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PART 2: 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 1. The introduction is poorly done and scanty of
citations of previous arguments, particularly,
researchers from Nigeria.
2. There lots of grammatical errors, author should
engage the services of expert to review the grammer.
3. The methodology of research is acceptable but the
order of interpretations is wrong.
4. Conclusions are not driven from the research.

1. In line 79-82, the author seems to be confusedabout rejecting and accepting of hypothesis. Ifwe reject H0 it implies that we are automaticallyaccepting hypothesis H1. The author should clearthe mix up.2. Line 99-100. Interest rate na d expectedinflation did not enter the model, why are testingfor their stationarity.3. Table 1 It is quite difficult to identify variablesthat are stationary at levels, first difference, etc.Therefore, the author should include columns toshow the order of stationarity It will also benecessary to state their critical values4. Table 2. Does not show the critical values fromwhich we can make assertion about rejecting oraccepting hypothesis.5. Table 3 does not show the parsimonious errorcorrection model that follows from an over-paramatised error correction model. Theparsimonious model could be used to interpretthe long run OLS result.6. In table 5, The result should show one value ofECM per model and ECM must always benegative which shows the speed of adjustment toequilibrium. Thus result of table 5 is porous andmisleading.7. The number of references is scanty andinsufficient for this manner of research. Itprobably shows that the authors did not
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undertake sufficient study of the subject matter.
Minor REVISION comments The work requires major revisions. 1. Refer to lines 34 – 38. The statements aredisjointed. What did the author mean by “......butby the spectacular story of four Asian Tigers”2. Refer to lines 40-47. Citing authors nameswithout stating what researches they did andtheir conclusion makes no meaning.3. Refer to line 54-62. Though the intendedmethodology is good and acceptable, authordoes not need to be repetitive in mentioning themethodologies.
Optional/General comments This is quite an interesting paper, however, the authorhas not exhausted the novelty neither has thecontributions of the work added to new knowledge. Theauthor should undertake to correct the commentsmentioned previously.
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