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 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 

 

This is an interesting and worthwhile subject 

for study, and the author has made a good 

initial effort at explaining the findings and the 

importance of the findings. However, the 

composition and style of the writing often make 

the point of the argument hard to follow. For 

example, lines 66-75 should be broken up 

(perhaps by bullet points) for clarity; lines 134-

139 have the same problem. 

 

In Table 1, “% contribution” is ambiguous and 

leaves the reader wondering, “contribution to 

what?” 

 

Line 170: What is a “gender focal person”? 

 

Table 3: Were men ranking just their own 

perceptions or their perceptions of women’s 

vulnerability as well (and vice-versa for 

women)? The answer would be important to 

the analysis. 

 

The assertion in lines 203-205 requires some 

evidentiary support. 

 

Section 4.3 is difficult to evaluate, as there is no 

information provided in the paper as to how the 

indices were constructed, the questions asked, 

or the criteria for categorizing the answer. This 
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weakens the paper and the conclusions 

presented. 

Minor REVISION comments Greater attention to punctuation is necessary.  

Optional/General comments  
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