Dear Editor:
The authors of the article thank you for giving us the opportunity to improve our article and eventually publish it in your journal. We greatly appreciate your suggestions for improvement, and we are sure that they will allow us to improve the article significantly. Below, you can find the reviewers' critiques in bold and our answers in italics. In text, everything we changed it is in red.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction. There is excessive use of direct quotations of less than 40 words. I suggest keeping only those that are strictly necessary.
Only strictly necessary quotations were kept. Some more than 10 years quotations were removed. When there is a more ‘classic quotation’ it is followed by a more recent one. For example: “(3) The waste-avoidance theory (Arkes & Ayton, 1999; Lin & Chang, 2017)…”
 
Also, some sentences are too long, resorting to the use of semicolons when it would be convenient to start a new idea.
Sentences were reformulated (several semicolons were removed). For example: “Cost/benefit analysis derive from the exchange theory (Liao, McComas, & Connie Yuan, 2017) that states that relationship decisions are the result of an analysis of the costs and benefits of current relationships compared to those of alternative relationships, suggesting a two-stage decision process. At the first stage, the battered woman decides between the benefits and the costs of the relationship, arriving at a subjective estimate of satisfaction. On a second moment, the satisfaction with the current relationship is compared to the estimated satisfaction with alternatives to the relationship.”
Method. It is necessary to specify the design of the study and the sampling technique.
Information was added: “For the present between-group design research, the sample was non-prababilistic (convenience) and data was collected through an online questionnaire that included sociodemographic questions…”

Likewise, it would be advisable to provide information on the psychometric properties of the instruments. 
For the present study, no validated instrument was used. In line with Rego Arantes & Magalhães´ study, participants were just presented with some sociodemographic questions (necessary to describe and control groups) and were also presented to 1 of 4 scenarios.

Are the scenarios and questions the same that have been used as in the Rego Arantes & Magalhães´ study?
Information was added to clarify which part of the procedure was identical or not to Rego, Arantes & Magalhães’ study: “Based on Rego et al. (2016) study, four hypothetical scenarios of a relationship (A – no violence, B – physical violende, C – psychological violence or D – sexual violence) were presented; (…) In this study, for Scenarios B, C and D, one more paragraph was added to the non-violent scenario, converting it in a scenario of physical violence (B), psychological violence (C) or in a scenario of sexual violence (D)”
 
In the analysis strategy, you mention that you have hypotheses, but they are not stated in the introduction.
We added a main hypothesis at the end of the introduction (after presenting the aim of the study): “We hypothesized that existence of episodes of violence in a relationship (physical, psychological or sexual) will be considered as cost to the relationship (Liao et al, 2017), reducing sunk cost effect and willing participants to leave that hypothetical relationship more rapidly.”

Results. I recommend presenting the information in tables.
Tables 2, 3 and 4 were added for results without visual support/graphs.

Discussion. It would be interesting to point out the practical implications of these findings
Our “Future research implications” was a mix of research and practical implications, what was not clear to readers. Paragraph was reformulated according to recommendation:
“Future research and Practical Implications
Although this study shows that women spend more time in a scenario of psychological violence than in a scenario of sexual violence or of physical violence, it also shows that being in a relationship could enhance the likelihood of committing the sunk cost effect in the context of intimate relationships; that is, violent relationships can perpetuate themselves due to this effect. Attitudes towards men’s violence against women determines the perpetration of violence against women and its responses by the victim and others around her (Flood & Pease, 2009). Therefore, attitudes are the target of violence prevention campaigns. Awareness raising for the identification and refusal of violence against women implies recognizing less explicit forms of violence (especially psychological violence) and their consequences. If one considers that psychological violence is less serious than physical or sexual violence (although highly correlated) we are accepting that there is a type of violence tolerated socially and individually. Therefore, future research and social workers should focus on developing violence prevention programs knowledge-based on the factors that lead to remaining violent relationships, especially on ‘less violent scenarios’ as psychological violent relationships.”
 
References. 55% of references are not of the last 5 years. I suggest updating the references.
After revision, the present study has 54 references, 29 being of the last 5 years and 36 of the last 10 years. The majority of the references with more than 5 or 10 years are ‘research classics’ that we, unfortunately, cannot avoid for a perfect theoretical background understand. 

Best Regards
The corresponding author
Ângela Leite
