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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 In general, I found the paper to be interesting andgenerally well-written. I thought that the econometricanalysis was well executed (and described). I have asmall number of comments that I think may improve thepaper.When reading the paper I thought that the literaturereview could be reduced significantly. I don’t think it isnecessary to write a paragraph about each existing set ofresults. What I would suggest is to do the following: (i)Discuss all the theoretical arguments at one point ratherthan introducing the different theories when discussing aparticular paper; (ii) Reduce the discussion on existingresults, perhaps by talking about the general pattern ofresults from panel / cross-section studies at one pointand the general pattern of results from time seriesstudies at another; (iii) continue to include somediscussion of studies on Africa, but again not discuss eachpaper separately.It may also be that the discussion on the state of theSudanese economy and the discussion of financialconditions in Sudan could be reduced. My concern is thatwell over half of the paper is spent on the background,rather than the actual analysis undertaken in the paper.I think the paper needs to be answer the following: Giventhe small size of the financial sector in Sudan, why wouldwe expect it to have a significant impact on growth in
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Sudan? Or in other words, why is Sudan an interestingexample to look at?Terms like “Musharka” and “Salam contracts” are used inthe paper, but I didn’t notice any definitions of theseterms. I think most readers would be unaware of theseterms and I would suggest defining them explicitly.On page 18 it is stated that “Alternatively, we use thenatural logarithm of real per capita GDP (LPGDP) as ameasure of economic growth.” Surely, only the firstdifference of this variable can be considered a measure ofeconomic growth?In the discussion of the role of openness for growth onpage 20 it may be worthwhile mentioning some keyreferences on the relationship between openness andgrowth. As it stands the discussion of how opennessaffects growth is not clear.In Table 5 for example “*” indicates significance at the1% level and “**” at the 5% level. It is more usual formore asterisks to indicate higher significance. It might bean idea to help people when reading the paper to alsofollow this convention.Including the asterisks in Table 7 (and Tables 8 and 9 forexample) would also be useful. It would then not benecessary to report both the t-statistics and the p-values,which makes the table look a bit “busy”.
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Minor REVISION comments
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