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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The sample size is small. The number of workers in group 1 and 3 are less than 30. That diminishes the 
power in ANOVA tests. In that case, Kruskal Wallis is more appropriate than ANOVA.  
The variable that captures the length of the workday is expressed in categories. The authors could have 
registered the exact number of working hours and relate them with health parameters with more efficient 
instruments (Pearson correlation).  
The strata of working hours reduces the amount of information, possibly leading to misleading results. If 
numerical values are feasible, ordinal are less preferred.  
The authors do not offer arguments to sustain the strategy applied. 
Other relevant variables are lacking, as the years working in the industry or age. The association between 
the workday and health parameters may be masked by the effect of that other covariates. In that case, 
ANOVA analysis is insufficient and logistic regression approach is more appropriate. 
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