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PART 2:  
FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 
Line 89 - 99 

 
 
Reviewer comment: These lines can be removed from the paper 
 
 
Line 187 

 
Reviewer comment:  ……information is presented in table 1…… 
 
 
Line 198 

 
Reviewer comment: there is a typographic error in the word “Targeted….” 
 
 
 
 
Line 227 

 
 
Reviewer comments: Use point decimal separator rather than comma decimal 
separator in figure 4.1 

Comments about the term “impact” to come back 
 

http://sciencedomain.org/journal/25
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Line 231 

 
 
 
Reviewer comment: The authors should either add the percentage of ‘family and 
relatives’ in the parentheses in line 230 or remove in line 231 ‘family and relatives’ 
depending on what they define as internal sources of capital in this study 
 
 
 
Line 245 to 248 

 
 
Reviewer comments: The authors’ interpretation of the results in table 4.3 is not 
correct. 
 
The authors mentioned that the majority of the respondents cannot have access to 
credit due to little or no formal education. This is not correct based on the data 
presented in table 4.3. 

 

Indeed, Table 4.3. just indicates that 79.6% (78/98 = 79.6%) of the farmers who have no 
formal education do not have access to credit as opposed to 68.39% 
[(80+35+4)/(125+45+4)= 68.39%] among the farmers who have formal education. And 
the authors could argue that: “This relatively high percentage of farmers who do not 
have access to credit among those (farmers) who have no formal education as 
compared to those who have formal education may suggest that formal education 
might influence positively farmers’ access to credit”. In other word interpreting the 
results in Table 4.3 this way would convince the reader than drawing the conclusion 
that: “….majority of the respondents cannot access to finance due to little or no 
formal education……..” 

 

My suggestion of reformulation can be supported by the fact that what should be very 
important for financial institutions in their decision to lend money to farmers should 
be the insurance that they (farmers) can pay them back their money + the interest 
charged to the credit. As long as the farmer shows that he could pay back the money 
and interest (to the financial institutions) he is more likely to receive credit 
irrespective with the fact that he has formal education or not  
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Line 254 - 261 

 
 
Reviewer comments: 
 
Table 4.4 data (like Table 4.3) is just descriptive and does not give any evidence 
statistically nor econometrically to support the conclusion that “…..if smallholder 
farmers have access to credit, it will increase productivity…….”.  
 
One way to properly interpret the data in table 4.4 could be to state this :  
“Out of the 43 farmers interviewed who declared that productivity increased, 27 have 
access to credit. Likewise, among the 58 famers who mention increase in annual 
return, 40 have access to credit……….”  
 
How did the authors get the data? 
How did they measure that credit increases productivity? Did they ask the individuals 
they interviewed if they think that credit increases their productivity? (yes or no).  
 In other words, are the responses presented in the table from the statement of the 
farmers in their sample???  
 
Cross tabulation tables are data summary tools and can not be used to draw any 
causation relationship between the variables. In other word, to draw a causality 
relationship between variables, I recommend the authors to refer to Angrist and 
Pischke, 2008 and other econometrics textbooks  
 
 
 
Line 309: Table 4.5.4. Performance of smallholder farmers 
 
 
Reviewer comments: The authors made a typographic error in row 6. It should be 
“More credit will…….” and not “Mori …….” 
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Line 329 – 333 
 

 
 
 
Reviewer comments: in line 330, the interpretation of the R2 is not correct. 
- First since we have a multiple regression here (multiple regression because the 
authors have 3 independent variables in this regression namely, 1. influence of 
collaterals, 2. influence of cost, and 3. influence of knowledge), the authors should 
interpret the explanatory power of the model using the Adj R2 rather than the R2 which 
is appropriate when we have only simple linear regression (Cameron and Trivedi, 
2010). 
- Second, the value of the R2 or Adj R2 in a linear regression just indicates explanatory 
power of the model (and not any causality relationship between the variables). 
Therefore I suggest the author replaced in line 330 and 333 the words “…caused..” by 
the word “…explained….”. Stated differently, this correction is important because the 
fitted value parameters just indicates the percentage of variability in the dependent 
variable explained by the dependent variables in a linear regression model. 
 
 
 
Line 339 – 340 
 

 
 
Reviewer comments: I suggest in line 340 that the authors replace “….variables will 
lead to a decrease…..” by “……variables is associated with a decrease…..”. 
This suggestion is made because in this regression which results are presented in 
Table 4.6, there is no identification strategy (necessary condition to warrant a 
causation relationship between the dependent variable in a regression and the 
independent variables). For more information the author can refer to several 
econometrics textbooks (e.g., Angrist and Pischke, 2008) 
 
 
 
Line 347 – 385 
 
Reviewer comments: The authors can remove these lines from the paper 
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Line 344 

 
 
 
Reviewer comments: I suggest the authors replace in the above line (line 344) the 
word ‘direct’ by ‘positive’. In other word rather than “…..there exists a direct …..” by 
“…there exists a positive….”. Indeed, ‘positive’ correlation or relationship is different 
from ‘direct’ correlation or relationship. 
 
 
 
Line 347 – 385 
 
 
Reviewer comments: The authors can remove these lines from the paper 
 
 
 
Line 408 
 
 

 
 
 
Reviewer comments: I suggest the authors remove from the discussion ‘insurance 
and travel expenses’ because nowhere in their papers they mentioned explicitly 
‘insurance nor travel expenses’ nor tested the relationship between ‘insurance and 
traveling expense’ with ‘access to credit’ in their study. 
 
 
 
Line 455 -  459 
 

 
 
Reviewer comments: I suggest the authors remove this recommendation because in 
this paper, the authors just discussed about the relationship between ‘access to credit 
determinants’ and ‘farm performances’. In other words, the authors did not address in 
their papers, the alternatives among farmers to raise their farms’ performances by 
exchanging with their peers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

SDI FINAL EVALUATION FORM 1.1 

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO  Version: 1.5 (4th August, 2012)  

Line 460 – 462 
 

 
 
Reviewer comments: I suggest the authors remove this recommendation as well 
because they did not consider explicitly land titles as determinant of access to credit 
in this study.  
 
 
 
Line 476 – 480 
 
 

 
 
 
Reviewer comments: I suggest the authors remove this recommendation because 
they did not mention ‘certificate of occupancy’ in this study.  
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