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PART  1: Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript 
and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback 
here) 

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. 
 

  

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

  

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please 
write here. 

  

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
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Is the language/English quality of the article 
suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

To address the concerns and improve the study, the objective should be reshaped to emerge logically from the 
research gap identified in the literature review. I'll also walk through how to frame a research hypothesis, evaluate the 
existing literature based on the importance of the study, and highlight what’s new from each piece of research. 

 Restating the Objective: 

To reshape the objective effectively, it’s important to present it as a response to gaps in the existing literature on public 
debt and economic development. The objective should arise naturally after identifying what existing studies have 
missed or underexplored. Given that the article focuses on Nigeria’s public debt and economic development as a 
measure of development, but used HDI as proxy of Economic development. Substantiate the matter 

That specific research gaps or unresolved questions in the existing literature on public debt and economic development 
does this study aim to address, and how does the focus on HDI instead of GDP provide a more comprehensive view of 
development? 

 Framing the Hypothesis: 

The study currently has test hypotheses (null hypotheses), but to transform them into research hypotheses, they need 
to explicitly state the expected outcomes based on theoretical reasoning or previous studies. 

Literature Review:  

A systematic literature review should be organized by identifying what’s new from each study and grouping studies that 
produce similar results. How can the existing literature on public debt’s impact on economic growth or development be 
structured to reveal what is new or unexplored in this study, and how can studies with similar findings be grouped to 
clarify patterns in the research? 

By clubbing these studies together, the argument can be made that debt due to stringent conditions, could have a 
stifling effect on human development. This strengthens the rationale behind the hypothesis that multilateral debt has an 
impact on economic development. 

To improve the study, the objective must emerge from a clear identification of research gaps, the hypotheses should 
clearly state expected outcomes, and the literature review should be structured to highlight the significance of the 
study. Using HDI instead of GDP further enhances the study’s contribution to the understanding of how different types 
of debt affect human development in Nigeria. But, The study lacks conceptual clarity and coherence in its writing style, 
making it difficult to follow the logical progression of the argument. Additionally, while multiple regression and related 
robustness checks are mentioned, are they appropriately justified and applied within the context of the research? 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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