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Compulsory REVISION
comments

Motivation of the study is missing  — why this study? What issue or
problem is to be solved from the study?
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The paper could be improved by including analysis o
or factors influencing women contribution on expend
Regression analysis could be applied given the data collected.

ehold and
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Sampling: author went on selection male headed hous
interviewed women members — this could be ok. But o
wonder why only male headed household? Since the st

women, it could be good to include also female head
households. There is need to say why only headed ho  usehold!

The paper is missing comparability between gender. It could be
good if analysis is done on both men and women. Thi s will be good
to show how women are over men on expenditure and v ice versa.

This is coming out further to lack of study motivat ion noted above.
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Table 4 is indicating % contribution by women is le
all items analysed. This contradicts results in Tab
conclusion made in this paper
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