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Dear reviewer, 

 

Thank you very much for your time involved in reviewing the manuscript and your 

very encouraging comments on the merits.  

 

General Comment: 

 

“The article titled as “Carbon effects from intra-product international specialization: 

evidence from China’s manufacture industries” is very interesting and informative. 

However, the author (s) must incorporate the following issues to improve the article.” 

 

Response: 

 

We greatly appreciate your clear and detailed feedback and hope that the explanation 

may fully address all of your concerns. In the following context, we discuss each of 

your comments individually along with our corresponding responses. To facilitate this 

discussion, your comments are typed in italic font and then present our responses to 

the comments.  

 

Comment 1: 

 

“In the abstract please mention explicitly one or couple of policy implications 

relevant to the study” 

 

Response 1: 

 

We have included the summarized policy recommendations in the abstract. The 

revision is shown below. Red words are added parts.  

 

 

Comment 2: 
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“On page 3, line 87-96, the author claimed some distinct features or contributions of 

this study from previous ones. The author must mention references or quote the 

studies from which this study is significantly different in all three contributions 

claimed.” 

 

Response 2: 

 

We added a new figure in the introduction section and a new paragraph in literature 

review section to stress our contributions. The figure summarized prominent articles 

and their core viewpoints related to this topic. The revisions are shown below. Red 

words are new added. 
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Comment 3: 

 

“Please provide a table of recent literature relevant to the topic in chronological 

order” 

 

Response 3: 

 

We added a new figure in the introduction section. The figure summarized prominent 

articles and their core viewpoints related to this topic. The revisions are shown below. 

Red words are new added. 
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Comment 4: 

 

“The theoretical framework is nicely built” 

 

Response 4: 

 

Thank you for this appreciation. 
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Comment 5: 

 

“Discussion of main results with contextualization i.e. consistency or contradiction 

with prior studies is very short. The author (s) needs to expand it.” 

 

Response 5: 

 

According to your comments, we revised the section 5 “Test Results of the Effect of 

Intra-product International Specialization on Carbon Emission”. The revisions are 

shown in below. Red words are new added. 
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Comment 6: 

 

“The policy implications should be drawn from obtained results and should be 

precisely linked with your study findings” 

 

Response 6: 

 

According to your comments, we revised the policy suggestion section to tightly tie 

up the suggestions to our findings. The revisions are shown in below. Red words are 

new added.  
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Other Comment : 

 

“i have seen a few grammar mistakes. The authors should  proofread the article to 

avoid grammar and syntax errors.” 

 

Response : 

 

For typos and grammatical mistakes, we have carefully and thoroughly proofread the 

manuscript to correct these issues.  


