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Compulsory REVISION comments

This is a long-standing important issue debated heavily among
economists and policy makers. Theoretically, the consensus among
academics is that the assessment of economic performance should not
focus on overall economic/income growth but also take into account
income distribution. A key question is whether relevant structural
changes or reforms are having positive or negative effects on income
inequality. This is because redistribution strategies and income
growth policies might be complementary or substitutes in that there
could be a trade off between the two objectives. I am concerned that
the effect cannot be identified using the strategy in this paper.

It is hard to argue for the exogeneity of the income distribution from
the income per capita regression. This is because at the aggregate
level, both income and income variance might be the result of the
economy and are simultaneously determined. Furthermore, the
marked income variation is also likely due to differences in policies
and institutions. Thus, the effect on income inequality cannot be
identified by simply regressing household income on a set of factors.
Alternative approaches/information are needed to get a
consistent estimate, for example, instrumental variables; or
structural models with valid exclusion restrictions.

This paper adds to the huge existing literature on household income,
this time using cross-sectional data from Namibia. The paper does
not contribute anything novel, neither theoretically or
methodologically. Moreover, it is poorly written and the research
it is based on is not sufficiently well executed.
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Furthermore, equation (2) is not the log-transformation of equation
(1). No description is given to data measurement and how these were
treated in the regression for all variables. The reader is not provided
with any information on heteroscedasticity which is likely to be
encountered in such cross-sectional studies. Further information is
needed on what the components in Table 9 are referring to.

Minor REVISION comments

From Section 2 we learn the demographic and economic
characteristics in Namibia. No comparative assessment is made
between other African countries or with countries with similar GDP
per capita or Gini coefficient. Also, neither discussion nor a mere
mention on income inequality indicators is provided the paper. Thus,
itis very difficult for the reader to grasp how the regression relates to
inequality. In Section 2, there are too many tables with unnecessary
information, while omitting other vital information, such as
employment rate, activity rate, unemployment rate, early-school
leaving rate, average years in schooling, Gini coefficient, S80/S20
income quintile ratio, etc.

Optional /General comments

In general the paper lacks a motivation for why the reader should
read it, or put in another way, what new one learn from an analysis of
data from Namibia. Referencing is very poor cited mainly from Kaasa
(2003). There are several thorough surveys of the income inequality
studies and summing up that literature would be better than merely
referring to Kassa (2003). The factors assumed to influence income
are not well discussed and not linked to income inequality. In this
regard, the title is misleading.
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