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1. RESPONSE TO REVIEWS ON PAPER:  ID 5868 “EFFECTS OF INDUSTRIAL NOISE OF HIGHER SPECTRUM ON AUDITORY PERCEPTION ABILITY OF WORKERS”

REVIEW 1: Recenzent A:
Rad pod nazivivom "Effects of industrial noise of higher spectrum on auditory perception ability of workers," obrađuje već "staru i dobro poznatu temu" i za cilj ima da utvrdi razlike koje su u kliničkoj praksi već više decenija dobro poznate.
Iako je istraživanje korektno sprovedeno, smatram da zbog napred navedenih nedostataka ne ispunjava uslove za štampanje u VSP-u.
S poštovanjem, 

Odgovor na recenziju: Recenzent A:.
Potpuno se slažemo sa Recenzentom A da tema kojom se bavimo nije nova i da postoje značajni nalazi koji potvrđuju našu hipotezu i nalaze. Neke od njih, uglavnom one novijeg datuma i mi navodimo u literaturi (Bonetti, Jambrošić, 2012;  Picarda, i dr., 2008; Rachiotis, i dr. 2006; itd).  Ova istraživanja, oslanjajući se na ranija slična istraživanja, po tematici i proceduri, potvrđuju rezultate koje smo i mi dobili. Naime, istraživanja koja pokazuju efekte buke na  čulo sluha (Alberti, 1992) proveravana su u različitim kontekstima, u industrijskom okruženju uopšte (Pražić, 1986), u kontekstu vojne industrije (Manojlović, 1965), pa i istraživanje sprovedeno u sličnom domenu kao i predmet recenzije, u Bukovičkoj Banji (Mihailović, 1977), jesu nam bile inspiracija i svojevrsna potvrda pretpostavkama. 
Međutim, zbog toga što smatramo da je pitanje efekta buke visokog spektra na zaposlene u industriji veoma važno pitanje, želeli smo da proverimo njen uticaj u kontekstu zaposlenih u odeljenju za pranje I punjenje boca. Naime, ono što je različito u odnosu na prethodna istraživanja, jeste kontekst u kom se ova teza proverava. Naš uzorak čine zaposleni na poslovima koji nisu intelektualno zahtevni, a izvor zvuka je specifičan jer je posledica . Koliko znamo, samo istraživanje Mihailovića iz 1977. tretira fenomen u ovom konkretnom kontekstu. 
Povrh toga, pozivamo se na savremene tendencije u nauci, da se rezultati postojećih istraživanja kako za ona gde postoje oprečni zaključci, tako I za ona čiji rezultati su postali gotovo aksiomi, s obzirom na jačinu dokaza koji im idu u prilog, podvrgnu ponovnom preispitivanju i diskusiji naučne javnosti. Primer takvih pokušaja je i projekat koji sprovodi Center for open science http://centerforopenscience.org/, a u okviru kog se vrše replikacije postojećih istraživanja i postavljaju na uvid akademskoj zajednici. 
Cilj ovog istraživanja nije bio da se otkrije nešto što nikada pre nije bilo zabeleženo, baš nasuprot, u pitanju je pokušaj da se eksperimentalno pokažu razlike u pogledu slušne sposobnosti zaposlenih koji su izloženi dugotrajnoj industrijskoj buci povišenog i uobičajenog spektra.  Stoga smatramo da je korisno proveravati rezultate ranijih istraživanja u novom, nekad čak u što sličnijem kontekstu (kao što vidimo iz aktuelnih naučnih projekata), a sama provera tih ideja u strogo kontrolisanim uslovima, zavređuje pažnju. 

REVIEW 2.: Recenzent B:
Rad predstavlja rezultate ispitivanja uticaja industrijske buke višeg spektra na sluh radnika. Istrazivanje je od značaja u polju medicine rada. U osnovi, rezultati rada su značajni i sama studija je dobro sprovedena, te je rad uz manje korekcije, odgovarajući za publikovanje u VSP.
Nedostaci:
1. Način citiranja literature u tekstu nije odgovarajući.
2. Nema priloženih tabela koje su navedene u tekstu.
Po ispravljanju nedostataka, rad dostaviti na ponovnu recenziju.

