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Yes but the final issue is missing
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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

The title of the paper effectively aligns with the content of the article.

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.
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contents.
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The study METHODS are explained clearly.

The study methods, specifically the documentary analysis approach, are elucidated
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The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.
The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.
The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.

The conclusion of the paper is precise, underpinned by the content presented
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