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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 4

e Remove all acronyms from the abstract; these are presented in the
document.

e The main tools used in their statistical tests do not appear in the abstract;
only the Ward Short Run Causality test is mentioned, and many others were
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« Although, the pro-cyclical credit policy hypothesis also claims that good
performance has a positive association with future increases in NPLs since
bank managers are often interested not only in maximizing profit, but also
in improving their reputation. For instance, bank managers may indulge in a




liberal credit policy at the expense of future NPLs in an attempt to boost the
bank’s profitability in the eyes of the market. Thus, current earnings may
help pile up NPLs in the future. (P3, Par 2).

P4, Par 2. It is not clear the next part of the document: The same results were
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It is necessary to describe the units of analysis and how the information was
obtained.

Indicate the software used.

P5, Par 2, L1 to 10. The methodology is not a section to justify the previous
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Was the objective of the project short or long term? In P9, Par 2, L9 to 11. It is
mentioned that the result analyzed is short-term. The temporal scope of the
investigation must be previously indicated from the purpose of the investigation.
Alternatively, if this was a research finding, also state it that way.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5

Was the objective of the project short or long term? What they present in P9, Par 2,
L9 to 11. It is mentioned that the result analyzed is short-term. The temporal scope
of the investigation must be previously indicated from the purpose of the
investigation. Alternatively, if this was a research finding, also state it that way.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 4




Add to the most critical result numbers in parentheses after the test; it better
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indicate to the type of test performed.
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e P10: Furthermore, poor project conception, feasibility study and planning
also determine whether the loan will perform or not.

e P10: The problem of poor...... loan in various banks in the zone.

The paragraph of P11, Par 1 seems contradictory. Perhaps with a minor adjustment
in the wording, it can become more precise: Based on the foregoing.....in the
Nigerian banking industry.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

The required format for the presentation of the references is in APA, which
indicates that they must be presented in alphabetical order instead of the order in
which they appeared.
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review.
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Major flawless of the article

The biggest flaw they present is that there is no clarity on who would benefit from the
results of their research.

There is no contextual framework for Nigerian banks.

Some results are presented in conclusions, but no results are leading the authors to
make those affirmations.

The methodology and conclusions can be improved by the recommendations made to
the authors.



Strengths of the article

It is a complete document; it has coherence from the problem statement to obtaining
the results.

The corrections that must be made are generally minor, and the document has all the
information to make them.



