Dear Editor Torres,
[bookmark: _GoBack]I am attaching the revised null hypothesis paper (THE UNBLIND COPY)).  It was very difficult for me to respond to reviewers because their comments were too general or a bit vague, as you observed in a prior email. 

Regarding Reviewer B, I agree to increase the text of the paper so it could now be considered a paper.  This reviewer also recommended that the author needs to “test [his] hypothesis to an empirical and simulated database. But this is not the main purpose of my study.  Actually, this was the goal of another published study I cited in my paper (Simmons, Nelson, & Simmonsohn, 2011).

Regarding Reviewer C: He/she appears to like the paper.  He/she recommended “ampliar la conclusion,” but I honestly did not understand what this reviewer wants me to do.  I extended the conclusion based on key points in the text, which is the standard in “conclusion” in peer-reviewed journals.  In addition, I do not think that the Reviewer’s C comments 3-4 are examples of the main purpose of my article. The exception is the last question in No. 4, which I think I answer in section No. 2 (see below).

In the revised article, I maintained the same argument regarding the use of statistical tricks to reject the null hypothesis, but I then expanded the paper including:
1)A brief history of the controversy regarding to ban or not to ban the null hypothesis and null hypothesis statistical significance.
2) A discussion regarding the prevalence of the null hypothesis, despite the controversy regarding the null hypothesis.  Here, I introduce the purpose of my article (last paragraph).  
3) Before discussing statistical tricks (next session), I thought it would be important to inform readers that the next session deals with the null hypothesis and not with general hypotheses.  The role of general hypotheses is later discussed in other sections. 
4) The next session deals with statistical tricks.
5) The following section shows that the rejection of the null hypothesis with statistical tricks is a temporal event until independent researchers replicate the original experiment. 
6) Next section deals with statistical significance versus practical significance.
7) Then, I discussed alternatives to the null hypothesis testing (e.g., effect sizes).
8)Next section shows that researchers can, indeed, contribute to science without the need to formulate a hypothesis and be worried about using statistical tricks to reject it.  Among other examples, I cited my own contributions in psychology.
9) The final section is the conclusion. Among other topics, I decided to introduce a note addressing student in behavioral sciences.   

Sincerely,

Freddy A. Paniagua, Ph.D.
Senior author, The Null Hypothesis is Always Rejected with Statistical Tricks: Why Do You Need it?

