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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
I want to appreciate the editor of tis journal for giving me an opportunity to review this work. 
I also want to apologise for my inability to review all the papers sent to me in the past it has 
to do with my schedule   
 
Having said that, my comments in respect of the current paper are hereby presented 
below: 
 

1. The abstract lacks qualities of a good academic paper and it should be re written. 
For instance, methodology was omitted; as a review article there should be no 
findings. Where did your findings come from? Also, there should be nothing like 
conclusion but summary and concluding remarks. In addition to the above, 
recommendations should be deleted. Articles that engage primary source of data 
collection with hypotheses are expected to recommend based on the findings of 
the hypotheses. The question then is what are you recommending?  

2. The introduction should be re written. Although an element of statement of the 
problem could be identified towards the end of the paper but the paper lacks 
organisation-the structure of the paper and objectives of the study were omitted. 

3. The method of data collection for a study of this nature should have been historical 
thorough secondary source.  

4. Effects of winner take it all should be re written. For instance, WTA politics leads to 
divisive campaigns that fail to address challenging issues but rather ignore the 
entire constituents. Should have been WTA politics could lead to…….since you do 
not have scientific facts to back your statement up.  
 
Thank you and best of luck as you work hard to improve the quality of your paper 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The abstract has been rewritten as recommended and the methodology has 
been included in the abstract. 
 
 
 
 
 
The introduction has been refined as indicated. The statement of the problem 
has been clearly stated in the introduction but not under a sub-heading 
reading “statement of the problem” 
 
 
That statement has been corrected  
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