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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
There are some problems with capitalization, formatting, etc.  SEM is inappropriate 
to use in this context; it is not a descriptive statistic, and one SEM is only equal to a 
68% confidence level.  Either use SD or show the 95% confidence level (which is 
2xSEM).  For the abstract: breast cancer is not exclusively female, it is 
predominantly female.  What do the authors mean by “female related?”  Also, the 
abstract should make clear that the authors are comparing cancer vs. control for 
each menopausal stage as well as different menopausal stages compared to each 
other in the controls.  For the Introduction, most common cancers worldwide also 
include liver, stomach, and skin.  For the Discussion, note that cause and effect 
relationships may not always logically support increased antioxidant consumption.  
For example, it is one thing to show through prospective or retrospective studies 
that different levels of antioxidants in ostensibly healthy people increase or 
decrease risk and then make recommendations based on that.  But if levels of 
antioxidants are lower in cancer patients, do we know cause and effect?  If SOD and 
CAT activities are decreased because of increased erythrocyte lipid peroxidation in 
cancer patients, what if anything does this tell us about cause and effect regarding 
cancer?  In addition, there are some studies showing that in mice, antioxidants can 
actually increase tumor formation and metastasis.  So, the authors need to be more 
careful in their interpretation of the data in their Conclusions and Recommendation 
section. 
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