ODGOVOR NA REVIEW 2. 
1. Način citiranja literature je promenjen u skladu sa uputstvom za autore
2. Tabele koje su navedene u tekstu: Table 1, Table 2, Table 3 i Table 4, data su u prilogu u Supp. Files: 5868-24404-1-SP.docx  (dopunska datoteka), originalni naziv dokumenta: tables.docx, koji je postavljen datuma 09.04.2014. na sistemu ASEESTANT. Ono što fali u tekstu, a sad je ispravljeno, su naslovi tabela isti kao i u dopunskom dokumentu.  

REVIEW 3: Recenzent C:
This is a small scale cross-sectional study on the effects of industrial noise on hearing ability of two groups of workers exposed to different noise levels and noise frequencies. The main hypothesis was that workers exposed to higher noise frequencies (above 4000 Hz) have poorer hearing ability (measured by audiometry) in comparison to workers exposed to lower noise frequencies (below 2000 Hz). Nevertheless, (I) the method to support the hypothesis is too simplified, and (Ia) many relevant factors affecting noise exposure and/or hearing ability were not taken into account. The paper is (II) written in a confusing manner. Due to many (III) methodological limitations the presented study is (IV) not comparable to other field studies on the same topic. Given the shortages in methodology, I find that the study should be thoroughly re-designed, re-written and then re-submitted for publishing.

Major remarks:
(1). Methods, sample: In epidemiological research, I strongly complaint against the use of terms “experimental” and “control” group. Please reconsider naming the groups “exposed to high-frequency noise” and “exposed to low-frequency noise” instead. Please define high and low-frequency noise in methods as well.
Answer: the reason why we use term experimental is due to the fact that in the research we controlled the main factors. Nevertheless, we agree with the comment that this is not a typical experimental research due to the fact that the groups were already formed. 
and action: 
We remove word experiment in our research plan and replaced in text, whenever “experimental “group occurs with “group exposed to high-frequency noise “and control group with “group exposed to low frequency noise”, as it was suggested in review. In Abstract, in first paragraph of Methods, in both Serbian and English version, experimental plan was replaced with general term of research plan. Titles of the Tables were changed accordingly and headings of particular categories.

(2). Methods, sample: The sampling procedure is not thoroughly explained. Authors should provide detailed information how the sampling was made, i.e. how many workers were approached, how many people rejected to participate, how many persons were eligible for the study, and how the final sample was selected. It is not clear whether the two groups were representative to all employees in the factory? Authors are kindly asked to check for the sample size and the power of the study, because this affects the results and conclusions drawn from it. 
Answer and action:  In Methods section it was said that our sample covers among 88% and 92% of all employees in the glass production line of the plant. As a matter of fact, the number of workers in the moment was about 340. This 10% of workers not included in a sample of the study were those who were not present at the workplace in period of conducting the research. They were absent due to the illness or for some other more or less justified reason. So, there was no overt rejection to participate into a study. The rejection rate was not higher because measuring was conducted as a part of the regular systematic examination of the workers` health condition. Nevertheless, we might say that we did not control the motives for not attending the examination procedure. In order to give indications for the representativeness of our sample in the article we made some changes in the text.  As it was said in the text, our sample was representative for the glass production line and the results might be extrapolated to the workers in similar plants on similar jobs but not on the other employees in the organization that were engaged on different working tasks.  
Action:  In third paragraph of the Methods section we include following sentences: There were no overt rejections to participate in the study, but those 10% of workers not included in our sample were absent from the workplace. So, this relatively low rate of rejection is a consequence of the procedure. As a matter of fact, our study was conducted as the part of the regular systematic examination of the workers` health condition. ……. Nevertheless, we could not extrapolate data on other employees in the plant engaged on different jobs and in different work conditions.   

