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1. Roundl1
1.1. Reviewer 1

Reviewer:

In paragraph 1, the phrase “occupies a distinctive position between the domains of criminal law and private law” is central
but remains descriptive. Define explicitly what “intersection” entails in doctrinal or functional terms (e.g., overlapping
sanctions, procedural conflicts).

In paragraph 2 (“The central issue in this research concerns how the evolution...”), clearly identify the specific research
gap—prior Iranian or comparative studies that failed to examine the civil consequences of forgery.

The paragraph beginning “From the perspective of Imamiyyah jurisprudence...”
references to classical sources (e.g., al-Makasib, Shara’i* al-Islam). Adding these strengthens scholarly credibility.

In 3.1. The Offense of Forgery Before the 1979 Islamic Revolution, the discussion conflates the 1925 Code and its later
amendments. Distinguish legislative milestones (e.g., 1932 amendment, 1973 reforms) to present a clearer chronology.

In 3.2. The Offense of Forgery After the 1979 Islamic Revolution, the paragraph “Compared with the pre-Revolution
period...” asserts moral transformation but does not examine how specific penal articles changed (e.g., Ta‘zirat 1996, Articles
523-542). Include article numbers to substantiate the claim.

cites key principles but lacks precise
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1.2.  Reviewer 2
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The three objectives listed toward the end of the Introduction (“to analyze... to explain... to examine...”) are comprehensive
but would be strengthened by linking each to an expected outcome or research question, improving logical flow.

In the Concept of Forgery section, the definition “the alteration of truth in a writing...” appears verbatim from Aghaeinia
(2014). Clarify whether this is a quotation or a paraphrase; include quotation marks if directly cited to maintain academic
integrity.

Paragraph 1 and paragraph 2 under Types of Forgery both describe material and content-based forgery. Consolidate them
to avoid repetition and use sub-headings or a comparative table for clarity.

The section 3.3. Analysis of Developments... references a “shift from uncompromising severity toward a more mixed
regime.” Strengthen this by comparing sentencing ranges or procedural reforms across periods to provide measurable
indicators.

Paragraph 1 of 4.1. The Material and Mental Elements of Forgery could benefit from a short comparative remark on how
“intent to defraud” aligns with international standards (e.g., French Code Pénal, German StGB §267), enriching the analytical-
comparative scope.

In 4.2, the claim “Forgery acquires criminal significance not merely due to the alteration of truth...” would be more
persuasive if illustrated by Iranian Supreme Court rulings where potential (not actual) harm sufficed for conviction.
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