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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	If the manuscript has been completed following correct and robust scientific procedures, it could be of great importance to the literature and scientific community by providing concrete evidence concerning the symmetric or asymmetric trade-growth relationship in the economy. Nevertheless, the reviewer notes that the manuscript must be revised regarding the validity of the methodology, results, and reliable analysis to produce a scientifically acceptable article that can contribute to the subject's body of literature. The author must be specific regarding whether to use ARDL or NARDL, as their simultaneous applicability to such a topic is questionable. Finally, the reviewer suggests the manuscript for acceptance, provided that all due comments and suggestions are incorporated.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, evaluating the asymmetric trade-growth nexus in an economy is a plausible topic for researching. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Important skeletons were tried to be included; yet cannot be perceived comprehensive as it fails to begin with introductory statement and address gap(s) and policy implication or recommendations.  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, in the eyes of scientifically procedure, the reviewer evaluates and detects the following key issue that calls for major revision. 

Introduction: This section appears shallow and unfocused. It begins with wonderful introductory statement followed by brief theoretical benefits of trade-openness. However, fails to thoroughly discuss empirical grounds related to the subject. The author would better state claims on the contribution and relative importance of trade on growth, symmetric/asymmetric effect of the variable, key findings in literature body including studies from comparable countries, debates inconsistencies (if any). Doing this not only enriches this fundamental section, but also enables the author to carefully identify potential gaps. Furthermore, please be specific regarding the research gap and motivation. 

Methodology: It is not clear why the traditional ARDL which assume symmetric, but opposite effect of trade booms and slumps while hypothesizing asymmetric effect of the fluctuations, leading to other alternative models like NARDL as it can facilitate better prediction and analysis when economic growth responds differently to these shocks. These two models are not competing one to use them simultaneously and check result robustness. Instead their applicability is affected by the assumptions aforementioned. Hence, the result and discussion must be based on either of them. 


Result and discussion: There are several issues in this section. 

The optimum lag length criterions should be selected reasonably. For small sample sizes, AIC is efficient since it is less likely to under-estimate the true lag length.  BIC is suggested for relative larger sample (>60). 

Table 8: Conclusion provided for Granger Causality (Lag 10 with Null hypothesis “Trade Openness does not cause GDP Growth” is inconsistent.  The statistics is about 3.937 with p-value 0.047. This is sufficient to reject null hypothesis at 5%; thus, the conclusion “weak evidence of causality” is utterly wrong. 


Error Correction Term (ECT) -1.197 implies that the system is over-correcting in its adjustment toward long-run equilibrium. In normal case, the ECT coefficient should lie between 0 and -1.  But the result suggests that the equilibrium is already achieved without requiring additional adjustment time. So, it seems inconsistent with the standard rule and analysis. The author(s) would, therefore, clarify how to interpret and accept the current result with justifications. Please also state the theoretical conditions of divergence and convergence so that the reader can easily understand.  

The overall result analysis fails to relate the current findings with the previous works. It seem a discussion section is missing since the result section only presents and infers statistical significance of the coefficients, lacking detailed analysis in line with other studies. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Some literature cited: (Sachs et al., 1995; Frankel & Romer, 1999; Edwards, 1998), Harrison (1996), Yanikkaya (2003) appear obsoleted evidences. However, this may not be the issue if they represent original theoretical foundations. The reviewer suggests embedment of both theoretical and empirical grounds with clear specification of the source and perspectives. Additionally, references used in the manuscript are, without doubt, insufficient since background is still shallow and finding fails to make comparison with the related empirical evidences. Hence, the author is strongly advised to use separate topics for result and discussion and then support the finding with claims of related previous studies. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	The reviewer suggests the editorial board to undertake due assessment on the manuscript as more 70% of the text likely generated by AI. Note that this issue is detected by Grammarly AI detector. Thus, further investigation is suggestible. 
	


Reviewer details:
Samuel Tolasa , Jimma University , Ethiopia 
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