(3). Methods, Table 1. Table is not provided! In fact, I do not think that any table should be placed in methods, this should be presented in the results.
Answer and action: All four tables named in text were given in the suppl. Files:  5868-24404-1-SP.docx, by original file name tables.docx, uploaded 09.04.2014. on system ASEESTANT. Nevertheless, titles of tables were missing from the text and it might confuse reader. We handled this mistake by providing the titles of the tables same as it were in the supplementary file. According to the previous comments we also changed some names of files in both location (see action for the first comment). 
Although Table 1. titled as Distribution of noise exposition time (in years) in high-frequency noise and low-frequency noise group is not standard table showing results of the research but describing the duration of the noise exposure of our two subsample: “group exposed to high-frequency noise” and “group exposed to low frequency noise”, we decided to comply with the advice to place this table in next section Results. So, Table 1. is placed in the section Results, where the subject of the table was thoroughly explained, giving some indices for better understanding the characteristics of the sample relevant for the conclusion. It refers also on the eighth remark of the reviewer, where there was an objection toward neglecting parameters that might interfere with the results, as years of exposure to noise. First paragraph of the section Results deals with it. It is new paragraph added with the goal to contextualize results and points toward the fact that there are differences in categories of years of exposure between groups that might have some effects on differences in auditory ability. 
   
(4). Methods, measuring hearing ability – this is not explained clearly.
Please explain which parameters were measured by audiometry and which were included into further analysis. Please use standardized terms, such as “hearing threshold” instead of “audio threshold” etc. Please provide information how many times was audiometry performed per each worker, especially in relation to the timeline of this study.
Answer and action: With the aim to make paper more concise we positioned second paragraph of the section Methods after the paragraphs considering the sample. Also, to give better explanation of the measuring procedure we introduced one more paragraph that provides that information. There we explained the process of field part of the study, referring to the timeline as well. 
Also, with similar goal, we placed first sentence in the first paragraph of the Results section (about the time and reason for conducting the research in that specific period of year) into the section Methods (in the context where there were the method of the study explained more thorough). 
Referring to the comment of the reviewer about using standardized terms, we changed the expression “audio threshold” with more commonly used “hearing threshold”, whenever it appears in the text. We found that most of researchers in the field actually use the proposed term. 
So, the change was made in the Abstract, in the section Methods, in the title of the Table 4. and in the explanation of the Table 4., in the results and in the section Discussion. Nevertheless, in some parts of the original paper, there were already referred to it as “hearing threshold”. 

(5) Methods, statistical analysis: This section is inappropriate. Authors are asked to provide much more details on all statistical tests applied to test the hypothesis. 
Answer and action: Since this research is a part of one larger longitudinal research of health conditions of the workers in the plant in question, we did really give information about the statistic procedures used in different parts of the research. Data provided in this text are analyzed only by using t test for calculating statistical difference of means of absolute threshold between two groups. So, we own you an apologize for not being correct and specific in that aspect. In revised text in the final paragraph of the method this mistake was corrected.  

