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The title is clear and adequate to the content of the article as discussed and 

analysed by the authors in the body of the text. But the spelling of Dialog should be 
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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
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mistakes in this article. 
2 

Grammatical errors and spelling mistakes have been found here and there. 

However, it can be rectified and correctly during copy-editing.  
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The title well describes the content which is dealt by the paper, about the undergoing 
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according to his views, the national dialogue in Ethiopia is not going to achieve the 

desired goal.  
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results. 
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While the object and hypothesis are clear, the methodology to come to the results is 

lacking. About the latter, there is only a general statement about a probable failure 
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point. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
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Neither major grammatical errors nor spelling mistakes were detected along the 
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 
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