding 4–6 recent and context-relevant references to strengthen both the theoretical grounding and the empirical positioning of the manuscript.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are appropriate for scholarly communication. The writing is generally clear and coherent, with no significant ambiguity observed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript addresses a relevant and policy-significant issue by examining domestic demand and export performance in Gabon using an ARDL framework.

2. The comparative use of ARDL against conventional cointegration methods strengthens its potential contribution.

3. The paper would benefit from improved econometric consistency, clearer interpretation, and refined presentation to enhance its academic rigor.

Our Final Decision:
Accepted with Minor Revisions
The manuscript is conceptually sound and empirically supported. Addressing the above minor revisions will enhance clarity, readability, and academic rigor.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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