(6) Methods, noise exposure assessment: There are no information on noise exposure of the two groups of workers. The paragraph on noise exposure from the results should better fit the methods. Please provide details on the place, the time and the number of noise measurements, as well as the position of noise analyzer; how did you assess exposure of each individual worker; how did you take into account changes of noise during the working time. Finally, how did you assess long-term exposure – did you take into account possible change of workplace, use of hearing protection, changes in technological procedures, etc. Please provide the appropriate unit of noise level, because dB(A) should be used for medical purposes.
Answer and action: In the Table 1. The duration of noise explosion of both samples were given. In the corrected version of the paper some additional information was given. In the first paragraph of section Results there are comments on years of exposure to the occupational noise, and groups are compared according to it. 
Also, in the section Methods information of average age and years of working in the named conditions was given. 
In the original text we provided the information that the sound was assessed by the phonometer. In corrected version we explained that the instrument was positioned at seven stationeries:  at the washing machines of the production line 1 and 2, in the middle of the hall and at the bottling machine, where high-frequency noise was recorded and at the compressor station, accumulation plant and on carpenters‘ were low frequency was measured. 
In order to describe accurately the working context in which subjects were performing their tasks, we added one more paragraph in the Methods section, after the paragraphs describing the size and characteristics of the sample. There, we gave some description of working conditions and defining the characteristics of the working tasks and context in general. Also, we spoke about some technological innovations introduced in the last decade and the fact that silicone antiphons are available for all workers but they do not use this kind of protection as often as they should. 
As Reviewer noticed, we used decibels (dB) as a measure of loudness or amplitude of sound waves. It is known that the amplitude of the wave is a function of the energy or pressure of the wave. With the greater amplitude means the greater energy or pressure in the sound wave and it results in the experience of louder sound. So, physically, that pressure should be defined in microbars. Nevertheless, scholars often in research use decibels (dB) as standard units of sound due to the fact that “measures of loudness must cover an enormous range of pressures”, so “to help us understand and study noise, a more workable scale of sound pressure has been developed” (Bell, P.A., Greene, T.G., Fisher, J.D., Baum, A. (2001). Environmental Psychology. Wadsworth, Belmont., str. 142). Also, we decided to use this measuring unit, although being aware that it is more of a subjective experience than the physical fact, because it is in a complex relation with the sound frequencies. As a matter of fact, that relation might be established factually as it was in our research (Tables 2 and 3). Finally, in the instructions of our instrument it was given the direction how to measure this value (decibels are the logarithmic functions of microbars). So, we did not convert dB in other units for noise level, as it was suggested in the review.   
(7) Methods, working conditions: Authors should explain the working conditions of the two groups of workers, such as duration of work, duration of work shifts, daytime vs. nighttime work, use of hearing protection, etc.
Answer and action:  We agree with the reviewer that our paper was poor in relevant information of the contextual factors of workers we treated.  So, in the section of Methods we gave basic information about the working conditions of our subjects in sample. We gave general information about the conditions and organization and data about the difference in conditions of two groups. Also, we covered better some socio-demographic and individual data. We also mentioned the problem of hearing protection equipment that is available but not exploited as it should be. 
  
(8) Methods, general remark: The greatest methodological deficiency is failure to take several into account parameters that may affect noise exposure and/or hearing threshold, such as age, gender, noise sensitivity, years of exposure to noise, education level, socio-economic status, smoking, use of drugs and medicines, or exposure to environmental (community) noise. Please provide more details on all of these factors in both groups of workers.
Answer and action: We are aware of the fact that there are a multitude of relevant factors that might influence the differences between subjects in context of low and high frequency noise. We partially covered the question of age and the years of exposure (due to the fact that we are analyzing the differences the most important thing is the balance of two groups considering the factors). Although previous researches deny it, gender might be important so we included it in the section of Methods while describing the sample and we gave same data about the differences between male and female workers working in the conditions with noise of high and noise of low frequency. Also, some different medical factors could have some effect but we presumed that both categories of workers are unified by the health status. As the socio-economic status and educational level is concerned, we do not believe that it might have any impact at all. Further, our subjects are in similar position toward these parameters. 

(9) Results are too simplified. There are no Tables or Figures to support the results, which is highly unprofessional. It is impossible to comment on the differences between hearing threshold between the two groups, but as far I understand, means were compared. Please explain what means? On each sound
frequency or all together? This is very confusing. 
Answer and action: 
Results are simplified due to the fact that the research design is not complicated and the main hypotesis is relatively straightforward.  In Table 4. uploaded in Supp. Files: 5868-24404-1-SP.docx, original title of document, uploaded on 09.04.2014. at system ASEESTANT, descriptive measures with mean difference value and statistic significance is given. Those differences are given for the measures of absolute thresholds for subjects working in the noise of high-frequency compared to the absolute thresholds for subjects working in the noise of low-frequency that were analyzed on each level of sound frequencies. It is emphasized in the new version of the text in the section Results in the one before the last paragraph. We hope that it would be less confusing. 

