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Since the work is already published I have decided not to report my line by 

line comments on the manuscript which I have completed before I discover  

the work is already published. The authors cannot just change phosphorus 

fertilizer  rate and call it a new finding to be published.  They have already 

published the effect of Rhizobium inoculation and phosphorus fertilization on 

soybean growth characteristics and yield. Also, a field study should be 

conducted at least for two seasons to reach a reliable conclusion.  A one season 

field study is not mature for publication.  Additionally statistical handing of the 

data is incorrect for factorial experiment. 

 

 

The authors have already published an identical paper on the topic from 

research conducted in 2012 in the same experimental site  and this paper is 

nothing more than a duplication of that work 

(http://www.jebas.org/28022014002001/Lamptey%20et%20al%20JEBAS.p

df, or see reference 27 in the current paper to access the paper online). 
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