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encouraging further researches. It is not clear the practical or industrial value. 
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the article. 
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The title is clear and reflects the essence of the paper.  
 



2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
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The abstract is well structured. It clearly presents the purpose, methodology 

adopted and findings of the research. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
3 

The body of the paper is well structured. However, there are some grammatical 
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 
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• On page 2, Already more over-65s there are in Asia than people in the USA. 

Should be rewritten as Already more over-65s in Asia than people in the 
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• Under subsection 1.4, after OECD should be the year in parentheses and 
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• et al not et Al 
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