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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 
 

Good empirical research study very much fit for publication by AFSJ. However, 
some modifications need to be done on the paper before it is considered for 
publication.  
 
Although the paper is relatively good, it is too descriptive to a falt. More should be 
done to incorporate analytical/inferential statistics in the study in order to give it 
more scientific robustness and technical soundness. 
 
At the level of location of the study area, the goegraphical coordinates (latitude and 
longitude) of the area under study should be provided. And if possible a map of the 
area of study should be provided to enhance visualiztion. 
 
At the level of data analysis, the statistical software used for data analysis should be 
stated and the rationale behind the use of the statistical software explained. 
 
The discussion of findings should be in-depth and should be done in a comparative 
fashion. Effort should be made to compare and contrast the findings of the study 
with the findings of other research works conducted in the same field of study. This 
will give the findings of the paper more relevance. 

A general proof reading of the manuscript was done and the corrections 
highlighted in yellow. 
 
 
A switching regression was estimated. This was detailed under data analysis 
and section 3.6 
 
 
Both coordinates and map was provided.  
 
 
Software used (STATA and SPSS) were mentioned and justified.  
 
Where available literature exist, the authors compared their result with the 
empirical literature. This appeared low due to the less availability of qualitative 
literature on the subject.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Good empirical paper fit for publication by AFSJ. However, the aforementioned comments 
and evaluations should be taken into account before the paper is considered for 
publication. 
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