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Compulsory REVISION comments 
The author(s) need to demonstrate 
that endogeneity is not a problem 
here.  

Do these risk factors “lead to” and “bring about” 

(using the terminology seen on p. 10) changes in 

GDP?  Or do changes in GDP affect homicide rates, 

mortality, and poverty.  If the later, then there is 

endogeneity bias in the estimates.  Some formal 

testing is required. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
Omitted variables bias? 

Are the explanatory variables included here the only 
factors affecting GDP changes?  I wouldn’t think so.  The 
author(s) need to explain why omitted variables bias is 
not a concern or resolve the concern by including 
additional variables. 
 
Statements such as “developing countries in which there 
is a large portion of their population living on less than 
$2.50 a day are more likely to have a lower level of 
economic development” seem tautological. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

This is an interesting topic, and the literature review is 
good.  The statistical analysis must be supported better 
for it to be convincing. 
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