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The research is one of the good researches in this field, and the appropriate research and 
analytical method was used, and the results were consistent with economic theory and 
statistically correct, so the research is good and does not contain scientific, statistical or 
spelling errors, but I advise the researcher to do the following: 
The research is very good and one of the good researches in this field. Use the experiment 
and extract its results in an excellent scientific way. The research is valid for publication 
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