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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

1. Was this manuscript written in the right format and
with the right terms? e.g. “pro-/anti-poor” in line 319?

2. In “Problem Statement” (line 52), there was no
problem stated but “different factors effecting poverty”.

3. The hypothesis concerned about “income growth”
(line 70) but not “income equality” (line 18, line 285) which
confused.

4. The conclusion was so strong (line194) that what
makes this result of “education” different from Janjua and
Kamal (2011)?

5. There was correlation coefficient in Table 1 (line
357) but no significance listed. It was hard for authors to
conclude “strongest correlation” solely with coefficient. The
comparison between education and health efficiency in
Table 2 and 3 (line 422 and 435) was rely on correlation
coefficient and not clear enough.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Where was the data coming from? Were they robust
and confident when the authors mentioned “do not provide
exact information” (line 319)?

2. The hypothesis was about “education and health”
situation of the country while the research based on the
expenditures of education and health.

3. Figure 2 (line 233) was adapted from Figure 1 but
there was no evidence or support for this framework.

Optional /General comments

Citations and references should be enlisted more clearly.
The results of this manuscript were not strong enough to
support ideas and hypothesis of the authors.
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