	Journal Name:
	Journal of Economics and Trade

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JET_14966

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Cost of capital as a deterrent to shareholder wealth among listed industrial goods firms in Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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.
	This paper attempts to provide an answer to the vital but relatively unexamined question of whether and how individual cost of capital components (debt cost of capital and equity cost of capital) influence shareholder wealth for publicly traded industrial goods firms in Nigeria. The industrial goods sector in Nigeria is a capital-intensive and very significant sector for Nigeria's economic growth, but there are only limited studies, which have examined the cost-shareholder wealth nexus for the sector specifically. This paper fills the empirical gap by taking shareholder return as a direct measure of shareholder wealth, instead of as indirect measures like ROA or EPS. In addition to filling this gap, this study has important practical implications for corporate financial managers, directors and policy makers wishing to temper financing
costs in emerging economies.
	



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 – Good
Clear, but "deterrent" is slightly imprecise; "determinant" used in the abstract itself
	

	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
	4 – Good
Covers objectives, design, findings, and recommendations
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Only 3 keywords; more specific terms (e.g., "panel data", "Nigeria", "GLS") would improve discoverability
	


	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
	4 – Good
Context on Nigeria's financing environment is adequate
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Objectives are clear, but both alternate hypotheses (Ha1 and Ha2) are identically worded — a typographical error
	

	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
	4 – Good
Broad and relevant; includes recent studies up to 2026
	

	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
	4 – Good
Ex-post facto design, random effects GLS with PCSE correction is appropriate
	

	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
	4 – Good
Competing interests statement included; secondary data study poses no human subjects concerns
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
	4 – Good
Tables are clear and well-labelled; narrative interpretation provided
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	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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 – Good
All tables are relevant; no redundant figures
	

	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
	4 – Good
Findings compared with multiple prior studies systematically
	

	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
	4 – Good
Conclusions align with regression results
	

	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
	4 – Good
Section 5.2 explicitly discusses limitations
	

	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
	4 – Good
15+ references, mostly recent; one source dated 2026 may need verification
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Generally readable; some sentence-level repetition and minor grammatical issues present
	




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.
	The title is appropriate in its scope. However, the term "deterrent" used in the title contradicts the abstract that uses "determinant." A deterrent represents something that discourages, while this paper explores the impact of the cost of capital on shareholder wealth. A suitable title would be: "Cost of Capital as a Determinant of
Shareholder Wealth among Listed Industrial Goods Firms in Nigeria".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract comprehensively covers the objectives of the study, research methodology (ex-post facto, random effects GLS-PCSE), significant results (ECC: = 1.559066, p = 0.0000; DCC: = 11.41778, p = 0.0000) and
recommendations. It is well-structured, following a typical research article abstract format.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	It is mostly correct, however, two errors should be addressed:
Hypothesis 2 is similar to hypothesis 1 and is exactly the same wording, "Increase in equity capital cost will reduce shareholder wealth." This makes hypothesis 2 concerning DCC incorrect because the same hypotheses are being used for ECC as for DCC. This is a fundamental typo error/logical error that needs correction.
The authors used the DividendEquity Proxy in calculating the ECC, which reflects the dividend yield on book equity instead of the actual cost of equity (likeCAPM derived one or Gordon Growth Model one). The researchers need to provide proper explanation for this choice or list this as a limitation of the study.
While interpreting the constant term as a measure of baseline shareholder return when all variables are equal to zero, one may be tempted to use this. However in the study log transformed variables were used, such that log
(FIRM SIZE) and hence a firm size of 0 is unrealistic in the model.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
	The references used cover between 2015 and 2026 and are relevant to the topic. However one citation, Igoniderigha et al. (2026) uses an
	



	If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	incorrect publication date and can be seen as a reference already published in the year 2026 which might need confirmation from the researcher if this citation is accurate, in case it might be pre-print or in-press data and hence
not verifiable/reproducible yet.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	There are no obvious ethical issues. The paper relies on audited financial statements provided by the Nigeria Exchange Group, and the researchers have provided a conflict of interest declaration.
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