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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
This article needs some revisions before it can be published. 1. "No noteworthy

differences in the total knowledge scores were found on the basis of duration of research

experience, certification of GCP, and current academic position. This is shown in Table

2." - However, the p-value of 0.008 for the relationship between academic position and

practice appears significant. There is also no explanation for the superscript a) preceding

the p-value. 2. Similarly, in Fig 3, there is no explanation for the superscript b)

preceeding the p-value. 3. All the significant findings and relationships noted in the text

and abstract are not shown in the figures or tables. This is inappropriate since Figures

and Tables are meant to show the most important parts of the results.


