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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. >




The Title is clearly stated, as it contains the two study variables - UNCERTAINTY
and DOMESTIC PRIVATE INVESTMENTS.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.

As required, the abstract clearly outlines the background to the study, the need for
the study as well as how it was conducted as well as the outcomes of the study.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 4

There are some few grammatical as well as grammatical mistakes as well as
improper sentence structures. For example, “Iyoha (1999) says that when the state
borrows from the domestic market, it crowds out the private sector, leaving them
with less credit” on page 2 of the paper should be reviewed to read as follows: “In
their study on ...., Iyoha (1999) says established that when the state borrows from
the domestic market, it crowds out the private sector, leaving them with less
credit”.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

The authors have articulated the research methods.

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

The results are well stated in the paper.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. >
The conclusions are accurately made and are based on the study.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

The References are fairly well stated, but there are some few errors that need
correction. For instance, in the source (Iyoha, MA 1999), needs correction, as Sub-
Saharan is misspelt!
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of
the article.

The title is clear, represents the content of the article. No further change is needed.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.

In the abstract, there is no mention of the main motivator behind the article. | also
could not find the methodology being mentioned here.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

It seems that the authors have proofread the article prior to sending for review.
There are no major issues with grammar.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

Several reviews both theoretical and empirical method have been undertaken.The
vast majority of studies on investments have been quantitative. | would have liked to
see more studies supporting your choice on methodology.

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

Results have been presented in the Discussion section, a separate section would be
recommended.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

Excellent references, up to date.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :
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Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
It is an interesting study, hoping to see further research on it.
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