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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4



The title conveys the topic in a clear and concise manner.However, it could be improved if the type of
study is also highlighted in the topic.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 2

The abstract provides a general overview of the topic and purpose of the paper; however, it does not
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the investigation.
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the
content. 5
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on the potential causes of adolescent suicide. This effectively communicates the likely underlying
reasons behind Hevdig’s suicide.
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