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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 contributes to the growing empirical literature on trade protectionism and economic growth in developing economies, with a specific focus on Nigeria. By employing the ARDL bounds testing approach over a relatively long time span (1988–2022), the study provides both short-run and long-run insights into how tariff policies interact with macroeconomic indicators such as GDP per capita, industrial productivity, unemployment, and trade balance. The findings are particularly relevant for policymakers in resource-dependent economies, as they highlight the limits of protectionist trade policies in promoting sustainable long-term growth. Overall, the study adds value to policy-oriented economic research on trade policy effectiveness in Sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title “An Empirical Analysis of Trade Protection and the Nigerian Economy” is generally suitable and accurately reflects the content and scope of the study.
Optional suggestion for improvement (not mandatory): “Trade Protectionism and Economic Growth in Nigeria: An ARDL Bounds Testing Approach”
	




	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 captures the objective, methodology, and key findings of the study; however, it can be improved for clarity and conciseness.
Suggestions:
· Reduce repetition regarding trade protectionism arguments.
· Clearly state the dependent and key explanatory variables.
· Explicitly distinguish short-run and long-run findings.
· Improve grammatical structure and academic tone. Overall, the abstract is adequate but would benefit from minor editing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its theoretical foundation, empirical methodology, and econometric procedures. The choice of the ARDL bounds testing approach is appropriate given the mixed order of integration of the variables. The unit root tests, cointegration analysis, error correction model, and diagnostic tests are correctly applied and interpreted. However, some sections—
particularly the discussion of results—would benefit from tighter linkage between theory, empirical findings, and policy implications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and covers both classical and contemporary literature on trade theory and trade policy. Key theoretical and empirical studies are well cited. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of a few more recent (post-2020) empirical studies on trade protectionism in developing or
African economies to strengthen its relevance and timeliness.
	




	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language editing. There are noticeable grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and inconsistencies in tense usage. Professional language editing or careful proofreading is recommended to improve clarity, readability, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· The paper is well-structured and logically organized.
· Some tables (especially regression output tables) should be better formatted and clearly labeled.
· Minor inconsistencies exist between some short-run and long-run interpretations; these should be clarified.
· The policy recommendations are relevant but could be more specific and directly linked to the empirical results.
The manuscript is technically sound, empirically robust, and policy-relevant. Only minor revisions related to language quality, clarity of presentation, and strengthening recent literature are required before acceptance.
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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?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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