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HRA2BNL:
= 1: This manuscript aimed to answer several questions related to PGMM (1) in what
conditions do the PGMM and LCGA come up with similar results, (2) how to select an



appropriate model, and (3) how do the distance of latent class and the pattern of the growth
trajectory influence the parameter estimation by conducting a simulation study. The design of the
simulation study (i.e., a two-class and two-period model and a 3 (sample size) x3 (distance of x 4
(pattern of growth trajectory) model conditions) was appropriate in addressing the above questions.
The simulation results were promising and these results suggested several implications about the
use of PGMM models in the analysis of longitudinal data. First, the distance of the latent class is
an important factor in determining the accuracy of model selection and parameter estimation
regardless of the PGMM or LCGA model. When the distance of latent class is small, applied
researchers should be cautious about the results. Second, it was suggested that the appropriate
sample size for the PGMM model should be greater than 200 in general. Third, the pattern of
growth affects the model selection at which unparallel growth pattern generally led to better model
estimations compared with parallel pattern. Fourth, compared with PGMM model, LCGA were
less accurate in parameter estimations even though its performance of model selection is similar to
PGMM. Finally, ARI provides a good index for model selection. Based on these results, this
manuscript has considerable contribution to the methodology for the analysis of longitudinal data
by providing some specific conditions at which the interpretation of the PGMM results is
appropriate.

Overall, considering the quality of the results and implication of this manuscript, 1 will
recommend the publication of this manuscript in this journal. However, there are several issues
that | think the author(s) may consider so as to strength this manuscript for publication:

In this study, a two-class-two-period model was used in the simulation study. | wonder if a
three-class model, which is considered to be more general, should be included in the simulation
study as well. One advantage of including a three-class model is that we can investigate if the
results may become different under conditions when the distance of the class are the same across
different classes or when two classes are closer, whereas the third class are further apart from the
other two classes. The author(s) have mentioned this issue as one of the future directions for
research. | think it is worth extending the simulation study to three-class model in the current
study so as to strengthen the conclusion drawn in this manuscript.
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&0 2: The author(s) have compared PGMM and LCGA throughout the study. The results have
suggested that LCGA is not as reliable as PGMM most of the time. It seems to the readers that
PGMM is preferred in all situations. | think the author(s) should give some more descriptions
about when it is realistic or practical to assume there are no individual differences among the
people within each class so that a simplified model (i.e., LCGA) is preferred over the PGMM
model.
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&0 3: As suggested from the simulation study results, distance of latent class is an important
factor in influencing model selection and parameter estimation. A practical question is how can



applied researcher determine the distance of the latent class as large, medium and small in their

own study? In this study, distance of latent class is defined as SMD. In practice, is there any

guideline or recommendation that help applied researchers to determine the size of the distance of

latent class so that they know if the interpretation of the results is appropriate or not. The author(s)

may have one or two sentences in addressing this issue.
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= 4: Another interesting issue about PGMM and LCGA is if the size of parameter also

influences the model selection and parameter estimation. In the current study, size of parameter is

not a manipulated factor in the simulation study. The author(s) may add a paragraph in the future

direction section and explain if the size of parameter may influence the estimations and whether

future studies should explore on this factor.
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=0 5: The author(s) should proof-read the manuscript, for example,

Line 1, p. 6 « AT LAR#HE 30 117, Isuppose itis AT 7.

In short, this manuscript is clear and concise in addressing the objectives as stated by the author(s).
With minor revision, this manuscript is ready for publication. | hope the above comments are
useful.
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