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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

First, it is to be noted that the manuscript deals with a
subject that is obviously important, not only for Nigeria
but in general to all countries that have a significant
number of immigrants. Beyond this fact, it seems to use
an appropriate and sophisticated methodology. So it
seems strange that the authors commit basic errors,
some of which I shall spell out:

1. Startingin the abstract it is stated that “the results
show that remittance significantly induces
consumption expenditure, but depresses investment
expenditure and output growth in Nigeria.
Specifically, when 1% remittance is received in
Nigeria, it significantly induces consumption
spending by 2.1% but insignificantly depresses
investment spending and growth by 6.4% and 03%
respectively, ceteris paribus."

If there is no significance in the effect on investment and

on growth, then one cannot say that the effect is

depressing.

2. With respect to the estimation techniques, i.e.

OLS, AR or ML, the authors state that [page 5] "In
our estimation, however, OLS was utilized. The
choice was informed by the size of our model
and the robustness of the technique.”

To be honest, I never came across these arguments,

in particular, the size of the model, could be used to

justify the use of OLS, which is even often less robust

than the AR or ML.

3. The authors claim [page 9] "Different test statistics

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

£X; - ’
L)
- \
GICIENCEODMAIN

-~

for the three models confirm the robustness of the
estimates.
In fact, the value of the DW statistic for the third model,
indicates a bad specification. Note also that the authors
state that the DW tests the correlation between the
explanatory variables [2nd paragraph, page 9] when
obviously it does it in relation to residuals.

Finally, probably as a result of some bad specification, the
results are strange to the extent that remittances
positively influence consumption - which is different to
say they are consumed - but do not do it in relation to
growth, as that positive effect on consumption should be
spread out to growth. If this does not happen, it is
because there are other depressive and significant effects
on other variables, which the models do not contemplate

Minor REVISION comments

When submitting a manuscript, it should be avoided not
presenting the results of all the tests. See page 5 on the
unit roots and co-integration tests.

Optional /General comments
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