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	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 Paper addresses a critical topic in development economics: the determinants of household consumption in a resource-rich but economically unstable sub national region. Testing foundational theories like Permanent Income Hypothesis in such context. The findings provide nuanced, location-specific evidence that can inform targeted fiscal and social policies aimed at enhancing household welfare and financial resilience in similar economies. However, the study's contribution is currently limited by significant methodological and presentation issues that need resolution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title is not fully suitable. I claim empirical assessment of the Permanent Income hypothesis, but the core methodology does not provide a direct test of it.
Alternative title: “Determinants of household consumption expenditure: Empirical Evidence from Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria”
	

	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 not comprehensive and misrepresents the study. It omits critical limitations and Overstates finding such as the regression models had extremely low explanatory power (R² ~ 0.009), the measurement of Variables. The abstract's results mention "significant influence," but the regression tables show statistically insignificant coefficients. This contradiction must be resolved
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has several important scientific and methodological deficits:

1) Measurement Problem: Applying a 5-point Likert scale ("Strongly Disagree" to "Strongly Agree") to measure economic variables such as income, consumption expenditure, and savings is invalid and inappropriate. These variables relate to cardinal measures and must be denominated in units of currency. This measure invalidates all subsequent statistical analysis and makes the regression results impossible to comprehend in economic terms.

2) Model Misspecification (The Core Issue): There is no operationalization of a test for PIH in this study. It is important to separate permanent from transitory income, usually using instrumental variables, panel data, or specific expectation models. The regression analysis using a "consumption index" regressed on an "income perception index" with consideration of demographic factors is a standard consumption function, but not a test for PIH. In Sections 4.1.7 and 4.2.8, attempts are made to equate inconclusive, meaningless results with conformity to PIH, which is not scientifically justifiable.
3) Contradictory Results: The concluding remarks in Section 5.2 indicate that "all the variables are statistically significant." However, in the tables in Sections 15 to 20, the p-value of all the coefficients is greater than 0.05. None of the coefficients are statistically significant. This is a critical error.

4) Low Explanatory Power: The stated R², which is 0.009 (or 0.9%), implies that the model does not explain a fraction of the variation in the consumption index, and policy conclusions are purely speculative.

5) Theoretical Misalignment: The literature review provided is adequate, but the connection to the empirical model is lacking. The theorized ideas are also not well integrated with the hypothesis testing framework.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and supply the necessary classical material as well as relevant regional studies. To further fortify a strong methodology, it might be useful to add references that cover the issue of the measurement of consumption and income within a household survey context in developing countries. It would also be useful to add references on the correct empirical testing of the PIH itself and Response of Consumption to Income.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	The fundamental concept of the study is quite good, the data collection is excellent, and the sample size as well as demographic distribution are sufficient. the article must start from refining:

· Reframe the paper in the manner of a traditional "Factors Influencing Household Consumption Patterns" analysis.

· Acknowledge the basic limitation of the study, which is the inability of Likert scale indices to be used with economic variables. Raw monetary data, if available, should be used. Otherwise, this is the basic limitation of the study.

· Correct the Results section to accurately represent the statistical insignificance of the regression coefficients.
· Ground policy recommendations based on the descriptive findings (e.g. high food expenditure share, borrowing behavior) rather than the failed regression model.
·  Justification: The manuscript under consideration has been rejected because of an inherent flaw between the declared intention of testing PIH and the methodology, as well as an incorrect scale of measurement and statistical test outcomes presented. Moreover, there was valuable information collected; however, it can be re-evaluated with a significant re-modeling of research intent, honesty regarding research results, and an honest discussion of limitations
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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