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Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Good day. This is an interesting article which discusses the process and importance of 
social dialog method in a society. However, several suggestions and questions were 
provided for further clarification. In doing so, the quality of the article can be enhanced. 
Below is the details: 
 
1. The problem statement is clear but I felt that the topic needs more current literature for 

supporting the argument.  
2. Please check Line 47, I found a spelling/error. 
3. Line 57-65 please make it simple and easy to understand. By having long sentences it 

might mislead the readers about the content.  
4. It would be more useful if any sociological theory about the topic employ by the 

author(s). 
5. Please justify what is the current status of social dialog and democratic process in 

UKRAINE.  
6. Overall, it is a good article. 
 

1. We added 4 latest literature sources connected with out topic. 
2. A spelling / error in Line 47 we corrected. 
3. We split the long sentence (Line57-65) into several, so that the reader 
could understand and be interested in its essence. 
4. Done (see line 128-138), 
5. Done (see line 139- 161) 
6. Thank you! 
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