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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The economic performance of Nigeria needs be studied, especially now that the macroeconomic indices point to the economy operating at a somewhat sub-optimal level. It is important to verify if foreign inflow generates positive outcomes so as to know what policy options Nigeria may adopt.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 (N/A)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. 
There are many uncredited statements in the introductory section and many others that require more validation using data and citations.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes, there are.

1.) The Introductory section lacks citations and critical data points to validate most of the claims presented.
2.) The empirical literature review looks more like a summary of abstract. There are no discussions as to why these are relevant to the current study. Some of the variables in the empirical review do not have a direct bearing on the current study, thus making it harder to see the reviewed study’s relevance to the current. This made the author(s) choose quantity over quality. This section should also inform the audience how some variables like poverty were measured. This way, it makes it more relatable when comparing the current study’s findings to that of those discussed in the empirical literature.
3.) The author(s) used the variables POV and POVG representing poverty and poverty gap. The author(s) should clarify how exactly these variables were measured and cite the source of the proxy used.
4.) There is inconsistency of the author(s) in using GDP and GDPPC where GDPPC was used to represent GDP per capita. Much later GDPG was also used to represent GDP per capita. The author(s) should be consistent in their use of acronyms and should as well differentiate the use of GDP from GDP per capita.
5.) The ARDL as claimed by the author is not suitable for smaller sample sizes. Majority of autoregressive models require larger sample sizes so as to accommodate and optimize the lag length selection process.
6.) The author(s) should present the result of the lag length selection process. This is necessary for an ARDL
7.) I strongly recommend that the author increases the sample size. A period of 26 years (observations) is considerably small. Analysis from 1998 also hinders the research from tapping into the experience of Nigeria’s military rule since the country’s consistent civilian rule began in 1999. Suggestion is to begin from 1981.
8.) Reconcile the discretionary use of the terms GDP, GDP per capita, GDP per capita growth rate, GDP growth. These seem to have been used interchangeably, even though they do not represent the same thing in Economics.
9.) The conceptual model in section 2.6 should be used to conceptually or operationally define some of the terms used in this research. Variables like economic performance should be defined as explained how exactly it would be measured. This goes for poverty.
10.) It is unfortunate the author(s) neglected unemployment which they much talked about in the introductory section. Data for unemployment rate easily exists and this could replace poverty if poverty is not clearly and clinically measured in this report
11.) The discussion of findings will depend to a great extent on the definition of terms like poverty gap and poverty. How do we know poverty expands/contracts in the model if we do not know its index or proxy used?
12.) The conclusion and recommendation are not proper entire rigour. The author(s) should spend some time drawing out policy implications from the findings and as well render quality recommendations which would address the research questions (as amended).
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Godfrey Ikechukwu Ihedimma, Miva Open University, Nigeria
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