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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.
	This manuscript addresses an important macroeconomic issue by examining the relationship between tax revenue components and human capital development in Nigeria. The study is particularly relevant in the context of developing economies where fiscal policy effectiveness remains a major concern. By focusing on disaggregated tax components (CIT, VAT, PPT, EDT, and CED), the paper attempts to provide more nuanced empirical insights compared to aggregate tax studies. However, while the topic is significant, the study’s contribution is somewhat limited by methodological simplicity and data constraints, which may affect the robustness and generalizability of the findings.
	





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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

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

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Poor
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	





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
The title clearly reflects the main variables and the geographical focus of the study. However, it could be improved by indicating the methodological approach (e.g., OLS or time-series analysis) to enhance precision.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The abstract presents the objective, variables, and main findings, but lacks clarity in methodological justification and does not sufficiently highlight the study’s contribution or policy implications. It is recommended to briefly include the data source, estimation technique, and the broader significance of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially
While the general structure of the study is acceptable, there are methodological concerns. Specifically, the use of OLS on time series data integrated of order one without evidence of cointegration raises questions about the validity of the estimates. In addition, some econometric interpretations (e.g., percentage effects in log-log specification) are not consistently or clearly presented.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The manuscript relies heavily on relatively older studies, with limited inclusion of recent empirical research (post-2020). Incorporating more up-to-date literature, especially from high-impact journals, would significantly strengthen the academic positioning of the study.
The authors should integrate recent studies on tax revenue and human development (particularly in developing economies and Sub-Saharan Africa) and ensure proper citation formatting consistency.
	

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

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

	No
There is no evidence of ethical misconduct. The study uses secondary data from recognized institutional sources
	

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The methodology section requires improvement, particularly regarding model justification. Given that all variables are I(1), the absence of a cointegration test (e.g., Johansen or ARDL bounds test) is a major limitation.
- The literature review is mostly descriptive and lacks critical synthesis or identification of a clear research gap.
- The discussion section is unclear, as it does not sufficiently compare findings with prior studies.
- The language requires careful proofreading, as there are grammatical inconsistencies and typographical errors throughout the manuscript.

Decision: Major Revision Required
The manuscript addresses an important topic but requires substantial improvements in methodology, literature integration, and academic writing before it can be considered for publication.
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