(10).  Discussion is lacking the comparison between the results of this study with the results of other similar studies, highlighting the similarities and differences between them. Strengths and limitations of the study should be clearly stated and discussed. Many parts of the discussion are not related to the hypothesis of interest. The possible explanations for the observed health effects are missing.
Answer and action:  In the original version of the Discussion section, where we have to explain our results in the context of previous studies, theories and methods, we prevalently spoke about hearing loss that was not the main finding and the topic of the study. Being aware of that, we thoroughly changed that part of the paper focusing only on the aim of the study, and explaining the given hypothesis in the background of similar researches. Also, we considered the results in the context of methodological limitations of our study specially addressing at the specificities of the sample. 

(11).  Both Introduction and Discussion contain many sentences that lack adequate references! This is not a good practice in scientific writing, because it may be characterized as plagiarism!
Answer and action: We believe that this remark is given in the context of incorrect referencing. The Reviewer B, noticed that we did not use the proper way of referencing expected in this journal, so we corrected it. As it could be seen in the text, we have plenty of references not using the exact words used in the original text but rather we explained on our own way the ideas of original authors. 
Only in first paragraph of the section Introduction there are seven relevant references considering the results of previous researches, as well as the statements that are well known.  In the second paragraph we call to the two studies. In the third paragraph we mentioned one reference while defining the terms in the study. The improvement in the new version is that we use “official” definition to cover the topic more precisely (from Bell, Greene, Fisher, Baum, 2001). Also, we referred to the five studies in the fourth paragraph of the first section of the paper. 
In the fifth paragraph of the introduction we used the reference of previous similar study. Sixth paragraph has four references to the relevant studies and in the seventh and eighth paragraphs we added more references. We changed third paragraph and added two more paragraphs for explaining the phenomena more accurately and one paragraph to define the occupational noise. Also, in three instances when referring to the book we used we cited the primary source instead of it. 
In Discussion section in original paper, for 17th paragraphs, there are over thirty references placed where there is a necessity to corroborate our claims with previous studies or some theoretical considerations. In second paragraph, where we discuss the main results, we called on three similar studies trying to emphasize the importance of our study. 
In the fourth paragraph we try to give the explanation of our results by comparing them with the results of three relevant previous studies with the addition of the two studies bringing the information about the exact results of those studies in comparison with ours.    
Fifth, sixth, seventh and eight paragraphs had no reference but the discussion of raw data of our original study. In ninth paragraph there are no references because we observe the well known facts. 
In tenth paragraph we found it necessary to call on the results of seven authors that were occupied with the similar questions in their researches. 
Also, the consequences of the noise exposure are discussed in the context of four different studies (eleventh paragraph). 
The comparison with the similar studies in the same context conducted in previous iterations is given with the proper reference in thirteenth paragraph. 
It was lean on the conclusions of the author mentioned in the fourteenth paragraph and some kind of pre-conclusion is given in the fifteenth paragraph in the context of five different studies covering the topic. Finally, in the sixteenth paragraph, as some kind of the extension of our results, we linked them with the question of stress called on authors that were covered that topic more thoroughly (five references).   
Also, in the conclusion paragraph we had three references to corroborate our statements. 
So, as we wanted to impose the inference with those inventories of references, we referred to many relevant authors and studies. Yet, we affirm that there is no plagiarism due to the fact that we did not use the exact words of the authors, their ideas without citing them, and we claim that only the results we present as ours are the product of our original research.  
Finally, as we reformulated these parts of the article and give some more there are even more references is no. 

