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• Is the problem/objective of this study original and  important?  SCIENCEDOMAIN international strongly opposes the practice of duplicate 

publication or any type of plagiarism. However, studies which are carried out to reconfirm / replicate the results of any previously 

published paper with new dataset, may be considered for publication. But these types of studies should have a ‘clear declaration’ of this 

matter.  If you suspect any unethical practice in this manuscript, kindly write it in the report with some proof/links. 

• Materials & methods (Kindly comment on the suitability and technical standards of the methods. Sufficient details of the methods/process 

should be provided  so that another researcher is able to reproduce the experiments described) 

• Results & discussion (Kindly comment on: 1. Are the data well controlled and robust? 2. Authors should provide relevant and current 
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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

 

Report on “Exchange Rate Volatility and Growth 

Dynamics Evidence from Selected Sub-Saharan 

African Countries” 

 

This is a competent paper. Nevertheless, the authors 

might want to address the following points to 

improve the paper, 

 

1. Using panel data is decidedly a better 

approach than using time series data since 

incorporating cross sectional variation is 

likely to lead to more powerful unit root, 

cointegration, and causality tests. Pooling 

data for similar countries will allow the 

authors to capture these cross sectional 

variations. The authors have several choices 

for panel unit root and panel cointegration 

tests, including residual-based Dickey-Fuller 

(DF)  and Augmented DF unit root tests, 

residual based Lagrange Multiplier unit root 

test (McCokey and Kao (1998, 1999), Pedroni 

tests for cointegration (Pedroni (2000, 

2004)) and likelihood-based tests for 

cointegration Larsson et al (2001). The 

Engle-Granger approach will need to be 

modified accordingly. 

 

Author Feedback :- 
We use panel data and 
quarterly data  instead of 
annual data. The period 1980- 
2013 is divided into two periods 
1980 -2001, and 2002 -2013. 
 We employ panel unit root 
tests of LLC, IPS, fisher-ADF 
and PP. 
Also we utilize Kao, and 
Johansen –Fisher combined 
panel cointegration tests. See 
the highlighted portion on the 
estimation techniques. 
 
We base our model 
specification on the Esquivel 
and Larrain 
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2. Omission of relevant variables can severely 

bias causality testing and result in spurious 

causality. The co-integrating regressions will 

have to be carefully formulated to include as 

many relevant variables as possible. 
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