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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Dear authors, I do not have any substantial criticism related to your article. Perhaps, the abbreviation 

"PAF" is used but not explained in the section "Procedure and Participants". I appreciate the 

comprehensive research methodology in your article. The reviewer
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Nice little study with a defined focus.  Please clearly describe which scales or subscales have been 

applied twice - once related to oral and once to written exams.  What was the rationale for reporting 

Spearman's and Pearson's correlation coefficients? Please omit those that are not convenient.  Please 

report correlation coefficients with two decimals (1st paragraph of results). I would like to read the 

exact p values for each of your test scores and not the inconsistent presentation of p < .05 or > .05 

versus p = .007.   What was the rationale for not using multivariate statistics (e.g., ANOVA 

models)? 
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