(12). Conclusions are not supported by the methods, or the aim of the study. Authors should concentrate on their main findings and highlight what this study adds to other sleep-related studies. Please rewrite more concisely.
Answer and action: 
Being mislead by the idea what might be, we did not give a proper and accurate conclusion relevant in the context of our research. So, we rewrite it in the manner that corresponds with the aim and the results of our study. Also, we must note that sleep-related studies are marginal for our research and we have got any indicators of the effects of noise on the sleep activity of our subjects and that is why we only mentioned that some researchers found that variable as the consequence of working in the noise conditions. Some studies are speaking about the effects of low frequency noise on the sleepiness of the workers during the exposition and others are concerned by the disturbance of the sleeping habits of those working in conditions of high frequency noise. Yet, it is out of the scope of our research.      
Generalization of our study is limited by the characteristics of the sample and research procedure. 

(13). Introduction should be focused on the main hypothesis and present only those studies relevant to the scope of this paper. Authors should concentrate on industrial noise and its effect on hearing abilities of workers. The definition of noise lacks adequate reference.
Answer and action: In introduction we consulted more relevant literature to define the main concepts: sound, noise, frequency and amplitude. Also, as we are aware of the necessity to be more focused in the introduction, we explained the problems of occupational noise and emphasize on the researches conducted in that context. Yet, that was our strategy in the first version of the paper but obviously with limited success.  

(14).  Aim should be more specific and related to the main hypothesis.
Answer and action: We could not agree more than when reading the goal of this study and main hypothesis might bring reader into a dilemma what would be the objective of the study at all. So, we tried to be specific when defining the aim and the hypothesis. We changed last two paragraphs in the section Introduction with the idea to give an accurate stance on which our research stands. Also, we added one more paragraph to explain the hypothesis and to link it with the Methods section. 
We started from the relatively well established facts and post the objective to test the hypothesis is there any differences between effect of industrial noise of higher spectrum and the effect of noise of general spectrum, on audio perceptual abilities of exposed workers performing relatively simple tasks at the production line in the liquid production industry. According to our hypothesis those differences should be in the direction of higher impairment of hearing for those working in the conditions of high-frequency noise. That means that this group of subjects would have higher hearing thresholds then the other group of subjects, with addition that it would be especially obvious on measures of noise of higher spectrum (4000 Hz, 8000 Hz).  

(15).  Abstract: Background should be more specific; Aim should be precise and specific; Methods are not informative enough; Results should contain the most important finding; Conclusions are represented as a discussion, which is wrong. The sentence that “dysfunction of audio-sensory apparatus….is proven” is not true! Please beware of such strong generalizations, especially given the fact that the study does not show that result. Please re-write Abstract in a more concise and precise manner.
Answer and action:  
In addition to the background information, in order to make it more specific, we gave indices that previous studies showed relationship between frequency and amplitude of noise on hearing ability of workers in the power plant. With the same goal, we delete general statements from the abstract. Also, we tried to make the aim of the study more precise, so we took into account, when defining the goal of the study, all important concepts we used. In the Abstract the aim of the study sounds: The aim of the study is to find if there are differences between workers in the factory production lines constantly exposed to the industrial noise of higher spectrum and those exposed to the noise of standard spectrum in absolute hearing threshold on nine levels of frequency. (in methods the frequencies were given). 
In Methods in Abstract we specified the procedure of measuring, as it was explained more thoroughly in section Methods. There we mentioned the most important elements of the research structure.  
From the Results we extracted only the most important finding and present it. 
Finally, in the Abstract’s Conclusion we referred only to the given results with the idea what should be done.    
When rereading our text we also found it that the statement “dysfunction of audio-sensory apparatus….is proven” could not be stated. We were mislead by our ideas what might be concluded and what should be done next, so we set this overly generalized conclusion that should be the topic of some other epidemiological and medical research. We excluded those generalizations from our study and some of the ideas put in the conclusion and inspiration for the further research.  
Being aware of the importance of good and representative abstract, we changed it according to the suggestions given in the review.  

