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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript highlights the nuanced short-term benefits versus long-term drawbacks of protectionist measures in a mono-product economy like Nigeria, offering insights that could inform policy decisions in similar contexts across Africa. The use of ARDL modeling to explore relationships between tariffs, GDP per capita, industry productivity, unemployment and trade net flows adds methodological value for researchers studying trade-growth dynamics in resource-dependent nations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable as it accurately reflects the empirical focus on trade protection and its implications for Nigeria's economy.
	

	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.


	The abstract is somewhat comprehensive in summarizing the methodology, findings and policy recommendations, but it lacks clarity on data sources, variable definitions, and specific quantitative results (e.g., key coefficients from the ARDL model). It includes awkward phrasing and grammatical issues that obscure the argument, such as the incomplete sentence "Making an argument for and against trade protectionism in Nigeria." It is recommended that authors may consider adding a brief mention of data sources and explicit short-run versus long-run findings and may rephrase redundant elements like the repeated emphasis on Nigeria's mono-product economy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially scientifically correct in its application of the ARDL bounds testing approach, which is appropriate for mixed-order integrated time-series data and small samples. The unit root tests, bounds tests and error correction model are implemented logically and the interpretations align with standard econometric practices. However, there are notable issues: data sources for variables like tariff rates, GDP per capita, industry productivity, unemployment and trade net flows are not specified, limiting reproducibility. Variable definitions are vague (e.g., "trade net-outflow" likely means net exports, but unclear), and the model may suffer from omitted variable bias (e.g., no controls for oil prices or exchange rates in a mono-product economy). Interpretations sometimes contradict results—e.g., the abstract claims long-run ineffectiveness of protectionism, but the long-run coefficients show positive associations with productivity and negative with unemployment, suggesting mixed effects. Diagnostic tests are reported but not fully interpreted, and the stability tests (CUSUM/CUSUMSQ) are appropriately used but could include more discussion on implications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are moderately sufficient in covering key theories (e.g., Mercantilism, Heckscher-Ohlin) and empirical studies on trade in Nigeria, with a mix of classic and recent works (up to 2024 from World Bank). However, they are not entirely recent—many predate 2010 and formatting inconsistencies (e.g., incomplete citations like "Lutrell C (1978) [love's]"). The empirical review could benefit from more global comparative studies on protectionism in developing economies post-COVID.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No, the language quality is not suitable for scholarly communications. There are numerous grammatical errors, typos, and awkward phrasings throughout (e.g., "analysis the co-integration" should be "analyze the cointegration"; "its benefits and effect" should be "its benefits and effects"; "Nigeria economic" should be "Nigerian economy"). Sentences are often run-on or fragmented and technical terms are inconsistently used (e.g., "trade net-outflow" vs. "trade net flow"). The manuscript requires thorough proofreading and editing for clarity, conciseness, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The theoretical framework is well-covered but could better link classical theories (e.g., Ricardo) to modern protectionism debates, perhaps incorporating strategic trade theory. The empirical section is strong in methodology but weak in robustness checks (e.g., no sensitivity analysis or alternative specifications). Figures and tables are appropriately placed but need better labeling and sourcing.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are apparent. The study uses secondary aggregate data, with no involvement of human subjects and appears to follow standard econometric practices without fabrication or misrepresentation.
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