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Please summarize the main findings of the study.

females had a higher294 lifetime prevalence of being a victim of total IPV than males in China but

no significant gender difference in prevalence of sexual IPV victimization?

Male participants with psychological or sexual IPV victimization presented greater odds of possible anxiety
than females; males with physical IPV victimization showed greater likelihood of with suicide ideation than
females.

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

No answer given.

Please provide your detailed review report to the authors. The editors prefer to receive your
review structured in major and minor comments. Please consider in your review the methods
(statistical methods valid and correctly applied (e.g. sample size, choice of test), is the study replicable
based on the method description?), results, data interpretation and references. If there are any
objective errors, or if the conclusions are not supported, you should detail your concerns.

My suggestions are

Abstract

1. pls. add % of sexual lifetime prevalence into the results or remove all numbers in paranteses

2. conclusion is not appropriate, this study is not about interventions or reducing IPV, its only about
prevalence...

Methods

3. is there a validated Chinese version of the PHQ-9? make comment

Discussion

4. lines 367-380 are not part of discussion because this study is not aiming to investigate interventions, pls.
remove to intro or delete...

5. Line394, conclusion suggestion: our findings reveal a higher prevalence of IPV victimization compared to
males as hypothised but no difference in sexual IPV victimization in females and males requires further
investigation.
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Major revisions.



