Editor’s Comment:
Editorial Decision: MINOR REVISION

The revised manuscript has substantially addressed the principal concerns raised during peer review. In particular, the authors have introduced formal research hypotheses, clarified the sample-selection procedure and construction of the earnings variable, specified the coding and reference categories of the explanatory variables, added multicollinearity and model-fit diagnostics, expanded the interpretation of the statistical results, and appropriately reframed the main conclusions in terms of statistical associations rather than causal effects.

Nevertheless, I believe that a few points should be addressed before the manuscript can be finally accepted.

The authors should clarify how the PLFS survey weights and complex sampling structure were incorporated into the regression, marginal-effects and predicted-probability analyses, particularly because weighted descriptive results and robust standard errors are reported. They should also provide a brief methodological justification for treating the three naturally ranked earnings categories as unordered outcomes in a multinomial logistic model and report an appropriate model-assumption diagnostic or explain why this specification is preferable to an ordered alternative.

In addition, H1–H4 should be explicitly evaluated in the Results or Findings section as supported, partially supported, or not supported. Particular attention should be given to the gender hypothesis because the coefficient-based and marginal-effect results do not provide identical evidence regarding statistical significance. A concise limitations paragraph should also explicitly acknowledge the cross-sectional nature of the analysis, the inability to establish causality, omitted determinants, and the measurement differences between self-employment earnings and casual-labour payments.

Finally, the manuscript would benefit from a careful editorial check to remove duplicated interpretation following Table 6 and to correct minor inconsistencies in table notes, section numbering, terminology, and formatting. The authors should also provide a more informative point-by-point response indicating how the substantive reviewer comments were addressed rather than merely stating that the comments were noted.

Provided that these points are satisfactorily addressed, I do not consider another full external review necessary. The manuscript may proceed to final acceptance following editorial verification of the revised version.

Please communicate these comments to the author.
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