(16). Key words: I complaint against naming noise a microclimate factor – microclimate refers to air temperature, velocity, humidity and radiation, not to noise!
Answer and action:
With all due respect to the reviewer, in ergonomics literature, noise is very often, almost as a rule, put together with temperature, velocity, humidity and so on, in the same category. It is the situation in the book of Mihailovic, D. (2010).  Psihologija rada i organizacije. Fon. Beograd.,  As a matter of fact, Walden, in the Encyclopedia of Applied Psychology (Walden, R. (2004). Work environments. In: Spielberger, C.(ed.). Encyclopedia of Applied Psychology. Tampa: Elsevier Academic Press) speak about ambient conditions such as illumination, color, temperature, air, noise and so on, as physical characteristics of the work setting (as all authors in the Encyclopedia agreed (Vila, J., Bonnes, M., Carrus, G.). Nevertheless, some of them are referring to it as environmental stressors (Evans, G., Cohen, S. (2003). ). Also, Štajberger and Čizmić in (Štajberger, I., Čizmić, S. (1991). Psihologija i savremena tehnika. Zavod za udžbenike i nastavna sredstva. Beograd) define them as the physical conditions categorized into a mechanical energy. Nevertheless, in book Mihailović, D. (2010). Psihologija rada i organizacije. FON, Beograd, noise is categorized in microclimate work conditions. The explanation for this categorization is in the fact that noise in this context represents the physical background variable at the workplace, creating the climate in which employees work.  Bearing that in mind, we used the term microclimate when defining the noise. 

(17).  English style and language use are of poor quality. Some sentences are too complicated to read and understand. The title could be improved by using standard terms, and should be more specific.
Answer and action: As English language is not is mother tongue, we consulted the native English speaker to read and correct our paper. We believe that the result of it is text more easily to read and sentences with clearer ideas. 

GENERAL ANSWER TO REVIEW 3:
We do agree that the design of the research is rather simplified as it was the first major comment. The hypothesis consisted from the one presumption that there is a difference in hearing ability of subjects working in two different conditions considering the level of loudness of ambience noise. 
Yet, we believe that research is important because it first, establish those differences in the various working stations in the plant. Secondly, it takes into account the complex relation between frequency and amplitude of the sound. Thirdly, it tested hypothesis in the context of employees in the liquid factory, working at the specific machines. 
Due to the simplicity of the method, many relevant aspects really stayed out of the scope. Nevertheless, we believe that with the inclusion of multitude of factors that might affect the differences would not provide the better insight. It might even mask the main conclusion. We are aware that every relation between some phenomena are very complex and depend on various factors. Some of them are covered by the larger longitudinal research that we are conducting still but in the lack of decisive answers for those research questions we primarily focused on the threshold differences. 
The second major comment is given for the style of writing the paper. It was said that the paper is written in confusing manner. In order to reduce the potential confusion for readers we made some changes in the order and in the way that information are presented. Also, we explained some important concepts and structure the text according to the reviewer`s advices. 
In introduction we add more references and explanations of our research idea. Also, we specified more the aim of the study and give more thoroughly the explanation of the measuring procedure, context of working and measuring, general and more specific methodology of the field study we conducted. Consequently, we believe that the section Methods are more informative in the revisited version of the text, so that it contributes to the validity of the study and its and reliability.  
The confusion in the text might be caused by linguistic impurity, as English is not the authors` native language, so we engaged a lector to correct the text. 
There was an endeavor in the revisited text to correct the methodological limitations of the study, which is also a major remark. We provided more information about the procedure and techniques in the study, so to enable the reproducibility of the study. We described our sample in more details, so that the potential generalization might be improved as well as the validity of the study by providing the context and situational aspects of the working conditions. 
In that way we believed that we are closer to the comparability with other field studies on the similar topic, as it was requested in the review.      


