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Comments in Table 1 and Revisions 
	No.
	Comments by Reviewer(s)
	Revision by Authors


	1.
	Abstract – follows this order
IMRD (Introduction, Method, Results, Discussion)  

	Abstract (both English and Bahasa Melayu) has been revised following reviewers’ comments on IMRD formula 


	2.
	References no limit. The formatting needs to follow UKM House Style

	References have been revised following UKM format.

	3.
	A minimum of 30 percent of references in the paper are journal articles – ideally from high impact journals
Specific comment: use more references from journal articles. At least 30 percent from the total references listed. But maintain a maximum of 30 references in the list only.

	Newly published journals have been added. The current number of references is 30 (maximum), where nine (30%) of them are published in academic journals.

	4.
	A few references are current – within the last 3 years.
Specific comment: Use more current references for journal articles 2015-2017.
	We have added newly published journal ranging years of publication from 2016 to 2018.




Other Comments and Revisions 
	No.
	Comments by Reviewer(s)
	Revision by Authors


	1.
	As it is, the manuscript appears to be fragmented and lacks a coherent outlook. While the first part of the findings articulates what the authors call ‘business model of smuggling of Rohingyas’, the next part which occupies the bulk of the discussions talks about looking at smuggling as a threat to human security. Nonetheless, it is difficult to see how the two are linked, or how the description of the business model of smuggling would lead to such perspective/conclusions.


	We have revised the manuscript substantively, following comments made by reviewer(s). We have removed the term “business model”, and replaced it to “smuggling activities”. The relationship between smuggling activities and the threats of human security is strengthened. 

	2.
	Moreover, the primary data collected from the interviews are only sparsely used. The authors may have reached their perspective based on the data but it is scantly demonstrated. As it is, the manuscript argues more from normative perspective while setting aside primary data. Do the data they have collected support their arguments that those who came were motivated by intolerable or hostile environment back at home? Or they were in some way, opportunistic economic migrants as well? Granted, in reality, it is not easy to disentangle the motivation, but the authors need to grapple with it in their paper and demonstrate how they handle it. Hence it is recommended that they add more details with whatever information they have obtained from the interviewees to strengthen their arguments. In fact, the manuscript does not reach the minimum word count requirement, which could be overcome by adding more citations of interviews or relevant details of the stories of interviewees to the manuscript.

	We have utilized our field data, collected between 2013 and 2016 in Kuala Lumpur – in order to explain how the smuggling of Rohingyas is a threat to their human security. These field data are presented mainly in Result and Discussion’s section.

[bookmark: _GoBack]We have also included a sub-section on the concept of human security and make an attempt to relate it to smuggling of migrants (through review of literature).  


	3.
	Judging from the overall presentation of the manuscript, it appears that the so-called business model of smuggling is not the main focus of the authors as it is not well related to the subsequent part of the paper. In fact, it is unclear that the model was constructed based on the primary data. 

The authors may want to revise the structure of the manuscript to make the paper more coherent. If the main thrust of the argument is to say that the subject of the smuggling of Rohingyas should be given more flexible consideration to be treated as victims of human trafficking, then the authors should orientate their paper as such. It means that they need to reframe the manuscript as such in their introductory section, review some works which already propose so, revisiting their arguments and difficulties encountered when grappling with this, provide more biographical evidences from their informants which demonstrate so, etc.

	Based on this comment, we have pulled out the term “business model”, and replaced it with “smuggling activities” – of which we narrate the common Rohingya smuggling activities. We have leveraged our field data and presented in a way to support our explanation of smuggling activities.

We have restructured the entire manuscript, following the reviewer(s) comments. This has affected the title and some sections and sub-section in the manuscript.  

	4.
	As for the four premises proposed by the authors, are they premises (which means that they are assumed) or observations derived from the interviews? If they are premises, they seem to be rather out of place as then what is the use of the interviews in the manuscript? Not all the four issues are equally valid to sustain the argument that the activities of Rohingya smuggling are a threat to human security, eg transnationality and informality. In effect, the two are more relevant as threat to the conventional national security rather than the ‘human security’ concept applied by the authors. This also poses the question of whether the introduction of the concept is superfluous here which adds complications to the arguments the authors wish to pursue.

	After a thorough review of our manuscript, we agree that the premises are disconnected with the previous sections, and hence did not support the central argument of this manuscript. As such, we have removed this section. We have added a new sub-section called “Smuggling of Rohingyas as a threat to their human security”. This sub-section has supported with the existing field data concerning risks and threats facing the Rohingyas during their smuggling to Malaysia.

	5. 
	The authors seem to drift from time to time to regard these irregular migrants as refugees. They may wish to make it clear from the outset as to whether they regard all Rohingyas who landed in Malaysia as refugees or whether they should go on a case by case basis. Otherwise, they need to make clear how they relate to the three concepts in the paper with regard to the Rohingyas, ie victims of human trafficking, smuggled migrants and refugees, as the three are handled differently by the authorities. Are all smuggled irregular migrants necessarily victims? In fact, the authors argue at the concluding paragraph that the situation of the irregular Rohingya migrants are similar to other ‘victims of smuggling’. If so, why should they be treated differently from other irregular migrants?

	We have removed the use of “irregular migrants” or any type of international migrants in this study. We focus specifically on “refugees and asylum-seekers”, and the Rohingyas.

We have revised the concluding section, following substantive revisions in the entire manuscript. The narrative on different types of treatment against different type of immigrants does no longer exist. 

	6.
	Lastly, the authors may need to address possible objections from those who fear that flexible treatment of irregular migrants may encourage more smuggling and human trafficking activities which may eventually strategise to disguise the migrants as victims. Should waiver of their legal transgression be a systematic policy? If so, then there is no sense in having even measures of border control.

	We have revised the concluding section. In the revised conclusion, we argue that “…any efforts to eliminate the smuggling of Rohingyas should tackle the root causes, namely to restore the protection and full enjoyment of their human rights, and guaranteeing their safety and protection in Myanmar. Failing to do so, the Rohingyas will continue to look for smuggling service to bring them out from Myanmar. This subsequently provides opportunity for the smugglers to continue offering their illegal smuggling services”.


	7.
	The authors should send their text for proof reading to correct the English before returning the manuscript.

	This manuscript has been edited by a professional proof-reader. 



