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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 empirical literature on monetary policy transmission in developing economies by providing updated evidence from Nigeria over a four-decade period (1981–2023). Using the ARDL bounds testing framework, the study distinguishes between short-run and long-run effects of monetary variables on manufacturing sector performance. The results deepen scientific understanding of the credit channel as a key mechanism through which monetary policy influences real sector growth. The findings also provide a foundation for future macroeconomic modeling and policy-oriented research in structurally constrained and emerging economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the current title is not fully suitable because it states a Vector Autoregressive (VAR) approach, whereas the study employs the ARDL bounds testing framework. A more appropriate and methodologically consistent title would be: “Monetary Policy and Manufacturing Sector Performance in Nigeria: An ARDL Approach (1981–2023).”
	

	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 generally comprehensive, as it clearly outlines the aim, methodology, variables, data sources, and key findings of the study. It also highlights the main econometric techniques (ADF, ARDL, bounds test) and summarizes both short-run and long-run results.

Suggestions for improvement:

1. Add the practical implication – briefly mention the policy recommendation for the Central Bank of Nigeria, so readers immediately see the applied significance.

2. Clarify the dependent variable upfront – explicitly state that manufacturing sector performance is measured using the manufacturing sub-sector GDP growth rate.

3. Minor deletion – some sentences are long and contain repetitive phrases (e.g., mentioning ARDL and bounds test multiple times); these can be condensed to improve readability.

Example revised sentence for clarity:

“The study concludes that monetary policy significantly affects manufacturing sector growth in the short run, with credit to the private sector playing a key role in long-run performance, suggesting that policy measures to increase credit accessibility could enhance manufacturing growth in Nigeria.
Overall, the abstract is strong, but incorporating these minor improvements would enhance clarity, readability, and practical relevance for the readers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The methodology, choice of variables, and data analysis using ADF, ARDL, and bounds test are appropriate. The results are properly interpreted, and the conclusions follow logically from the findings. Minor improvements in clarity and readability could further strengthen the presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and cover relevant studies on monetary policy and manufacturing sector performance in Nigeria. Most references are recent, although a few could be updated with the latest studies from 2022–2025 to reflect current trends. Additionally, including more international studies on the impact of credit accessibility on manufacturing growth could strengthen the literature review.”
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally acceptable for scholarly communication. However, some sentences are long or slightly repetitive, and a few minor grammatical improvements could enhance clarity and readability. Overall, the manuscript is understandable and communicates the research effectively.”
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript addresses an important topic and provides a clear analysis of the impact of monetary policy on the Nigerian manufacturing sector. The methodology is appropriate, and the results are well-explained. I suggest minor improvements in sentence structure, updating a few recent references, and slightly clarifying the abstract for greater readability and practical implications. These changes would enhance the overall quality and impact of the study.”
This reflects that the manuscript is generally sound and scientifically correct, but small improvements (e.g., clarity in the abstract, minor language edits) are suggested.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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