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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

In the abstract there is an acronym without explanation.

The authors need to show in a clear way the goal of the paper in the introduction section.
The aim’s paper is only in the abstract.

It is necessary to review the English Language in that article, especially paying attention to
the use of plural verbs or single verbs.

The complexity economy concept needs to be clear in the Literature Review, besides in the
introduction.

The authors mentioned a range of studies in the Literature Review, but it is necessary to
explain a little more about the concepts about the foreign investment direct, complexity
economic, their relations in the literature, especially to cite studies more recent.

The methodology is a little confusing. That section is to show the procedures of the paper if
other researchers would like to follow these same methods. My question is: Are these
tables in the methodology section really the methodological procedures for constructing the
research or are they part of the results?

The final considerations are ok. | suggest the authors add the social implications of this
paper.

The authors need to review all the citations if they are in the References section. For
example, is missing Lipsey and Zejan, (1994).

In the References section there are different kinds of rules. For example, to reference two
authors there are the use of & and “and” words.

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment

IAuthor’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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