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Comments on "Drongos and the mixed species feeding flocks" by Lalitha Vijayan et
al.
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I have a variety of reservations about the paper. It has deficiencies on
several counts considered important.

1. Findings do not seem to be sufficiently novel or perhaps authors have not
been able to present them in an attractive way.

2. As it stands the paper lacks a conceptual framework. there are perfunctory
references to theoretical papers. Instead a succinct summary of such ideas will
help readers a lot. There is no point in only saying (p. 4) that such and such
finding is in accordance with the economics of flock size.

1 find reference (repeated) to a paper in preparation (Vijayan and Joshi) very
irritating. The editor must decide the policy on this. But in my opinion
references to inaccessible material should be avoided.

3. In general the discussion lacks clarity. Notice the phrase on page 4 para 2
namely *This might be due to...". This is just speculation. Not a well
supported scientific claim. Similar phrase occurs on p. 8 para 1. “"which may
be related to its bill morphology" (Infact this whole paragraph is incoherent).
Lk also ends with "might help in reducing competition". See also page 10
para 2. All such sentences need to be restructured.

I think claims 3 and 4 on page 10 are made without any systematic support.

4. Handling of tables, charts and statistical matters is also unsatisfactory.
(a) p. 3 para 2 line 6: occurrence of Bronzed was more. Is this significantly
more? No statistical test was applied here. Table 5 as it is given Iis
unneessary. Instead 2 x 2 tables of frequencies will be more informative.

(b) I am not sure if figures 1 and 2 are illuminating. Figure 3 is confusing.
The key should be made part of the figure (i.e. write S, A, G R etc. inside the

bars). On the whole, these don't make a significant point for the space they
take up.

Curiously, sometimes you expect a table or some evidence but it is missing.
Assertions 3 and 4 on page 10 deserved such support. They seem interesting.

I have made some comments on the script also.

All in all the paper is heavy on data’ and light on ideas. It does not have a
good flow of coherent arguments.







