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The authors analyze the structural breaks and explosive behavior of real housing price in Australia using 

a long data set and conclude in favor of speculative bubble behavior over the period 1997-2020. To the 

best of my knowledge, the paper is technically sound and constitutes a fine piece of research. I have, 

however, some comments that the authors may want to consider. 

 

The paper needs to be polished; it resembles more an econometric exercise rather than a full research 

paper. Do not get me wrong, I like concise and straight applications of econometric tests, but the 

Economics Journal is addressed to a broad audience and your paper could potentially reach more 

readers if it is slightly improved. In your paper you test for structural breaks in the slope or/and trend, for 

structural breaks in the variance and, finally, for unit root against explosive behavior. How testing for 

structural breaks is related to testing for explosive behavior? Is there any useful conclusion coming from 

the structural break analysis that is of importance when testing for explosive behavior? The impression 

that you have done two different (non-related) battery of econometric tests is reinforced in the 

conclusions, where the results on structural breaks are not even mentioned. 

 

It is being quite common in the literature to test for structural breaks using Perron and Yabu (2009) and 

Kejriwal and Perron (2010) tests, that allow to obtain a consistent estimate of the break(s) irrespective of 

whether the errors are I(1) or I(0), and, if there is evidence of structural breaks, then apply a new class of 

unit root tests which allows for breaks under both the null and alternative hypotheses (as the one by 

Carrion-i-Silvestre, Kim, and Perron 2009). Would be this approach of help in linking your structural break 

and unit root analyses? 

 

Finally, the paper looks like a draft rather than a finished paper. There are several typos that are to be 

corrected. For example, it seems that the last sentence in the second paragraph in section 2.1 is 

uncompleted. Figure 3 is missing, instead, figure 2 appears twice. There are (very) minor typos (for 

example, exorcise on page 13). Last paragraph in section 3.3 (on page 13) seems to be misplaced or, at 

least, should be better linked or motivated by the preceding discussion. The contribution of your paper 

needs to be stressed. What exactly is new in your paper compared to Shi, et al, 2016 and 2020? The 

implications of your results could be elaborate further in the conclusions. I know sometimes this is not 

straightforward, but it seems you could try harder. 
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