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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment(if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

CompulsoryREVISION comments

Abstract
- Does not show the research design and how the
data were analysed
- Did not follow Journal format for writing
abstract AIM, Methodology, results, conclusion

¢ The study was retrospective and this is now
stated.

«  Methods has been split for clarification into
dataand analysis

e Analysis was with chi tests and this is now
also stated. See analysis section as
mentioned above.

e Abstract headings amended as requested.

Compulsory REVISION comments

Introduction
The paper do not give the baseline data the M/F before
the elections as point of reference to mark the changes
The political situation and election process which might
influence M/F
The definition of the problem is not clear

- Line 44 (1,2) full stop is missing

Several elections were included so interelection
year M/F has been calculated and this statement
added in the results:

It is already stated that For all of these events, no
other unusual intercurrent factors (such as
extraordinary natural events) were present.

The problem is now defined just before the
methods:

Line 44 full stop is before references as required.

Minor REVISION comments

Methodology
- Do not Describe how the information were

This was added

collected and who collected the information publications
back to 1966
REVISION comments Results
- Greatly improved
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Major revision

Discussion component is missing

The section discussion was erroneously labelled
conclusion. Corrected.

The discussion was amplified as requested and
the following was added to discussion section:
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This necessitated the addition of several new

references:
This was added
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Major REVISION comments Conclusion - Lines 137-139 are these
- Line 137-139 should be removed and sent to
introduction
Still the conclusion is weak and needs to be
improved

- The author do not tell us if s/he is

rejecting/accepting the null hypothesis These are results

and it would be inappropriate to put
them in the introduction.

- Discussion and conclusion amplified as
already mentioned.

- Thiswas added to the discussion:

Optional /Generalcomments _ S I have striven to comply with all
follow the journal format for writing scientific paper as

shown on abstract comments suggestlons. If any other
Not ready for publication changes are required, then do
please let me know.
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