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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.
	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant macroeconomic topic by examining the long-term drivers of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) inflows into Kenya over a 54-year horizon. Given Kenya’s strategic position as an economic hub in East Africa, understanding how interest rates, inflation, GDP growth, and exchange rates interact with FDI offers valuable empirical context for Sub-Saharan African economies. The use of a long time-series dataset (1966–2019) allows for a historical assessment of key macroeconomic shocks and policy shifts. Consequently, the study holds merit for regional economic literature and provides practical insights for policymakers aiming to enhance foreign capital accumulation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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 abstract summarizes the background, empirical methods, key parameter estimates, and conclusions accurately.
	

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

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The manuscript exhibits several serious econometric and technical inconsistencies that must be thoroughly corrected prior to publication:
1) In Table 8 (VECM Results), the reported t-statistics for several variables do not align with their corresponding coefficients and standard errors (e.g., for lnER, $0.2234 / 0.1922$ equals $1.162$, not $-0.1162$). Furthermore, the error correction term ECT(t-1) is positive ($+0.9175$), which indicates statistical divergence rather than convergence back to long-run equilibrium. A valid error-correction mechanism requires a negative and statistically significant ECT coefficient.
2) Model Specification & Diagnostic Interpretation: The Durbin-Watson statistic of $1.345$ in Table 8 suggests potential positive autocorrelation in the residuals, which directly contradicts the authors' statement that autocorrelation is absent.

The paper requires a Major Revision and a thorough re-estimation of its empirical model (preferably utilizing an ARDL framework) before it can be reconsidered for publication.

    
	

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

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

	NO. Several entries in the reference section are incomplete or corrupted. Specifically, references such as "Dondashe & Phiri (2018)" and "Ho & Rashid (2019)" contain placeholder notes from earlier draft revisions (e.g., "[Reference entry should be retained exactly as recorded...]"). These editorial notes must be removed and replaced with complete citations. Additionally, more recent macroeconomic literature (post-2021) should be incorporated into the empirical review.
	

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

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

	No ethical concerns, data fabrications, or plagiarized materials were detected.
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